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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. STEWART).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
July 30, 2014.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHRIS
STEWART 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 7, 2014, 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, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

———————

MEDICARE, MEDICAID, AND THE
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD) for 5
minutes.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
with the stroke of a pen 49 years ago
today, several weeks after I finished
high school, then-President Lyndon
Johnson signed into law two of the
largest and most important health-re-
lated programs the country had ever
seen, Medicare and Medicaid. Those
programs were created nearly half a
century ago because our Nation’s lead-

ers saw, time and time again, the hope-
lessness of people who had no way to
provide the most basic level of health
care for themselves and their families.

It was President Harry Truman who
initially conceived of a health care
safety net for struggling Americans.
Nearly 70 years ago, Truman said:
“Millions of our citizens do not now
enjoy good health. Millions do not have
security against the economic effects
of sickness . .. and the time has ar-
rived for action to help them get that
protection.”

Since the creation of Medicare and
Medicaid, no achievement has been as
significant and consequential as the
Affordable Care Act. In addition to pro-
viding affordable health insurance, to
some for the first time ever, the ACA
has also provided for significant expan-
sion of states’ Medicaid programs so
that individuals with incomes less than
138 percent of the poverty level could
finally have access to basic care.

A Supreme Court case would make
Medicaid expansion voluntary. Now,
nearly half a century after Medicaid
was created to help the least among us,
24 States in this country, 24 States be-
lieve it best to disenfranchise millions
and deny them access to Federal dol-
lars they rightfully deserve by not ex-
panding their programs.

States that have refused to expand
point to the increased costs as a main
reason for their decision. But, Mr.
Speaker, the Federal Government has
committed to pay 100 percent—that is,
100 percent of the cost of expansion—
for the first 3 years and then 90 percent
beyond the first 3. Nationally, the
States would see only a 1.6 percent in-
crease in their share of Medicaid spend-
ing, a 1.6 percent increase to provide
health care for millions of deserving
individuals.

The benefits of expansion far out-
weigh the costs. In my home State of
North Carolina alone, expanding Med-
icaid will save the State more than $65

million over the next 8 years and would
benefit its economy by adding nearly
$1.5 billion to the State’s revenue. It
would not only help to save jobs, but
help to create them, too. That is just
in North Carolina. And this same sce-
nario is playing out in nearly half of
all the States in our country.

The cost of not expanding is simply
too great. Pungo Hospital, located just
outside of my congressional district in
Belhaven, has closed its doors, closed
its doors because North Carolina re-
fuses to expand Medicaid.

The decision by Governor Pat
McCrory and the Republican-led State
legislature has cost a woman her life.
Portia Gibbs was 48 years old. She had
a heart attack and died on her way to
the nearest open hospital, which was
an hour away.

Providing care to the sick and in-
jured is a moral imperative that Harry
Truman saw nearly 70 years ago when
he first spoke about it. Congress and
President Lyndon Johnson believed
caring for the least among us was a
moral necessity when Medicare and
Medicaid were passed and signed into
law.

At the signing ceremony 49 years
ago, former President Harry Truman
said of the people that would benefit
from Medicare and Medicaid: ‘‘These
people are our prideful responsibility,
and they are entitled, among other
benefits, to the best medical protection
available. We don’t want them to have
any idea of hopeless despair.” That was
President Harry Truman.

In response to Truman, President
Lyndon Johnson said improving the
health of all Americans ‘‘calls upon us
never to be indifferent to despair. It
commands us never to turn away from
helplessness. It directs us never to ig-
nore or to spurn those who suffer
untended in a land that is bursting
with abundance.”

Those elected officials standing in
the way of Medicaid expansion should
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simply reflect on President Johnson’s
words. In a country that has come so
far—so far—Americans who struggle fi-
nancially deserve better than that.
They deserve better than to have their
elected officials tell them that their
worth in this world is tied to their abil-
ity to afford health insurance.

———

ISRAEL HAS THE RIGHT TO
DEFEND ITSELF

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

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to speak strongly and
unequivocally in support of Israel’s
right to self-defense, the same right to
self-defense we would assert if America
were attacked and Americans killed by
rockets and other weaponry.

Israel launched Operation Protective
Edge in response to relentless and
unprovoked rocket attacks launched
from Gaza by Hamas, a brutally ruth-
less terrorist organization. In just the
last 3 weeks, more than 2,500 rockets
have rained down on Israel, and the
targets of these rockets are not mili-
tary but civilian.

2,500 rockets fired at any country is a
lot. It is an act of war that triggers
self-defense military responses. But
2,600 rockets fired at a country as
small as Israel is even worse. To put
the size of Israel in perspective, Israel
is smaller than the Tennessee Valley of
north Alabama that I represent. If any-
one dared to fire even a single rocket
at the people of the Fifth District of
Alabama, much less if 2,500 rockets
rained down on the Tennessee Valley,
you can be darn sure that we would de-
mand an overwhelming military re-
sponse.

In Israel, Hamas fires at commu-
nities, at schools, at daycare centers,
all with the same goal: to invoke terror
by injuring and killing as many inno-
cent Israeli citizens as possible.

Fully 80 percent of the Israeli popu-
lation is living under the constant
threat of missile attacks, having to run
into the shelters constantly at a mo-
ment’s notice, in the middle of the
night, at all times of the day with mere
seconds of warning. No country on
Earth would tolerate such a situation.

So that we are clear, Hamas consist-
ently places and fires its rockets with-
in heavily populated areas, including
schools and hospitals. Hamas does this
to use their own civilian population as
human shields. This means that every
time they fire a rocket, they are com-
mitting not one, but two, war crimes:
targeting civilians in Israel while using
human shields in Gaza.

Israeli Prime Minister Benjamin
Netanyahu said it very well in describ-
ing the juxtaposition of Hamas firing
from civilian areas in the hope of draw-
ing fire and the use by Israel of the
Iron Dome missile defense system: ‘“We
use missiles to protect our people.
Hamas uses their civilians to protect
their missiles.”
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Mr. Speaker, I would be remiss if I
did not emphasize how truly miracu-
lous the Iron Dome missile and mortar
defense system is. It is like hitting a
bullet with a bullet.

I thank the Tennessee Valley’s in-
comparable defense workers who,
working hand-in-hand with very bright
Israeli engineers and scientists, made
hitting a bullet with a bullet possible.
Untold Israeli citizens’ lives have been
saved as a result of the Tennessee Val-
ley’s technological contributions to
Israel and the Iron Dome defense sys-
tem.

Since the beginning of Operation
Protective Edge, Israel has discovered
more than 30 offensive Hamas terrorist
tunnels dug from Gaza under the bor-
der and into Israel. These tunnels have
60 different access points, and the en-
trances have been found in houses and
mosques.

The purpose of the tunnels is to allow
armed Hamas terrorists to emerge in
Israeli communities to murder and kid-
nap civilians—defenseless mothers, fa-
thers, and children, it makes no dif-
ference to Hamas. Hamas kidnaps, tor-
tures, and murders, and seemingly en-
joys it.

Israel’s only solution, the only path
to peace in the face of those who Kkill in
the name of religion, is Israel’s dis-
arming of Hamas and the demilitariza-
tion of Gaza.

Israel is the only democracy in the
tumultuous and dangerous Middle
East. Israel is unquestionably Amer-
ica’s most reliable ally in the Middle
East. The people of Israel are engaged
in a fight to protect their home, a fight
for survival, and America must stand
with Israel without hesitation.

———————

THE RIGHT TO VOTE IS A
FUNDAMENTAL RIGHT

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

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, the right
to vote is the most fundamental right
in any democracy since it is the right
from which all others meaningfully de-
rive.

Deny someone the right to vote, and
you may deny them the right to speak,
to associate with whom they choose, or
to freely exercise their faith. For if
these other rights are infringed, how
may we seek redress but at the ballot
box?

Not even the courts can secure our
rights in the absence of an effective
franchise. Congress established the in-
ferior courts, and Congress may abolish
them. The right to vote alone is foun-
dation to all of the others.

So it is deeply disturbing to see the
right to vote being diminished in many
States. These new State laws restrict
voter registration drives, eliminate
same-day voter registration, reduce the
early voting period, and require photo
identification and proof of citizenship
to vote.

In total, 34 States have passed laws
now requiring voters to show some
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kind of identification at the polls. For
many Americans who already are reg-
istered to vote and can provide this
documentation, these new require-
ments may not sound burdensome. But
although these new laws apply to all
Americans, they disproportionately
impact young, elderly, minority, low-
income, and disabled voters.

Eleven percent of American citizens
do not have a photo ID; 7 percent do
not have citizenship documents. That
means a significant number of eligible
voters have been disenfranchised by
these new laws.

It has been argued that it is appro-
priate to put a significant burden on
people who simply want to cast their
vote because voter fraud is widespread,
but it is not. It is true that in jurisdic-
tions which allow people to pay a boun-
ty for new voter registration cards that
voter registration fraud exists. But
voter registration fraud is not the
same as voter fraud, since these false
registrations do not result in non-
existent people voting.

The fraud artists should be pros-
ecuted for violating the law and clut-
tering up the voter registration rolls,
but legitimate voters should not be dis-
enfranchised. Rather, we should crack
down on the bounty system that
incentivizes this kind of misconduct.

These new and stringent voter ID
laws will not stop voter registration
fraud, but they will prevent legitimate
voters from casting their ballots. In-
deed, in many places, this is their very
intention. They are the worst form of
voter suppression, not voter protec-
tion.

The backward movement on voting
rights is not confined to the States.
The Supreme Court has also made it
more difficult to ensure adequate pro-
tection from disenfranchisement.

Section 5 of the Voting Rights Act
required that nine States and many
other counties and municipalities
around the country with histories of
voter discrimination obtain Federal
preclearance before changing voter
laws. However, the Supreme Court, in
Shelby County v. Holder, ruled that
the formula to determine which juris-
dictions must get preclearance is out-
of-date.

Immediately thereafter, Texas an-
nounced that a previously blocked
voter identification law would go into
effect and that redistricting maps
would no longer need Federal approval,
actions that could severely undermine
minority voting rights in that State.
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In January, the Voting Rights
Amendment Act was introduced to re-
store and strengthen the protections of
the VRA that were dismantled by the
Supreme Court. This bill was intro-
duced by Congressman JOHN CONYERS
and Congressman JIM SENSENBRENNER,
demonstrating the bipartisan support
for restoring a crowning achievement
of the civil rights movement. I am a
strong supporter of the Voting Rights
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Amendment Act, and I am encouraged
that Members of both parties see the
need for this legislation.

As a country, we have made incred-
ible progress in expanding the right to
vote to previously disenfranchised pop-
ulations. Now is not the time to turn
the clock back. We should, instead, be
moving forward, ever forward, and en-
couraging legal, eligible voters to fully
participate in their government, in de-
mocracy, and in voting—not working
to exclude them.

Congress must commit to passing the
Voting Rights Amendment Act and en-
suring that the ballot boxes in our
States, in our Nation, and in our de-
mocracy remain open to all.

——

CENTRAL ALABAMA VETERANS
HEALTH CARE SYSTEM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Alabama (Mrs. ROBY) for 5 minutes.

Mrs. ROBY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to share with this Congress and with
this Nation a story of mismanagement,
malfeasance, negligence, and coverup
at the Central Alabama Veterans
Health Care System, or CAVHCS.

I know most of my colleagues can
point to at least some problems at the
VA systems in their State. But what
has transpired in my hometown of
Montgomery, Alabama, and central
Alabama rises to a level of misconduct
and mistrust I am not sure many other
systems can match. And I do this not
simply just to disparage the system for
no reason. I do this to shine a light on
some truly disturbing practices so we
can finally clean up the mess. I do this
so that the 50,000-plus veterans that de-
pend on the Central Alabama VA can
one day have confidence in the health
care system we promised them.

After Phoenix, when the scheduling
scheme began to unravel, it was re-
vealed in early June that the Central
Alabama VA had one of the worst wait
times in the country. It was particu-
larly bad for mental health patients.

I actually met with our local VA di-
rector, who acknowledged the discrep-
ancies and tried to reassure me by
leading me to believe that action had
been taken to remove those respon-
sible. It turns out that wasn’t true. No
one was fired. Mr. Speaker, if a Mem-
ber of Congress can’t get a straight an-
swer from the VA, imagine what our
veterans go through every single day.

In the wake of this clear breach of
trust, we began digging deeper to find
out what was really going on at the
Central Alabama VA. The information
that we received from sources who
came forward was alarming. It is also
consistent with reports gathered by
independent inspectors and some great
investigative reporters.

Here is what is being uncovered:

A Montgomery VA pulmonologist
manipulated more than 1,200 patient
records to show tests that never oc-
curred. After being caught, the doctor
was never fired or suspended. He actu-
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ally was caught manipulating records
again but somehow went on to receive
a ‘‘satisfactory” performance review;

At least 900 unread patient X-ray
tests, many showing malignancies,
were lost over a b-year period. When
the tests were discovered recently, top
hospital administrators tried to cover
up the problem;

Email records show the Central Ala-
bama VA director was alerted to the
concerns over patient scheduling prac-
tices more than 8 months before taking
action;

And finally, Mr. Speaker, perhaps the
strongest evidence yet has emerged
that the rampant scheduling manipula-
tion at Central Alabama wasn’t a mis-
understanding at all but, rather, a fa-
cility-led standard operating proce-
dure. More than 57 percent of staff sur-
veyed at Central Alabama said they re-
ceived ‘‘instruction” to manipulate pa-
tient wait times, 57 percent. Mr.
Speaker, that is off the charts. The na-
tional average is 12.7 percent, and
other systems near Montgomery aren’t
even close.

There is clearly a systematic prob-
lem in Montgomery, and it needs to be
corrected. That is why I have joined
with Senator RICHARD SHELBY to write
the new Secretary of Veterans Admin-
istration, Robert McDonald, to call his
attention to the Central Alabama VA.
Specifically, Senator SHELBY and I are
asking Secretary McDonald to review
these instances of mismanagement,
visit CAVHCS with us, and develop a
plan of action to reform the Central
Alabama system.

It is so important to remember that
thousands of doctors, nurses, and pub-
lic servants at the VA work very hard
every day to give veteran patients the
best health care that we can offer.
Their service is honorable, and it is a
shame that it is overshadowed now by
a system that too often fails those it
was created to help.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot allow the
American people to forget about this.
We cannot allow the news media to
move on to the next story. I hear from
veterans every day who are depending
on us to make this right. This will be
an uphill battle. I know that. But it is
a fight we have to fight. We have to
change this culture of complacency.
That starts with new leadership, and I
look forward to working with Sec-
retary McDonald.

———
THE BORDER CRISIS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
over the last couple of weeks, many of
us have visited my home State and
have gone to places where I have gone
over the decades of service and living
in Texas, and that is to our great
neighbors who live on the border. Many
great citizens of the State of Texas and
of the great country in which we live,
they have lived and worked and played,
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and they have created an economic en-
gine, cities like Brownsville, Laredo,
Harlingen, McAllen, and many others.
And they have, in fact, experienced
over the years an influx of individuals
coming to do harm.

As a senior member of the Homeland
Security Committee and a member
who has served as chairwoman and
ranking member on a number of sub-
committees, we have made great
strides.

I am reminded of the low number of
Border Patrol agents some many years
ago, and now we are upwards to 25,000
hardworking Americans who serve on
both the northern and southern bor-
ders.

They have met the challenge of a se-
rious influx. First, the drug cartels.
The violence on the Mexican side of the
border. We have come together with
Mexican Presidents and have worked
with the Mexican national defense
forces, and we have quashed, to a cer-
tain extent, the extensive violence. But
yet, our Federal agents of the ATF, the
DEA, FBI, and certainly other collabo-
rative efforts have worked to bring this
violence down.

We take note of the fact that El Paso
is noted as the safest city in the United
States, and it is on the border. We note
that a great deal of commerce comes
through the southern border, as it does
the northern border.

Over the last couple of weeks, begin-
ning maybe in 2013, we saw a new phe-
nomenon, an unplanned phenomenon, a
phenomenon driven by the devastating
and destructive elements found in Hon-
duras, El Salvador, Guatemala, and
Central America, none of which were
driven by a pointed pronouncement
from the United States or the Presi-
dent of the United States, President
Barack Obama. But elements who
wanted to misuse and abuse the need
for comprehensive immigration reform
decided to misrepresent the laws of the
United States of America.

Every Member of Congress has ad-
hered to a particular theme. I started
using it in the 1990s. We are a Nation of
laws and a Nation of immigrants. And
the laws are intended to be used to in-
struct how we guide our hearts and our
laws. We still have the Statue of Lib-
erty in the harbor of New York that
says, we welcome the forlorn and those
who are in need.

Unfortunately, bad information was
given to desperate people. Let me say
that again, Mr. Speaker: desperate peo-
ple. Desperate mothers and fathers who
saw the beheading of young people, or
people in their neighborhood threat-
ened by MS-13 and other horrific gangs
who say, if your child does not join,
your child will be killed, or your little
girl will be raped. Or maybe the 3-year-
old that I saw down in Brownsville
with a diaper on was given to someone
just to save her life.

That is the misnomer and the abuse
that has been going on in the debate
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here. These are the real lives of chil-
dren who fled with a more than cred-
ible fear of the loss of life. I am so dis-
appointed sometimes in how we can re-
invent truth, and that is that these
children are fleeing because of what
President Obama represented. That is
not true. And it is important to tell
the American people the truth.

They were fleeing because of the
sheer unbelievable violence, insane vio-
lence, mixed in with the mistruths and
misrepresentations of those who just
wanted to make money and abuse the
system. So now we have the surge,
maybe 50,000 plus here in the United
States. And we have to do something
about it.

I listened to three young people yes-
terday. Most of us have not heard from
the children because we were pro-
tecting the children’s privacy. But
these youngsters explained the arduous
journey that they took and how they
came here for nothing more than a bet-
ter life, and that violence was all
around them.

Yes, we need to work with Honduras
and Guatemala and El Salvador. But
we started out trying to do what was
right. The President offered a supple-
mental. He knew it was right to have
funding for the wilderness funding. He
knew it was right to give the Border
Patrol agents their appropriate mon-
eys, and he knew it was right for en-
forcement to add more judges.

But what I would say is, what we
have on the floor now, Mr. Speaker, is
a pitiful example in H.R. 5230. This is a
bad emergency supplemental. It is not
even that. It is not worth voting for.
America is better than this, and we
need to do better than this with the
supplemental to help these children
and help America.

————
AFGHANISTAN

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. JONES) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. JONES. Mr. Speaker, to begin
my short statement today, I would like
to read you a recent headline from The
Washington Times: ‘“‘Golden Hammer:
U.S. squandered $34 million on failed
Afghan soybean project.” The first few
sentences of this report read: ‘“Call it
the great American soybean heist, the
latest tale of U.S. taxpayer abuse to
emanate from Afghanistan. Despite
clear evidence that Afghanistan’s arid
soil was a bad place to grow soybeans,
the U.S. Department of Agriculture
spent $34.4 million tying to establish
the crop in that country, according to
the Special Inspector General for Af-
ghan Reconstruction.”

Mr. Speaker, here we go again, talk-
ing about the waste, fraud, and abuse
of American resources in Afghanistan.

Yesterday I spoke on the House floor
in memory of three members of the
United States Army who died as a re-
sult of their service in Afghanistan.
The deaths of these three men rep-
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resent my greatest concern with our
servicemembers continuing to remain
in Afghanistan: that more and more of
our men and women in uniform will be
killed and wounded.

The loss of life and limb is far more
important than the money that is
being wasted. However, Mr. Speaker,
our country is in a dangerous financial
situation.

In addition to the soybean report, I
want to read three more headlines that
accentuate the waste of our taxpayer
money in Afghanistan. From CBS
News: ‘“‘Is the Pentagon wasting tax-
payer money in Afghanistan?’’ From
the Center for Public Integrity: ‘“The
U.S. military was no match for Af-
ghanistan’s corruption.” And from the
World Affairs Journal: ‘‘Money pit: The
monstrous failure of U.S. aid to Af-
ghanistan.”

Mr. Speaker, how much more can the
poor American taxpayer continue to
spend on a failed policy in Afghani-
stan? I cannot emphasize enough that
we have children, senior citizens, and
veterans here at home that desperately
need our assistance, yet we run out of
money for their programs because we
refuse to make cuts to the funds that
are being funneled overseas, and espe-
cially in Afghanistan.

I say to the administration and to
Congress that it is time to fix Amer-
ica’s problems, not Afghanistan’s prob-
lems, and not the world’s problems.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, 1 want,
again, to mention the three Army sol-
diers who were killed last week on July
25: Staff Sergeant Benjamin G. Prange,
PFC Keith M. Williams, and PFC
Donnell A. Hamilton, Jr.
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Mr. Speaker, beside me, I have poster
after poster of the cost of war. As a
young kid named Tyler Jordan—this is
actually from 2003, our early days in
Iraq, a very unnecessary war—his fa-
ther was a gunny sergeant named Phil-
lip Jordan, and he was killed, and here
is Tyler being given the flag that was
folded after it was taken off his fa-
ther’s grave.

I don’t know how many of these three
names I just mentioned—I know one
family, he had two little girls, maybe
they got a folded flag—but it is time
for Congress to wake up.

There is no need to have our young
men and women overseas giving their
life and limb and to see the money
wasted overseas in fraud, waste, and
abuse when we can use it right here to
fix America’s problems.

Please, God, continue to bless our
men and women in uniform; and please,
God, continue to bless America.

——————

THE FUTILITY OF LITIGATING
THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH

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

Ms. SPEIER. Mr. Speaker, with just 1
day before the recess and many pend-
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ing issues before us, the majority has
focused on one issue and one issue
alone: suing the President of the
United States for essentially doing
what they seem incapable of.

The lawsuit focuses solely on a small
part of the ACA, one that Republicans
themselves wanted to roll back. I am
going to list my objections to this
monumental waste of time on this
poster.

First is standing. The S is for stand-
ing because the Speaker is trying to
sue the President, and he does not have
standing. He must show that there is
some concrete harm to him that goes
beyond the general interest in seeing
the law enforced.

In fact, he should listen to conserv-
ative legal minds like Justices Rob-
erts, Scalia, and Rehnquist, all of
whom have expressed skepticism about
a court granting standing to the House
to sue the President.

It is absurd to think that the House
of Representatives, as an institution,
has been harmed by President Obama’s
attempting in good faith to implement
the ACA. I understand their feelings
might be hurt, but acting out only gets
them negative attention, and the
Americans agree that this is a waste of
time.

The next reason that I object is the
taxpayer waste of money. The last
time the Republicans sued the Presi-
dent, it was over the implementation
of DOMA, which went nowhere and cost
the taxpayers $2.3 million. Like this
previous fruitless lawsuit, this will
bounce around the courts for years,
making rich lawyers rich. That is the
only jobs program the Republicans will
have passed in Congress this year.

The next reason I object to it is that
it is useless. Just what are the Repub-
licans trying to accomplish with this
circus? It is certainly not governing.
As of June 30, this Congress has only
enacted 125 bills into law—the lowest
number of any Congress in history
since 1973, when they started keeping
data.

Now, my colleagues on the other side
of the aisle will say, well, it is all
about the Senate, but in five pre-
viously divided Congresses before this
one, the average number of bills en-
acted at the same time period was 254—
almost twice as many.

The next reason I object to this law-
suit is P, political stunt aimed at ap-
peasing the fringe elements in the Re-
publican Party that want to impeach
the President. The same people calling
for this lawsuit shut down the govern-
ment last fall because they wanted to
delay the Affordable Care Act, and it
cost us over $24 billion. Now, they are
suing the President over the fact that
he did something they wanted him to
do in the first place.

The only other group of people I
know who scream that they want
something and then throw a tantrum
when they get it are toddlers.

The next reason I object to this law-
suit is that it is inconsistent. It is in-
consistent because when George Bush
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was proposing the prescription drug
benefit and we were trying to imple-
ment that, he asked to have it delayed
for 1 year—and guess what? The Repub-
licans didn’t object then.

Then the final reason that I object to
this lawsuit is because it is a distrac-
tion. The Republicans are trying to dis-
tract Americans from the fact they
have ruled over a do-nothing Congress.

While we are frittering away our last
few days in session in this pointless
and childish exercise, we are not cre-
ating jobs, fixing immigration, renew-
ing the Export-Import Bank, doing tax
reform, or even completing a full ap-
propriations process.

Words fail me in describing the petu-
lance of the other side. This toddler is
more adult than some of my col-
leagues. She has figured it out. I sup-
pose I will have to let her express her
feelings.

————
GENOCIDE IN IRAQ

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

Mr. WOLF. Mr. Speaker, I want to
share two pictures showing the tomb of
the prophet Jonah in Mosul, Iraq. The
first shows Jonah’s tomb as it looked
for centuries prior to last week. The
second shows the site after it was de-
stroyed by ISIS last week. Thousands
of years of Biblical cultural history
were erased in a matter of moments by
Islamist terrorists.

This ancient site had once been the
location of a church and then a mosque
famous for its architectural beauty
which stood there since the 14th cen-
tury. The mosque of the prophet
Yunus—built around Jonah’s tomb—
honored a figure who is sacred to Jews,
Christians, and Muslims.

Jonah, who was sent by God to
preach repentance to the people of
Nineveh, is the subject of a book in the
Hebrew Tanakh—the Old Testament—
and multiple passages in the Koran.

While ISIS has targeted Christians
for elimination in its destructive ram-
page through Syria and Iraq, this
atrocity is an offense not just to Chris-
tians, but to all humanity. This is
more than fundamentalism or extre-
mism. It is nihilism. It is genocide. It
is genocide of an entire people of faith
in this region.

The world should be outraged at the
crime against our shared cultural her-
itage, including the Islam that ISIS
claims to represent. ISIS has destroyed
millennia of history by detonating an
explosive charge and turning this an-
cient site of pilgrimage to rubble.

However, it is not just Biblical sites
and Christian churches that are tar-
geted by ISIS extermination. It is ex-
terminating the Christian people of
this region. The Christian people of
this region are being exterminated.

I want to share another picture. Do
you see this spray-painted symbol on
the wall to the right of the gate? That
is the Arabic word ‘‘nun’ which stands
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for nasara, a pejorative name for Chris-
tians. They are singling out Christians.
ISIS has been marking the homes of
Christians to symbolize their ulti-
matum: convert to Islam or die.

Similarly, ISIS has used the letter
“raa’ for rawafidh, a slur against Shi-
ites that they also expelled from
Mosul.

This is the sixth time in a week that
I have appeared on this floor to call at-
tention to the genocide that is taking
place right before our eyes. The media
is starting to pay more attention, but
where is the Obama administration?

It has to make protecting this an-
cient community a priority. It needs to
encourage the Kurds to do more of
what they can to protect those fleeing
ISIS and provide safe refuge. It needs
to ensure that of the resources going to
the region, that a portion should be
guaranteed to help the Christian com-
munity. It needs to have the same
courage as President Bush and former
Secretary of State Colin Powell had
when they called it genocide in Darfur
because this is genocide.

For the sake of these communities
and for the sake of the ancient, tan-
gible heritage that is being destroyed
daily by ISIS and Iraq, President
Obama must speak.

President Reagan consistently made
human rights and religious freedom a
hallmark of American diplomacy. He
famously described the U.S. Constitu-
tion as ‘‘a covenant we have made not
only with ourselves, but with all of
mankind.” He understood that the
promises enshrined in that document
transcended time and place.

There is no more urgent time and
place to speak out than now, given
what is happening to Christians and
other religious minorities in Iraq. We
are seeing, during this Congress where
everyone here is serving and during
this administration, we are seeing the
end of Christianity in Iraq, and soon,
we will see the end of Christianity in
the Middle East, where it all began.

———

HOUSE DEMOCRATS’ ECONOMIC
AGENDA

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

Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, this past
Saturday, I held my Congress on Your
Corner at the Litchfield Public Li-
brary, and there, I had conversations
with folks young and old, and we
talked about what matters to them and
to their families, and I heard about
their concerns with the pressing issues
facing our country right now.

How can Washington jump-start our
economy again? When will we rebuild
our aging bridges and roads? What is
Congress doing about our broken immi-
gration system?

Here we are, 2 days before the Speak-
er’s August recess, and there is a vote
to sue the President. Yes, that is right,
we are wasting time and taxpayer
money voting on politically-motivated
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attacks against the President, rather
than this House taking action to help
the American people.

Mr. Speaker, we should be debating a
long-term, sustainable solution to fund
the dwindling highway trust fund, fix
our infrastructure, and create jobs. We
should work together to fix our broken
immigration system and to address the
humanitarian crisis at the border, and
we should vote to enact Make It In
America legislation that supports
good-paying jobs right here at home.

Mr. Speaker, moms in my district
and across this country ask me every
day: When will this House allow a vote
on commonsense gun violence preven-
tion? Coming from a State that is
working to regain jobs that were lost
during the recession, I believe that we
should cancel this recess to extend
emergency unemployment for job-
seekers in my State of Connecticut and
all across America.

No; instead, we are wasting time and
taxpayer money on a frivolous lawsuit,
rather than working together—work-
ing together—to stop corporate tax in-
versions or close tax loopholes for com-
panies that are shipping our jobs over-
seas.

The folks I listened to in Litchfield
last Saturday morning deserve better.
The American people deserve better. It
is time to put partisanship aside and to
put middle class families first. We
should cancel recess. We should stay
here and work together on policies to
jump-start our economy and get the
job done for all of the people we rep-
resent.

——
THE ORDEAL OF FIRST LIEUTEN-
ANT NADIYA VIKTORIVNA

SAVCHENKO OF THE UKRAINIAN
ARMY

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

Mr. GIBSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to address a solemn and pressing
issue that unfortunately has not re-
ceived the attention that is warranted.
This issue is the illegal capture, trans-
port, ongoing detainment, and upcom-
ing trial of First Lieutenant Nadiya
Viktorivna Savchenko of the Ukrain-
ian Army by pro-Russian Ukrainian
separatists and, now, the Russian Gov-
ernment.

Lieutenant Savchenko, whose first
name Nadiya means ‘‘hope’ in Ukrain-
ian, is a true patriot and hero. She was
born in 1981 in what was then the
Ukrainian Soviet Socialist Republic
and grew up in that Soviet Union-
aligned Republic.

At the early age of 16, 1 year younger
than myself when I joined the United
States military, Nadiya joined the
Ukrainian Army as a radio operator
and started an incredible and
groundbreaking career in service to a
free and independent Ukraine.

Now 33, she has not only been trained
as an elite paratrooper, she also be-
came the first female air force pilot in
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the Ukrainian military. Her exemplary
time in uniform includes service in
Iraq between 2004 and 2008 as a member
of Ukrainian peacekeeping troops, dur-
ing which time she served alongside
and earned the respect of U.S. per-
sonnel, including Special Operations
Forces.

In fact, her tour in Iraq overlapped
with part of my own time serving in
that theater. I personally know the
hardships and exemplary work done by
our coalition forces during that dif-
ficult period, including Nadiya’s
Ukrainian contingent.

She has since become a national hero
and icon, serving in the 3rd Army Avia-
tion Regiment and being recognized by
Ukrainian defense forces and the
United Nations. Nadiya also became a
leading national figure in the
Euromaidan demonstrations, which led

to the fall of President Viktor
Yanukovych.

O 1045
After Yanukovych, pro-Russian

forces began stoking anger and vio-
lence across Ukraine’s eastern prov-
inces and the Crimean Peninsula. Lieu-
tenant Savchenko then joined one of
many volunteer, pro-government units
that were organized to supplement de-
ployed government forces. As the lead-
er in the Aidar Battalion, she served
alongside Ukrainian military personnel
and civilians alike to quell the Rus-
sian-supplied, -trained, -supported, and
-supplemented separatist forces.

On June 28, Nadiya was captured by
the separatists. After several days of
unknown whereabouts, she resurfaced
in Russia in the custody of the Russian
Government on charges of murdering
two Russian journalists. Access to her
by family and Ukrainian officials has
been very limited, and calls for her re-
lease based on her illegal capture,
transport, transfer, and detention have
gone unanswered. This is unacceptable.
As Americans, we must recognize those
who have fought alongside us and those
who have stood up for democracy and
freedom across the globe. Furthermore,
we cannot let international law and
due process be violated by any entity
or nation.

For these reasons, I call on the
United States Government and the
United Nations to take immediate ac-
tion to seek release of First Lieutenant
Nadiya Viktorivna Savchenko. If she, a
citizen of the sovereign state of
Ukraine and a war hero, is to face trial,
she must be granted the full ability to
do so in an open, transparent, and unbi-
ased venue such as through the inter-
national court system or be granted
the privilege of a full and proper inves-
tigation by her own country. Lieuten-
ant Savchenko deserves due process of
law. I further call on Russia to comply
with its international obligations and
immediately release Nadiya Savchenko
to her family or appropriate authori-
ties.
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MEDICAID EXPANSION

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, as a cochairman of the State Med-
icaid Expansion Caucus, I rise this
morning to talk about how important
expanding Medicaid is for my State and
for every State in this great Nation.

It gives me great pride to be in the
well of the House this morning speak-
ing on the topic of expanding the Med-
icaid program today, the 49th anniver-
sary of the date when the legislation
creating the Medicaid antipoverty pro-
gram was signed into law by President
Lyndon Baines Johnson. More than 30
Members of Congress have joined the
State Medicaid Expansion Caucus be-
cause we know that opening the way to
health care for the poor is good, it is
righteous, it is just, it is merciful. It is
the right thing to do because, accord-
ing to Matthew 25:40:

Whatever you did for one of the least of
these brothers and sisters of mine, you did
for me.

And for those who have not a care
about the poor, then you should know
also that expanding Medicaid to more
poor people will stimulate the economy
by creating jobs in the burgeoning
health care and other ancillary indus-
tries. More jobs mean more spending,
which leads to more profits. For those
of you who are only concerned about
your bottom line, then you should also
know:

Whoever is kind to the poor lends to the
Lord, and he will reward them for what they
have done.—Proverbs 19:17.

The stimulation of economies is ex-
actly what expanding Medicaid has ac-
complished in the 27 States that have
expanded eligibility. It is exactly what
will happen in every recalcitrant State
when their political leaders finally
come to their senses and choose to ac-
cept the Federal funds to expand their
Medicaid systems, the funds having al-
ready been paid into the system by
their own taxpayers.

So 27 States, a majority of the States
of this great country, looked at the
facts and made the choice to help their
people be healthier and therefore lead
more productive lives. Expanding Med-
icaid in those States provided health
care coverage to approximately 10.5
million people who otherwise would
not have had it, according to Families
USA.

Despite the politics, this is a bipar-
tisan issue, as we see when Republican
Governors in Arizona and Ohio, for ex-
ample, expanded Medicaid. As a result
of their action, almost a million people
will have access to affordable health
care. States led by Republicans and
Democrats that expanded Medicaid
should be commended for their actions.
In California, almost 3 million people
have benefited by getting access to
health care when their State expanded
Medicaid. These are just some of the
success stories.
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The Federal Government will cover
100 percent of the costs of expanding
Medicaid today, and 90 percent of the
cost for the duration of the program in
every State. Expanding Medicaid will
bring billions of Federal tax dollars
back into States that will help develop
the health care infrastructure and im-
prove the economy.

It will also help low-income Ameri-
cans access health care. We must re-
member that the people who will ben-
efit from expanding Medicaid are no
less deserving of health care than any-
one else.

In my home State of Georgia, ex-
panding Medicaid would mean access
to health care for 684,000 poor people,
according to the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities. The Georgia Budget
and Policy Institute estimates that ex-
panding Medicaid will bring $65 billion
in new economic activity to Georgia
over 10 years, which will support more
than 56,000 new jobs throughout the
State. My Governor reacted to this
news by signing a bill eliminating his
own authority to expand Medicaid. I
can’t think of a time that a chief exec-
utive has willingly given away some of
his authority.

We know why Governors and State
legislators are choosing to deny access
to health care for their people. It is
politics, pure and simple.

I am here today to urge every State
to expand Medicaid. I urge my col-
leagues and those watching at home to
contact their Governor and their State
legislator in support of expanding Med-
icaid.

————

CONGRESS LEAVES WITH WORK

UNDONE

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

Mr. RIBBLE. Mr. Speaker, one of the
things that I am concerned about and I
think every American is concerned
about is the reputation of the Congress
of the United States in the eyes of the
American people. We know what our
approval ratings are, and we are well
aware of it; but we often don’t take a
moment and pause and say what are
the things that we could do to have the
American people once again view this
Chamber, the people’s House, as a place
of honor, as a place that is actually
doing the people’s business.

Here we are, 48 hours away from a re-
cess. We are going to be going back and
talking with the people in our dis-
tricts. Each one of us represents
around 700,000 American citizens. We
are going to go home and we are going
to spend some time talking with those
citizens, and I think that is appro-
priate. However, I also think it is ap-
propriate for us to get our work done,
and I want to talk this morning, Mr.
Speaker, about a key fundamental re-
quirement of the law of this Congress,
and that is to provide the Nation and
the American people with a budget
that is fiscally secure and to provide



July 30, 2014

for spending bills under the law so that
the money that the taxpayers are send-
ing to Washington, D.C., they are
aware of how that money is being
spent.

This is 2014, Mr. Speaker. Leaving for
the entire month of August was a tra-
dition, as I have read, brought to this
Chamber because of the extreme heat
of Washington, D.C., prior to air-condi-
tioning. But here we are in 2014, the
building is air-conditioned and the
lights are on. It is a relatively com-
fortable place to work. We could stay
here and actually finish up some of the
work of the people.

For example, in 1974, four decades
ago, the Congress of the United States
passed a budget act and the President
signed into law a budget act that re-
quired the Congress to actually pass a
budget and to do its spending bills and
complete them by September 30. In
four decades, here we are on the 40th
anniversary of that law. In four dec-
ades, it has not happened even one
time when the Congress did its work
and completed its spending bills within
the amount of time allotted under the
law. The American people are struck
by that.

How can the Congress of the United
States ignore the law? How can the
Congress of the United States say we
are going to find ourselves in agree-
ment, Democrats and Republicans,
House and Senate and the President,
and we are going to agree to do these
things? Well, quite frankly, the law
had one weakness: it had no enforce-
ment trigger in it.

A few years ago, a good friend of
mine, a gentleman from across the
aisle, Congressman JIM COOPER from
Nashville, Tennessee, wrote a piece of
legislation called No Budget, No Pay. A
couple of years ago, we finally signed
that bill into law—a part of it into
law—and for the first time since I have
been in Congress, the Senate of the
United States actually passed a budget
because they found out that if they
didn’t, there would be an enforcement
trigger that happened.

I have recently written a bill called
the Do Your Job Act, which would re-
quire the Congress to do all 12 of the
spending bills prior to the end of the
year or they can’t recess for more than
24 hours. They have to stay here and do
their job so the American people can
see firsthand what our priorities are.

I came to Congress in 2011, and in the
4 years I have been here, we have been
required by law to pass 48 spending
bills. The U.S. Senate, in those 4 years’
time, has passed two. The House has
done quite a bit better. They have
passed 24. But they are required to pass
48. This year, the Senate has passed
zero. They have done none. The House
of Representatives has passed seven,
and has referred another four out of
committee that are ready to go. We
ought to stay here and pass those bills
and send them to the Senate.

Mr. Speaker, this is the people’s
House. We ought to be here doing the
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people’s business for the good of the
American people. We should stay here
and do our job.

———

HEALTH EQUITY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

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

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
on behalf of my colleagues in the Con-
gressional Hispanic Caucus, the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, and the Con-
gressional Asian Pacific American Cau-
cus, I rise to introduce the Health Eq-
uity and Accountability Act of 2014.

The Congressional Tri-Caucus, over
the past 10 years, has been tireless in
its effort to educate Congress and the
country about the disproportionate
burden of premature deaths and pre-
ventable illnesses existing in our mi-
nority communities. Towards that end,
the Tri-Caucus developed a national
strategy for the elimination of racial
and ethnic health disparities. The key-
stone of this strategy is the Tri-Caucus
Health Equity and Accountability Act,
first introduced in 2003 and every Con-
gress since.

HEAA, in many ways, is unique.
First, the bill and its introduction ro-
tates each Congress among the three
caucuses. This year, as chair of the
CHC Health Task Force, I have the dis-
tinct honor of carrying on the tradi-
tion by introducing the bill for the
113th Congress.

Second, and most importantly,
HEAA outlines the collective institu-
tional knowledge of a diverse group of
policymakers, health professionals,
and advocacy organizations from
throughout the country on what poli-
cies are needed to halt, reduce, and
eliminate health disparities.

At the beginning of each new Con-
gress, the HEAA working group con-
venes and several hundred minority
and health advocacy organizations
meet on a regular basis to discuss the
bill and update it based on new re-
search and recommendations to meet
the ever-changing needs of our Nation’s
most vulnerable populations.

Also, just as the bill introduction ro-
tates each Congress between Member
offices, the leadership of the HEAA
working group rotates among advocacy
organizations. In the 113th Congress,
this effort was spearheaded by the Na-
tional Latina Institute for Reproduc-
tive Health, whose members I com-
mend for their deep commitment to so-
cial justice and for their tireless work
on this bill, which included coordi-
nating the input of over 350 health and
minority advocacy groups.

The HEAA is a principled living road
map that can be used by policymakers
and providers alike. For example, the
Affordable Care Act contains many
groundbreaking policies first intro-
duced in HEAA, including expansion of
Medicaid eligibility, increased re-
sources for community health centers,
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and institutionalizing Federal efforts
to achieve health equity.

Nevertheless, while the ACA has
made a significant impact on access to
quality health care, many inequities
and obstacles remain that prevent the
elimination of health disparities in our
country. That is why the HEAA of 2014
provides Federal resources and ad-
vanced policies to improve health out-
comes in all populations regardless of
race, ethnicity, immigration status,
age, ability, sex, sexual orientation,
gender identity, or English proficiency.
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The HEAA is made up of ten titles
proposing a wide spectrum of health
initiatives that address disparities and
mental health and specific high impact
minority diseases.

The bill also provides guidelines for
improving the health outcomes for
women, children, and families, and tar-
gets resources to communities striving
to overcome negative social factors.

Finally, the Dbill includes rec-
ommendations to enhance data collec-
tion, technology, accountability, and
evaluation; increase workforce diver-
sity; and ensure access to culturally
and linguistically appropriate care.

Mr. Speaker, the members of the Tri-
Caucus and members of the HEAA
working group believe no one’s health
or life expectancy should be deter-
mined by the color of their skin or the
Zip Code in which they are born.

The Health Equity and Account-
ability Act of 2014 is a consensus blue-
print of the most comprehensive and
strategic plans to eliminate health dis-
parities in our country.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Health Equity and Accountability Act
of 2014.

————
RISE OF ISLAMIC FASCISM

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

Mr. McCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, we
are watching the rise of Islamic fas-
cism on a scale unprecedented in mod-
ern times. It may be wrapped in dif-
ferent symbols and trace genealogy
through a different line, but at its core,
it is fascism. Listen to its virulent
anti-Semitism, the explicit promise of
genocide against Israel, the utter rejec-
tion—indeed, disdain—for fundamental
principles of democracy and human
rights and justice. There can be no
doubt what is happening.

European fascism might have con-
sumed all of Europe except for one grit-
ty holdout: for more than a year Great
Britain stood in the breach. Had it fall-
en, the consequences would have been
unthinkable.

Today, one gritty holdout stands
against the rise of Islamic fascism in
the Middle East. Israel is the only is-
land of democracy and civilization left
in that region, and it is standing alone
and in the breach.
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The current conflict between Israel
and Hamas offers a clear distinction
between good and evil.

Israel took control of the Gaza Strip
as a result of the Six-Day War in 1967.
It granted self-governance to the re-
gion in 1994, and in 2005, unilaterally
withdrew its forces.

The resulting Hamas government has
since militarized Gaza and used it as a
launching site for continuing and esca-
lating attacks against the civilian
Israeli population, with the avowed ob-
jective of wiping Israel off the map.

The Arab Spring welcomed by the
Obama administration brought the
Muslim Brotherhood to power in
Egypt. During its brief tenure, it
opened a road for the mass importation
of weapons to Hamas. These weapons,
and others smuggled in by sea, were
strategically placed in schools and hos-
pitals and fired upon Israeli cities
without provocation.

As Churchill once said of Britain:
Israel did everything it could to secure
peace. Perhaps it did too much.

The result was thousands of rocket
attacks and many terrorist incursions
by Hamas aimed solely at the civilian
population. Israel finally did what any
civilization must do under such cir-
cumstances: it finally fought back.

Hamas has deliberately staged its at-
tacks from hospitals, schools, and
mosques, using children as human
shields, leaving the Israelis the Hob-
son’s choice of enduring the killing of
their own population or taking out the
instruments of destruction that are de-
liberately sited in schools and hos-

pitals. They have chosen to defend
themselves.
There is absolutely no doubt of

Hamasgs’ objectives and that of its allies:
they have been crystal clear and un-
wavering on their intention to destroy
Israel and Kill every Israeli. They seek
to eradicate the Jewish homeland,
whose history in the region stretches
back more than 3,000 years.

Their allies have been intent on anni-
hilating every Christian and Jew in the
Middle East, and they are well on their
way toward achieving this goal. It
would be the height of naivete to be-
lieve that it will stop. Yet, this admin-
istration, and many on the Left, seem
to view the two sides as moral equiva-
lents. Many on the Left even portray
Israel as the aggressor.

Israel has made the decision to by
force demilitarize Gaza for its own sur-
vival. It is now making serious
progress and degrading Hamas’ ability
to make war. That is the only true
path to peace.

Yet, the Obama administration is
now working to halt Israel’s progress
and allow Hamas the time to resupply
and regroup and resume its attacks.
This serves only the objectives of
Hamas and is a prescription for pro-
longed war and bloodshed.

Hamas has broken every cease-fire it
has agreed to, and Israel has abided by
every cease-fire, often holding return
fire for hours after Hamas has broken
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these accords. There is no reason to be-
lieve that Hamas will abide by future
cease-fires the moment it has recov-
ered its war-making capabilities.

Why would this administration inter-
fere in this manner, the effect of which
is to take sides against the only pro-
Western regime left in the Middle
East?

Today, all that stands between a
peaceful and free world and a fanatical
fascist caliphate stretching from the
Bosphorus to North Africa is the state
of Israel and the influence of the West-
ern democracies, particularly that of
the United States.

In 1929, Churchill warned of Britain’s
irresolution in the Middle East. He
said: ‘““‘Any appearance of lack of will-
power on the part of the British gov-
ernment or of lack of confidence in its
mission in these countries blows like a
draught of air on the dull, fierce em-
bers.”

Mr. Speaker, at this perilous hour,
let us not repeat the mistakes of his-
tory.

———

ADDRESS OUR TRANSPORTATION
NEEDS NOW

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
yesterday afternoon, I stood at the
back of the Senate Chamber and
watched a critical debate. Under the
leadership of Chairman RON WYDEN of
the Senate Finance Committee, his
partner, Ranking Member HATCH;
Chairwoman BARBARA BOXER from
California, CHRIS MURPHY from Con-
necticut, BoB CORKER from Tennessee,
and Senator ToM CARPER from Dela-
ware held forth on critical legislation
to be able to help America deal with
our infrastructure crisis.

America—it is no secret—is falling
apart and is falling behind. It is well
overdue for us to have a robust, impor-
tant 6-year reauthorization to deal
with our transportation needs.

We can’t do that unless we resolve
the funding conundrum. We have been
limping along. We can’t even get
through the current 27-month exten-
sion without a summer slowdown, cut-
ting back on critical Federal funding
for contracts around the country.

What the Senate did was tackle this
issue head on. They had a funding pro-
posal that was fairly debated, where
they were able to provide enough fund-
ing to get us through the end of the
year, but not so much that it allows
this Congress off the hook to slide into
the next Congress, and probably the
Congress after that, but instead, face
up to our responsibilities now.

Mr. Speaker, the presentation of Sen-
ator CORKER from Tennessee urging us
to be grownups and move forward, and
Senator BOXER talking about the crit-
ical needs and not to be waylaid by this
fantasy that somehow the Federal Gov-
ernment should abandon its commit-
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ment to a National Transportation
Highway System that we initiated
under President Eisenhower, that
somehow that is a thing of the past,
turn our back on it, slash transpor-
tation funding, and just kind of wait
and see what happens around the coun-
try—she was eloquent and forceful.
Again, we have watched Senator MUR-
PHY and Senator CARPER be focused on
that which we need to do.

Mr. Speaker, we need to address and
embrace the bipartisan Senate vote
yesterday: 79 bipartisan votes to be
able to do our job, avoid the summer
shutdown, and do so in a way with a
funding approach that is much more
sustainable and reasonable, not the so-
called pension smoothing that is ill-ad-
vised on so many levels.

Two weeks ago, Democrats in the
House of Representatives were united:
99 percent supported what is, essen-
tially, the Senate outcome. That didn’t
prevail on the floor of the House in a
motion to recommit that I offered. But
Democrats didn’t pick up our marbles
and quit. We actually provided the
votes necessary to keep the issue alive
and send the suboptimal Republican
approach across to the other body.
There weren’t enough Republican votes
to pass it, but we kept it alive hoping
that we could see what happens on the
Senate side, that we might have a
stronger more reasonable proposal.

That optimism and cooperation on
the part of the Democrats in the House
was rewarded because we have this bi-
partisan proposal, which is, in fact,
better, supported by 79 Senators.

Mr. Speaker, it is time for the House
to be able to address this bipartisan ap-
proach from the Senate. Allow us to
vote on it. It ought to be the first step
in our being able to avoid the summer
shutdown and be able to get on with
the 6-year bill.

Rarely have we seen the stakeholders
so united. The American Trucking As-
sociation, the road builders, the U.S.
Chamber, building and construction
trades, the bicyclists, and the engi-
neers. We watch across the country the
people who build, who maintain, and
depend on our infrastructure united,
supportive of the approach that has
emerged from the United States Sen-
ate. Even as we speak, they are con-
tacting congressional offices, urging
Members support the bipartisan Senate
approach.

I respectfully urge the Republican
leadership to allow those voices to be
heard, to heed the stakeholders, heed
the American people, give them a bill
worthy of voting on. It will pass over-
whelmingly, and we will be doing our
job.

———

SPURRING TEACHER EDUCATION
MOVEMENT FOR STEM ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Speaker, every
country must deal with and answer the
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question: What does it take to be pros-
perous and to have prosperity for fu-
ture generations?

There are many answers to that ques-
tion, but one of the keys is science,

technology, engineering, and math—
the STEM fields—in our educational
system.

The United States needs to be able to
compete in these fields on a global
scale, and children of all schools should
have the opportunity to develop these
skills no matter where they live.

Recently, teachers in the Second Dis-
trict of New Mexico brought up the
question: What about us? Can we use
funds that are set over here in the Edu-
cation Department to develop better
skills in the STEM areas?

Those questions were not answered in
a completely positive way—that maybe
it was not possible. Therefore, the
teachers put forward an idea that
maybe we should just get the flexi-
bility in, a practical suggestion for an
important concept.

Teachers and educators in the Second
District provided firsthand experience
and developed the idea into a concept.
Several teachers formed an ad hoc
working group. Brian Claar from White
Sands Schools, Lindsey Guerrero and
Marci Hearn from Gadsden Independent
School District, Marci Behrens from
Las Cruces Public School District, as
well as Susan Brown, Nicole Delgado,
and Christina Abeyta from the New
Mexico State University STEM Out-
reach Center, all came together and de-
veloped that concept into a proposed
legislation.

Working with my staff, they actually
got the bill written, and on June 25 of
this year, I introduced H.R. 4973, titled:
Spurring Teacher Education Movement
for STEM Act, also known as the
STEM for STEM Act.

H.R. 4973 increases flexibility for
teacher development funds under the
Rural and Low Income title of the Ele-
mentary and Secondary School Act of
1965. It allows the funds to be used for
teacher development in teaching
STEM.

The STEM for STEM Act also ex-
presses the need for the U.S. to com-
pete on a global scale. A teacher should
have the high-quality professional de-
velopment opportunities in STEM to
increase their content knowledge and
improve student learning.

Professional development is essential
for providing teachers and educators
with growth opportunities that then
are presented to our children.
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Teacher professional development en-
riches the learning environment for
students and educators alike. It is im-
portant for us to say thank you to
those teachers who make it possible for
America to compete into the next gen-
eration.

Hopefully, this bill, H.R. 4973, will
provide a small element of help for the
rural areas that stretch across the
Western part of this country.
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HUMANITARIAN CRISIS

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

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to speak on the importance of com-
prehensive immigration reform and the
growing humanitarian crisis we are
facing at our southern border.

It is the job of the Congress to face
and resolve challenging issues like our
broken immigration system. We ought
to pass the bipartisan Senate bill that
would provide commonsense solutions
to address not only reforming our im-
migration system, but to deal with this
immediate humanitarian crisis at our
border.

Instead, the Republican House lead-
ership refuses to allow a vote on com-
prehensive reform and has come up, in-
stead, with a plan that would change
the law passed in 2008 to combat
human trafficking. In addition, this
partisan bill will provide limited fund-
ing for this fiscal year.

Again, House leadership plans to pass
a short-term fix, so that they can go
back to their districts next month and
say: well, we tried to fix this crisis that
we are facing.

This is not how we should be solving
our Nation’s problems. Each day that
our immigration system remains bro-
ken, jobs are lost, and our economy
suffers. It is time to set politics aside
and focus on fixing our current immi-
gration system. In fact, failure to ad-
dress reform is making it more dif-
ficult to deal with the thousands of un-
accompanied children arriving at our
southern border in hopes of finding
safety.

The humanitarian crisis that we are
facing is in part a result of the increas-
ing turmoil in El Salvador, Guatemala,
and Honduras, where drug trafficking,
human trafficking, and violence is
rampant. Families have been tortured
and killed, and today, there are people
who are literally running for their
lives.

Atrocities are being committed in
those countries, and they must bear
the responsibility of addressing and re-
solving their issues. Mexico also has a
role to play.

We in the United States must now
face the humanitarian crisis this vio-
lence is causing at our southern border.
In a joint statement, President Obama,
along with Presidents from El Sal-
vador, Guatemala, and Honduras,
pledged to reduce criminal activity in
Central American countries by pro-
moting greater social and economic op-
portunity.

It is my hope that these leaders stay
true to their word and demonstrate
leadership by addressing the humani-
tarian crisis taking place within their
own countries.

These young unaccompanied children
must be treated in a humane and dig-
nified way. Ultimately, these children’s
fate rests in the hands of our immaigra-
tion judges, and those children who are
not granted asylum must return to
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their countries. Playing politics with
this grave crisis, as some are doing, is
not productive.

It is the height of hypocrisy that Re-
publicans want more border security,
but have refused to allow a vote on a
comprehensive immigration reform bill
that would in fact provide more fund-
ing to secure our borders. That makes
no sense. We have spent billions of dol-
lars on border security, but clearly, our
border is not yet secure.

The comprehensive immigration re-
form bill passed by the Senate in a bi-
partisan fashion requires that a long-
term plan be developed and executed
with an initial $8.3 billion in funding to
focus on securing the borders today
and an additional $6.5 billion in funding
to be spent over the next 6 years to in
fact secure our border.

What we need now, more than ever, is
an open and honest discussion on the
House floor about the relationship be-
tween immigration reform and this hu-
manitarian crisis. Therefore, I urge my
Republican colleagues to join together,
in a bipartisan fashion, like they did in
the Senate, to find an effective and hu-
mane short- and long-term solution to
this crisis, which is directly related, in
my opinion, to fixing our broken immi-
gration system.

————
ABLE ACT

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

Mr. CRENSHAW. Mr. Speaker, this
morning, I want to bring attention to
proposed legislation known as the
ABLE Act, or Achieving a Better Life
Experience. It is something that is im-
portant to me and to a lot of Members
of the House.

I first filed this legislation 7 years
ago. Since then, we have come a long
way. Today, 377 Members of the House
and 74 United States Senators are co-
sponsors of this legislation. There is no
piece of legislation in the Congress
today that enjoys more bipartisan, bi-
cameral support than the ABLE Act.
Tomorrow, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee in the House will take up this
legislation, and I hope that they will
pass it with a favorable vote.

Just what is the ABLE Act? It is a
piece of legislation that attempts to
help those individuals with disabilities
achieve their full potential. How does
it do that? Well, it allows individuals
with disabilities to set up a tax-free
savings account. They take that ac-
count, it grows tax free, and they can
use the proceeds, as long as they meet
qualified expenses.

Those individuals face challenges
that you and I can sometimes hardly
imagine. They might be medical, trans-
portation, education, or housing needs.
We already allow other individuals to
use tax-exempt savings accounts to
help them.

If you want to save for retirement,
you can set up a tax-free savings ac-
count called a 401(k). If you want to set



H7052

up a tax-free savings account to help
you go to college, you can do that
through what is called a 529. If you
want to help with your health care,
you can set up a health savings ac-
count. It seems only fair that we level
the playing field and allow those indi-
viduals the same opportunity.

Let me introduce you to someone by
the name of Sydney Leach. She lives in
Jacksonville, Florida. Today, she is a
fifth-grader at Crown Point Elemen-
tary School. She has Down syndrome.
When she was born, her proud mom and
dad, Stacy and Jeff Leach, made a com-
mitment to make sure that she would
not only have a happy life, but that she
would be able to realize her hopes and
her dreams and her full potential.

Soon they realized that when you
raise a child with Down syndrome, you
face challenges that a lot of people
can’t imagine. Unlike her classmates,
she had to have special behavioral
counseling. She had to have special
medical care. She needed individual
counseling. So it was difficult.

Her parents then found out that if
you have Medicaid, you are limited to
$2,000 for the amount of assets that you
can have in your name. If her parents
or loved ones wanted to give her a gift,
they jeopardized the care that she
needed.

So the ABLE Act seeks to correct
those inequities. It says that you can,
number one, set up a tax-free savings
account and let those proceeds grow.
Number two, it won’t count against
your $2,000 limitation on assets.

This is America, home of the Amer-
ican Dream. Individuals with disabil-
ities ought to be able to live the Amer-
ican Dream, just like you and I. They
ought to be able to have an education
and work on their own, if they can.
They ought to be able to save for the
future. The ABLE Act allows them to
do just that.

We live in a great, prosperous coun-
try. Sometimes, we are called upon to
speak out for the people that can’t
speak out, to stand up and seek justice
for those that can’t seek justice on
their own.

The ABLE Act will have a positive
impact on millions of people with dis-
abilities all across this land. That is
worth fighting for. I hope soon the
ABLE Act will become the law of the
land.

———

HEALTH EQUITY AND
ACCOUNTABILITY ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New Mexico (Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN
GRISHAM) for 6 minutes.

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, last Sep-
tember, I was honored to welcome the
Tri-Caucus Health Disparities Summit
to my home State of New Mexico. The
Center for Health Policy at the Univer-
sity of New Mexico in Albuquerque
brought experts from all over the coun-
try together to talk about what they
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are seeing as providers, researchers,
and patients; and we heard that com-
munities of color continue to face sub-
stantial cultural, social, and economic
barriers to obtaining quality health
care and achieving equitable health
outcomes.

Several of my colleagues in fact
joined me at that summit, and we all
pledged not to just acknowledge these
disparities, but to act to provide the
tools and resources necessary to
achieve health equity. That is what the
Health Equity and Accountability Act
does.

It is a comprehensive bill, developed
with significant stakeholder input,
that would build on the gains of the Af-
fordable Care Act and put in place the
policies and the infrastructure needed
to eliminate health disparities.

The bill sets national standards for
culturally and linguistically appro-
priate care and includes programs to
address diseases that disproportion-
ately impact minority communities. It
also provides grants and scholarships
to build diversity in the health care
workforce and extends funding to
strengthen the health IT infrastructure
in minority communities.

These provisions are just part of a
larger strategic approach because prob-
lems like this really are more sys-
temic. We can’t just add some funding
here or make a policy change there and
walk away. This takes thoughtful,
comprehensive policy to make a sub-
stantial long-lasting difference on
issues like this.

I would like to commend my col-
league, Congresswoman LUCILLE ROY-
BAL-ALLARD from California, for her
leadership on this bill. It is not easy to
put together a bill of this size in con-
sultation with dozens of Members’ of-
fices and more than 300 stakeholder
groups, but she managed to do just
that, and I thank her for putting to-
gether one of the best versions of this
bill I think Congress has had before it.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

————
CHAPLAIN JENNIFER NIELSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Illinois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor the life
and work of Chaplain Jennifer Nielson
of the 108th Sustainment Brigade. I be-
lieve it is important that we recognize
and value the work performed by our
country’s military chaplains.

Following an initial deployment as
an enlisted soldier, Jennifer Nielson
became a chaplain while waiting to ful-
fill a second deployment in Kuwait. As
a resident of the capital city of Spring-
field, Illinois—which I am proud to rep-
resent—dJennifer has served as a
Wounded Warrior chaplain, providing
support for our Nation’s veterans, and
has organized yellow ribbon events wel-
coming home our returning veterans.
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Currently, Chaplain Nielson is work-
ing with the National Guard’s Family
Program Division, providing support
and counsel in Illinois. Because of her
unyielding support and compassion, I
am proud to recognize her service
today.

As we take time this week to recog-
nize the chaplains who have bravely
provided spiritual guidance to their fel-
low servicemen and -women through-
out history, it is important that we
also acknowledge those who carry on
their traditions and thank them for
their service.

Chaplain Nielson has faithfully
served her country for the Illinois
Army National Guard, and I am proud
to honor her and the rest of the dedi-
cated chaplains supporting our troops
across the globe.

HONORING TEACHER CYNTHIA DIPERT

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I would be remiss today if I
weren’t able to honor a former teacher
of mine who made an impact in my life
that she may never have known.

When I was 7 years old, my family
moved from Des Moines, Iowa, to
Taylorville, Illinois, and almost a week
later, I was sitting in a brand-new
classroom as a second-grader at South
Elementary School in my hometown of
Taylorville, Illinois.

A young graduate student teacher
who was doing some work in that class-
room came up to a very shy boy who
was determined not to talk to anybody
in class that day. That was me. When
she knelt down beside my desk, all the
heads of my classmates around me
turned and welcomed me as one of the
new kids in that second grade class.
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That confidence that Mrs. Cynthia
Dipert gave me that day was con-
fidence that built up throughout my el-
ementary school career, junior high,
and high school. Frankly, maybe that
instance—maybe that gesture of com-
passion that Cynthia gave me that
day—helped lead me here to this great
institution we call the House of Rep-
resentatives.

Now, Mrs. Dipert went on to teach
my daughter. I always enjoyed going to
parent-teacher conferences when my
daughter was in Cynthia’s class. Then
we saddled her with my twin boys in
the exact same class, and I thought I
would enjoy going to parent-teacher
conferences then, too. However, I
walked in one day, along with my wife,
and we asked Cynthia, Why is a bloody
hand hanging from the ceiling? It was
fake, of course. She said, Oh. Your son
sits there, and I am reminding him
that he needs to raise his hand before
he talks.

I think, Mr. Speaker, we might need
to have props like that here in the
House of Representatives sometimes.

It is hard for me today to stand here
and think about those fun times I had
and the impact that Cynthia Dipert
had on so many kids—my own, me, and
those of so many people in my home-
town of Taylorville—as she is not going
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to be able to have that impact any
longer because, just under 2 weeks ago,
Cynthia passed away.

I stand here on the floor of this great
institution to tell her thank you and to
tell her thank you for the service that
she has provided so many people in
central Illinois.

Rest in peace, Cynthia Dipert.

God bless you all.

——————

THE CANCER OF ANTI-SEMITISM

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
New York (Mr. JEFFRIES) for 56 minutes.

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, the
Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King, Jun-
ior, once insightfully and eloquently
observed that injustice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere.

In the wake of the current conflict
between Israel and Hamas, there has
been a disturbing outbreak of the can-
cer of anti-Semitism in many parts of
the world.

In France, there have been firebombs
directed at synagogues, a radio station,
and a library, amongst other incidents
that have taken place in a country
which is home to the third-largest Jew-
ish community in the world.

In Germany, there has been hate
speech permeating rally after rally all
throughout the country, including at
one where the chant was: ‘“‘Hamas.
Hamas. Jews to the gas.”” This is dis-
turbing language in any location, but
it is particularly disturbing given the
context of what we know occurred in
Germany.

In England, there has been an epi-
demic of violent crime directed at the
Jewish community, an exponential in-
crease rivaled in recent times only by a
similar outbreak of hate crime that
took place in 2009 during the last con-
flict in that region.

Now, in a civil society, reasonable
people should be able to disagree with-
out being disagreeable, but anti-Semi-
tism is not a legitimate form of criti-
cism. It is a cancer that needs to be
stamped out in the same way that rac-
ism and sexism and homophobia—
whenever and wherever it might be
found—need to be crushed to the
ground.

I urge this Congress to speak out to
condemn and to do everything possible
to eradicate this outbreak. As Dr. King

observed, injustice anywhere is a
threat to justice everywhere.
———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois) laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-

mission granted in Clause 2(h) of rule II of
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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 30, 2014 at 8:56 a.m.:

That the Senate passed with an amend-
ment, H.R. 5021.

That the Senate agreed to without amend-
ment, H. Con. Res. 108.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

————

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
The Speaker, U.S. Capitol, House of Representa-
tives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II 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 30, 2014 at 9:31 a.m.:

That the Senate passed without amend-
ment, H.R. 4028.

That the Senate agreed to without amend-
ment, H. Con. Res. 106.

That the Senate agreed to without amend-
ment, H. Con. Res. 103.

That the Senate passed, S. 2577.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,
KAREN L. HAAS.

————
RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 35
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

———
0 1200
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

—————

PRAYER

Reverend Dr. Alphonso Jackson, Sec-
ond Baptist Church of Richmond
Heights, Miami, Florida, offered the
following prayer:

Hast thou not known? Has thou not
heard, that the everlasting God, the
Lord, the Creator of the Earth,
fainteth not, neither is weary? There is
no searching of His understanding. He
giveth power to the faint; and to them
that have no might, He increases their
strength. Even the youth shall faint
and be weary. The young men shall ut-
terly fall. But they that wait upon the
Lord shall renew their strength. They
shall mount up with wings as eagles.
They shall run and not be weary. They
shall walk and not faint.

Dear Heavenly Father, I thank Thee
for this day.
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I thank You for the privilege to stand
in this hallowed place and invoke Thy
presence. I pray now that You would
bless these men and women that serve
in the House of Representatives. Please
grant them with a double portion of
wisdom and understanding as they seek
Your will in the affairs of this great
Nation.

I pray that they accomplish what
Moses instructed the leaders to do in
Deuteronomy 1:16: ‘‘Hear the disputes
between the people, and judge them
fairly.” I ask these blessings in the
name of my Lord and Savior Jesus
Christ.

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 Oregon (Ms. BONAMICI)
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Ms. BONAMICI led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

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

———————

WELCOMING REVEREND DR.
ALPHONSO JACKSON

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. GARCIA) is recognized for 1
minute.

There was no objection.

Mr. GARCIA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
recognize today guest chaplain, Rev-
erend Alphonso Jackson, Sr., of the
Second Baptist Church of Richmond
Heights in my district. I hope you will
all join me in thanking him for hon-
oring us with today’s opening prayer.

For over 30 years, Reverend Jackson
has dedicated himself to serving God,
his family, and our community in
Richmond Heights, a community cre-
ated for African American World War
IT veterans so that they could use the
GI bill.

Founded 50 years ago by Reverend
Ferguson, the Second Baptist Church
of Richmond Heights has grown to
more than 4,000 members and continues
to flourish under his leadership.

Reverend Jackson also helps
strengthen his community outside his
church by serving as moderator for the
Seaboard Baptist Missionary Associa-
tion of Florida, second vice president
to the Florida Baptist State Conven-
tion, and president of the Richmond
Heights Community Alliance.

We can all look to his words today
for guidance as we work to resolve our
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country’s most pressing issues, and I
invite you to join me in honoring the
words of his prayer.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
YODER). The Chair will entertain up to
15 further requests for 1-minute speech-
es on each side of the aisle.

———

EBOLA

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

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in honor of Nancy Writebol, a
dedicated Christian missionary from
Charlotte who chose to run toward
danger.

Ms. Writebol and her husband, David,
serve as missionaries with SIM at a
hospital in Monrovia, Liberia. They
turned down the opportunity to evac-
uate when Ebola struck Liberia. In-
stead, Nancy volunteered to help sani-
tize the medical personnel and their
equipment as they worked in the Ebola
isolation ward.

This week, Nancy learned that she,
too, has contracted Ebola. Like the
people she volunteered to help, Nancy
is now in isolation. Although stable,
she is battling an illness that kills 60
percent of the victims. Nancy and
David could have chosen the easy
route. Instead, they chose a higher
calling of sacrificial love and service.

Please join me in praying for Nancy’s
complete recovery and giving thanks
for the Writebols, Samaritan’s Purse,
and the SIM mission agency for work-
ing tirelessly to help Ebola victims and
others in need in Liberia.

————

DEMOCRATS’ MIDDLE CLASS
AGENDA

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

Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, the
economy is rebounding, but many of
our constituents are still feeling the ef-
fects of the recession. Millions of peo-
ple are still unemployed after losing
jobs that never came back during the
recovery.

The recently passed Workforce Inno-
vation and Opportunity Act is a step
that will help prepare Americans for
in-demand jobs based on the needs of
local businesses, resulting in a more
skilled workforce and greater business
productivity. But our failure to fully
embrace and address this challenge is
unacceptable. So today I rise to high-
light the importance of investing in
the true engine of our economy, the
American worker.

We have a great opportunity to build
the middle class with a jump-start
agenda that focuses on American work-
ers. This agenda incentivizes U.S. job

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

creation, increases infrastructure in-
vestments, and raises the minimum
wage, all of which will help workers
find quality, stable employment. We
still have a lot of work to do to rebuild
our economy, but investing in Amer-
ican workers is the right path forward.
———

TONY GELDENS: DUTCH RESIST-
ANCE FIGHTER, AMERICAN PA-
TRIOT

(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, Tony
Geldens was a Dutch boy when on May
10, 1940, the Nazis invaded and occupied
the Netherlands. Persecution of the
Jews began immediately by the occu-
piers. Jews were required to wear yel-
low Stars of David on their clothing.
Jews were shot, beaten, and sent to
concentration camps.

Tony and a few of his Boy Scout
friends joined the Dutch resistance.
Tony began a 4-year career of being the
Robin Hood of the Netherlands. He
would steal supplies and food from the
Nazis and give them to local Jews and
citizens, much to the risk of his own
safety. He hid Jews and helped rescue
American and Allied pilots that had
been shot down over the Netherlands.
He would help the pilots through the
Dutch underground and help get them
safely to England.

Tony was arrested, beaten, and im-
prisoned numerous times by the Nazis,
only to escape. He was on trial by the
Nazis when the Canadians liberated his
hometown. Numerous Jews and Allied
pilots lived because of Tony Geldens.

Tony moved to America in 1967, mar-
ried Anna, had five kids, and finally be-
came a U.S. citizen in 2000. He wore the
American flag lapel pin every day of
his life.

He was an architect and political and
community activist. My very good and
personal friend Tony Geldens died yes-
terday in Kingwood, Texas, at the age
of 90. Tony will be missed deeply. He
was quite an individual.

And that is just the way it is.

———

REPUBLICAN LAWSUIT AGAINST
THE PRESIDENT

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

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, with just 2
days left until the Congress leaves for
a b-week recess, I rise today to urge my
colleagues to take the little time we
have left to address the issues that are
most important to the American peo-
ple.

As we speak, Republicans in Congress
are wasting taxpayer money and time
on a lawsuit against the President.
Over what? Because they disagree with
his political ideology. From the very
day he was elected, the Republicans
have been determined to delegitimize
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this President, even at the cost of their
constituents not receiving their unem-
ployment insurance extension and
other things. What is it, Mr. Speaker,
about this President that will have our
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
resort to anything to delegitimize him?

He is the President of the United
States, elected by the majority of the
people in this Nation. And I say that he
should be respected, as every other
President in this great Nation has
been.

———

STOP DISABILITY FRAUD ACT OF
2014

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

Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, every worker in America pays
a portion of their hard-earned wages
into the Social Security Disability In-
surance program for promised benefits
if he or she becomes too disabled to
work.

While providing a vital safety net,
the disability program is plagued by
major fraud. This fraud reveals signifi-
cant weaknesses in the program that
put at risk not only billions of tax-
payer dollars but also the benefits on
which millions of disabled Americans
rely.

At a time when the program revenues
will cover only 81 percent of benefits in
2016, not one dime should be lost to
fraud, waste, or abuse. That is why as
chairman of the Social Security Sub-
committee, I am introducing the Stop
Disability Fraud Act which makes fair,
commonsense changes to combat fraud
and better protect taxpayers and bene-
ficiaries. Americans want, need, and
deserve no less. I urge my colleagues to
support this effort.

———

DO YOUR JOB

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

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, thanks to
the GOP majority, our immigration
system is still broken, offshore tax
loopholes are still open, criminals can
still buy guns on the Internet, and cor-
porations can still pay workers poverty
wages.

When you have no record to run on,
when you have destroyed what little
faith Americans have left for this insti-
tution, what do you do? You sue the
President for doing his job, when the
problem is that you refuse to do your
own.

Mr. Speaker, the GOP is guilty of
recklessly abandoning 3.5 million job
seekers who need unemployment insur-
ance to feed their families, guilty of
putting gun industry interests ahead of
public safety, and guilty of willfully
neglecting the priorities of the Amer-
ican people.
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Mr. Speaker, in the condominiums of
south Florida, my constituents some-
times turn to Yiddish to find the per-
fect word. They have a message for the
GOP majority: Stop this mishegas—
craziness—and do your jobs.

——
EXECUTIVE OVERREACH

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

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, article
I of the Constitution vests the power to
make laws in the United States Con-
gress. The President is given the re-
sponsibility to faithfully execute the
laws passed by the Congress. President
Obama has failed to understand this
vital distinction. The President is not
able to unilaterally bend the law to his
own goals and desires.

Take, for example, the latest news
reports indicating that he plans to ex-
pand amnesty and extend work permits
and visas for millions of illegal aliens,
all by using executive orders. These are
not lawful actions. These are the
power-hungry actions of a President
who refuses to work with Congress.

By suing President Obama for failing
to faithfully execute the laws of the
land, we are saying, stop. The people’s
representatives will not turn a blind
eye to the lawlessness of this Presi-
dent. We will do whatever it takes to
hold him and future occupants of the
Oval Office accountable. We must
make it clear that the U.S. Congress is
a coequal branch of government and
one that represents we, the people.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from im-
proper references to the President.

————
THE BUFFALO BILLS

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

Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, in my
western New York community, there is
no shortage of pride for our NFL Buf-
falo Bills. Taxpayers are currently in-
vesting millions into the existing sta-
dium, and the community is engaged in
discussions about future ownership and
potential construction of a new sta-
dium.

Despite this, outside interests are
making moves to pull the team out of
Buffalo, and antiquated rules turn TV
screens black on game day. Both
threaten to take the team away from
its loyal fan base.

Our legislation, the Furthering Ac-
cess and Networks for Sports Act,
eliminates the antitrust exemption
that gives NFL teams the ability to
black out home games that haven’t
sold out and ensures that local fans
will be able to watch their teams from
home.

The people of Buffalo have stood by
our team. And the next owner of this
franchise, the Buffalo Bills, must be
one that will stand with this commu-
nity for generations to come.
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(Mr. HARRIS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, article I
of our Constitution says Congress
makes the laws, article II says the
President enforces them, and according
to article III, the judicial branch re-
solves conflicts between Congress and
the executive. That is the system the
Founders gave us. That is why the
House of Representatives is taking the
President to court to stop his unlawful
actions.

According to legal experts, legisla-
tors sued the executive branch 41
times. Sixty-eight percent of the time,
they were brought by Democrats, in-
cluding the Rules Committee ranking
member, who joined a 2006 Democratic
lawsuit against President Bush. Now,
you would think the Democrats could
have better spent that time working to
avoid the Great Recession of 2008.

President Obama unilaterally de-
layed the legislative mandate in the
Affordable Care Act without consulting
Congress. This is only one of many
areas he has abused his executive au-
thority, with the latest abuse leading
up to the current border crisis.

No President of either party should
ever abuse their power. That is why
this lawsuit is so necessary.

———

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, 2
weeks ago, Democrats overwhelmingly
supported a sustainable solution to the
current shortfall in the highway trust
fund, but when the entire House didn’t
adopt it, the Democrats provided the
votes to move the issue on to the Sen-
ate, confident that with more time and
discussion, we can do better, especially
working with the vast army of stake-
holders who build, maintain, and use
our Nation’s transportation system.

Our cooperation and confidence yes-
terday was rewarded as the Senate
overwhelmingly passed what was essen-
tially the Democratic motion of 2
weeks ago. With the artful and strong
leadership of Chairman WYDEN, Chair-
woman BOXER, Ranking Member
HATCH, Senators CARPER, CORKER, and
MURPHY, they carried the argument,
and they carried the day. The result
was 79 votes for a sustainable solution.

Mr. Speaker, the stakeholders are
united. They are out now across the
country, arguing that we allow the
House to vote on the Senate proposal.
Let’s commit to working together to
solve this transportation problem.

RECOGNIZING HOBE AND SUE WIL-
LIAMS FOR THEIR WORK IN THE
DAILY BREAD COMMUNITY
KITCHEN

(Mr. ROE of Tennessee asked and was

given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to recognize Hobe and Sue
Williams for their service to the people
of the great State of Tennessee.

Hobe and Sue founded the Daily
Bread Community Kitchen in Morris-
town, Tennessee, in November of 1994
in response to what they saw as a grow-
ing need for feeding the poor. Upon
opening, the Daily Bread managed to
feed around 50 people a day.

Today, the nonprofit feeds over 350
people a day, every day except Sun-
days, and has just renovated their
building, providing them with an even
greater opportunity to serve their east
Tennessee neighbors. Twenty years
later and staffed with 150 volunteers,
the Daily Bread continues to provide
for those most in need.

At age 89, Hobe Williams, with his
wife, Sue, by his side, have no imme-
diate plans to retire and continue to
work hard for the people of east Ten-
nessee. East Tennessee is a better place
to live and our community is stronger
because of the dedication of people like
Hobe and Sue Williams.

God bless you, Hobe and Sue, for your
service and friendship, and I wish you
all the best with the newly-renovated
building.

————
ANOTHER LOST SUMMER

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

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, the
Republican House is about to go out for
5 weeks, but first, they are going to sue
the President and hope that we don’t
pay attention to the unfinished busi-
ness of this country. I only have 1
minute, so I am going to have to read
it fast.

Let me list for you some of the bills
they are not going to address: com-
prehensive immigration reform, prop-
ping up the highway trust fund, fund-
ing the Federal Government, reauthor-
izing the Ex-Im Bank, providing addi-
tional resources to fight wildfires in
the West, bipartisan Federal IT pro-
curement reform, raising the minimum
wage, extending emergency unemploy-
ment insurance, reauthorizing ter-
rorism risk insurance, comprehensive
tax reform, modernizing the Voting
Rights Amendment Act, and ensuring
equal pay and nondiscrimination of the
workplace.

I have run out of time, but our con-
stituents have run out of patience with
this majority.

———

MAJORITY LEADER ERIC CANTOR
AND ISRAEL

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

Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to pay tribute to Major-
ity Leader ERIC CANTOR and to support
a country I know is so dear to his
heart.
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Yes, Leader CANTOR has been focused
on making life better for the American
people, and his recent contributions in
the areas of workforce training and pe-
diatric research will have a lasting im-
pact on generations to come.

He has also been a mentor and a
friend to many new Members of the
House. He and his wife, Diana, have led
several freshman trips to Israel for
many years, and I was very fortunate
my husband and I were able to partici-
pate on one of those trips last summer.

Seeing this innovative nation and
preeminent ally is truly a life-changing
experience. In Israel, I found a people
that craves peace for all of its citizens
of all faiths, even when faced with en-
emies who want nothing more than to
erase Israel from the map.

I want to say, loud and clear, that
Members of this body are committed to
Israel. We stand together with Israel
and its obligation to defend its people
from attacks from the terrorist group
Hamas.

We are so grateful we have had a
member of our leadership team so com-
mitted to a strong and thriving Israel.
Leader CANTOR’s efforts in Congress
have lived up to the title he holds. He
is a true leader. This is a tribute to
that strong leadership for Israel.

———

VETERANS DESERVE CARE AND
BENEFITS

(Mrs. DAVIS of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute.)

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, the recent revelations of corruption
and scandal at the VA have cast a dark
cloud over a Department that should
be held to the highest possible stand-
ard.

We cannot forget the cost of war does
not stop when the last bullets are fired.
We have an obligation to make sure
that every last veteran gets the care
and benefits that he or she earned on
the battlefield.

The compromise that is before us
today is an important step forward. It
provides emergency funding for access
to timely care and invests in the VA’s
long-term capacity to address veterans’
needs, but still, there is more to be
done.

I regularly meet with young veterans
in San Diego who are having trouble
adapting to civilian life. These are
some of the brightest, hardest-working
men and women in the United States,
and yet they often find it hard to prove
that the skills they developed in the
military have prepared them for work
or school.

To help them, we need to take a
broader look at the challenges veterans
face entering the workforce, getting an
education, and managing their finances
as they transition out of the service.

I certainly look forward to working
with my colleagues to ensure that our
veterans have the tools they need to
succeed. It is the least we can do.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

RECOGNIZING NAVAL CHAPLAINS

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

Mr. WITTMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize our military chap-
lains. As a member of the House Armed
Services Committee and the Congres-
sional Prayer Caucus, I am blessed to
often witness firsthand the importance
of a strong chaplain corps.

Two chaplains I have encountered re-
cently are prime examples: Navy Com-
mander Roy Hoffman and Navy Cap-
tain Michael Gore.

Commander Hoffman serves as the
senior chaplain aboard USS Ronald
Reagan, an aircraft carrier with over
4,000 sailors, most of whom work long,
exhausting hours, only to return to
cramped racks for a brief rest.

Commander Hoffman and his staff
support these sailors through tradi-
tional prayer and worship, as well as
counseling, mentorship, and commu-
nity outreach.

As senior chaplain at the Naval
Academy, Captain Gore is a valuable
resource for the thousands of mid-
shipmen facing rigorous academics and
training as they prepare to be leaders
in our military.

Serving in our All-Volunteer Force
can be challenging, and the presence of
chaplains like Commander Hoffman
and Captain Michael Gore is critical
for maintaining strong morale across
our military.

Please join me in showing support
and gratitude toward all of our mili-
tary chaplains.

———

MIDDLE CLASS FAMILIES

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, too
many middle class families are still
struggling to make ends meet. Income
inequality continues to grow, and un-
employment remains unacceptably
high, particularly in my home of State
of Rhode Island. Our constituents de-
serve solutions that will promote job
creation and increase economic oppor-
tunities for everyone.

One of the most important things
that we can do for our country is to en-
sure that our workers have 21st cen-
tury skills for a 21st century economy.
In particular, I have been proud to
work across the aisle to expand career
and technical education, securing a $52
million increase for funding for Per-
kins Act career training programs this
year alone.

However, skills training is only one
piece of the ©puzzle. We must
incentivize companies to bring jobs
back home, increase the minimum
wage so that full-time workers aren’t
living in poverty, and invest in infra-
structure to ensure safety, boost com-
merce, and create jobs.
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Mr. Speaker, economic opportunity
should not be subject to partisan poli-
tics. It is time to act on these common-
sense policies and provide all Ameri-
cans with the means to make it in
America.

——
VETERANS EMPLOYMENT

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

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring attention to an ongoing
employment challenge facing our Na-
tion’s veterans. When I go back home
to Oklahoma, I speak with a lot of
local veterans who can’t find jobs.

It is unfortunate because these men
and women are some of the hardest-
working individuals you will ever find.
I know because I have hired veterans in
my private sector business, and I cur-
rently have two congressional team
members who are veterans.

So I can tell you they are motivated
and they are ready to work, but we
must remember that serving our Na-
tion is no easy task, and these men and
women are facing transitional chal-
lenges. On top of that, our wounded
warriors battle a whole host of adversi-
ties, but with the right training, I have
seen our veterans do amazing things.

In my district, companies like Baker
Hughes—one of the world’s largest oil
field service companies—are training
and hiring veterans and seeing tremen-
dous results.

So I stand here today to encourage
both the private and public sector to
come together to give our Nation’s he-
roes a fighting chance for their incred-
ible service to this great Nation.

———
GOP LAWSUIT TO NOWHERE

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

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to denounce the base-
less, misguided, and partisan lawsuit
that our Republican colleagues have
brought to the floor for a vote today.
This lawsuit is just a continuance of
the outright disrespect and disdain
that the House Republicans have given
President Barack Obama since he was
elected.

While millions of Americans are
waiting for Congress to renew emer-
gency unemployment insurance and
raise the minimum wage, we are here
debating a senseless lawsuit. I am dis-
appointed by the shameful partisan
politics that is being played.

In contrast, I am proud of the work
that we are doing as House Democrats
trying to put the American people first
with our Make It In America agenda
and working to jump-start the middle
class. With a long laundry list of things
we need to get done, it is time to pro-
mote the people’s business, not our po-
litical parties’ business.

Enough is enough. With only 2 days
left before our 5-week recess, we need



July 30, 2014

to be doing the business of the Amer-
ican people, not the business of our po-
litical parties.

————

COMMENDING SAMARITAN’S
PURSE

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to commend the dedicated work under-
taken by Samaritan’s Purse, an inter-
national Christian aid group based in
Boone, North Carolina. Specifically, I
want to bring to your attention Dr.
Kent Brantly, who has been heading up
Samaritan’s Purse work with Ebola pa-
tients in Monrovia, Liberia.

Tragically, Dr. Brantly, along with
fellow American missionary Nancy
Writebol, has contracted the Ebola
virus. Both are currently fighting for
their lives in an isolation ward in an
African hospital.

Mr. Speaker, today, I ask my col-
leagues and all who hear this to join
me in prayer for Dr. Brantly, Mrs.
Writebol, and the more than 1,000 other
patients who have contracted Ebola in
this outbreak, which has already
claimed over 600 lives.

The disease continues to spread, and
Dr. Brantly, true to the selfless spirit
of his missionary calling, has asked
that his case not be treated differently
from any other. Let us keep all those
affected in our prayers.

————
DO-NOTHING GOP

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, tomor-
row, the Republican Speaker JOHN
BOEHNER will adjourn the House, and
Congress will leave town for 5 full
weeks. I rise to urge Speaker BOEHNER
to cancel this recess and keep us in ses-
sion, so we can address the urgent
issues facing the American people.

Democrats have a clear list of prior-
ities that will jump-start the middle
class. We want to renew emergency un-
employment benefits, raise the min-
imum wage, fix our broken immigra-
tion system, reauthorize the Ex-Im
Bank, invest in repairing and rebuild-
ing America’s infrastructure, and make
sure women earn equal pay for equal
work.

We have an opportunity to lift mil-
lions of hardworking Americans out of
poverty, create jobs, and grow the
economy by passing these bills that
will help the middle class.

It is a complete dereliction of duty
for Speaker BOEHNER to adjourn the
House and leave town without address-
ing any of these issues, but what is
even worse, instead of getting these
things done for the American people,
the Republicans will take up a bill to
sue the President for moving too slow-
ly to enact a bill that they oppose, that
they have tried to stop over 50 times.

You can’t make this stuff up. The
American people deserve better, and
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the American people cannot afford 5
weeks of inaction.
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ALARMING SITUATION ON OUR
SOUTHERN BORDER

(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, the situation on our
southern border and the influx of unac-
companied migrant children is both
tragic and alarming. Even more con-
cerning is the lack of leadership com-
ing from the White House.

We also know that a law passed in
2008—the William Wilberforce Traf-
ficking Victims Protection Reauthor-
ization—has further complicated the
administration’s response. The law
guarantees minors from Central Amer-
ica a court date and assistance for tem-
porary relocation as they wait out
their pending appeal. Unfortunately, a
large number of these individuals
evade attending these proceedings. Few
minors are sent home, and most are
able to stay for years, if not perma-
nently.

The current situation is a stark re-
minder of just how flawed the Senate’s
immigration reform bill is. Granting
amnesty to millions would merely re-
inforce the perception that, if you
come to the United States illegally,
you will be rewarded. Unfortunately,
billions in new spending will not re-
verse the perception of a lenient en-
forcement environment in the United
States.

What we need is for the White House
to enforce the laws, secure the borders,
and put aside political games and start
working with Congress in a bipartisan
manner.

———
NOTARIO VICTIM RELIEF ACT

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

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, while
America waits for House Republicans
in Washington to bring immigration
reform to a vote, we cannot forget
about the invisible casualties of our
broken immigration process, notario
fraud victims.

While there are many communities
and religious organizations that are
providing legitimate immigration-re-
lated services, there is also a growing
number of nonlawyers posing as legal
consultants, and they are known as
“notarios,” and they are not licensed
to give legal advice. Notarios are basi-
cally scam artists who prey on immi-
grant communities.

This week I introduced H.R. 5228, the
Notario Victim Relief Act, which
would allow victims of notario fraud to
reopen their cases and immigrate law-
fully. The bill is just the first step to-
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ward stopping fraudulent immigration
services in our Nation.

I urge my colleagues to join me as a
cosponsor of H.R. 5228 and help the vic-
tims of our broken immigration sys-
tem.

THANKING JAY KROEZE

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

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
recognize and thank a constituent from
the wonderful little town of Biglerville,
Pennsylvania, for his service and sac-
rifice to spread the cooperative prin-
ciple of concern for community.

Jay Kroeze, a lead lineman at Adams
Electric Cooperative, volunteered for
the National Rural Electric Coopera-
tive Association’s International Foun-
dation in Haiti as part of the Caracol
Community Electrification Project. He
spent 2 weeks in northern Haiti build-
ing and upgrading more than a mile
and a half of power lines to help com-
munities receive affordable, safe, and
reliable electricity.

To date, more than 4,800 consumers
in the northern part of Haiti now have
access to electricity. Some now have
TVs. A few have water treatment
plants. Doctors can provide better care
to patients, and residents have opened
their own small businesses.

National Rural Electric Cooperative
Association International currently is
providing support to USAID in Haiti to
bring safe, reliable, and affordable elec-
tricity to areas in northern Haiti.

On behalf of the Fourth Congres-
sional District of Pennsylvania, I com-
mend Jay Kroeze and the National
Rural Electric Cooperative Association
International Foundation for their
tireless efforts in Haiti and around the
world.

——————

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT
SUCCEEDS IN KENTUCKY

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

Mr. YARMUTH. Mr. Speaker, my
home State of Kentucky has been a na-
tional model for how the Affordable
Care Act can succeed. Through Kynect,
our State exchange, more than 413,000
Kentuckians have gotten health insur-
ance, nearly 310,000 of them for the
first time.

These two maps show how health re-
form has reduced the rate of the unin-
sured in the Commonwealth’s 120 coun-
ties. The orange and red in the top map
show counties with pre-Affordable Care
Act uninsured rates of 14 percent to
more than 20 percent. Some of the
most impoverished areas, such as east-
ern Kentucky, also had the highest un-
insured rates.

The bottom map shows Kentucky
today under the health care law. Only
one county still has an uninsured rate
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of more than 14 percent. In three coun-
ties in the heart of Appalachia, the un-
insured rate plummeted from more
than 20 percent to less than 5 percent,
as shown in blue.

Mr. Speaker, overall, in just 6
months, the Affordable Care Act re-
duced the total number of uninsured
Kentuckians by nearly a half. Behind
every number, behind every red county
turned blue or green are the stories of
a person or family getting the health
care they need. That is success by any
standard, but most importantly, Ken-
tucky standards.

———
RELIGIOUS LIBERTY

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

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker,
some of our military have been sent
emails telling them not to eat or drink
in front of their Muslim brothers who
are with them during Ramadan. I have
never heard the military come out and
say don’t eat leavened food in front of
your Jewish colleagues during Yom
Kippur or Passover. I have never heard
the military put out something such as
be careful what you are eating in front
of your Christian brothers during Lent
because they may have chosen to do
without.

Last Christmas, soldiers at Camp
Shelby in Mississippi were told during
a diversity briefing that they could not
use the word ‘‘Christmas.” A VA hos-
pital in Texas refused to accept holiday
cards from boys and girls because the
cards mentioned ‘‘Christmas’” or ‘“God
bless you,” and a nativity scene near a
lake on Shaw Air Force Base in South
Carolina was removed after someone
complained.

So you might understand why Ron
Crews, executive director of the Chap-
lain Alliance for Religious Liberty, is a
bit surprised by the Pentagon’s recent
behavior.

There is a good Biblical word for this:
hypocrisy.

———
CLIMATE CHANGE

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

Mr. LOWENTHAL. Mr. Speaker, I sit
on the Natural Resources Committee
here in the House, and through our in-
vestigations into our treasured na-
tional parks, my colleagues and I have
discovered a number of tragic choices
and changes that are in store for all of
us and our children.

Mr. Speaker, because of a changing
climate, Glacier National Park’s gla-
ciers will melt and be no more.

Mr. Speaker, because of a changing
climate, Joshua Tree National Park’s
Joshua trees will disappear from the
park named after them.

Mr. Speaker, because of a changing
climate, Rocky Mountain National
Park’s forests are dying because mild
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winters cannot kill pine beetles, which
are devastating the park’s trees.

Climate change is upon us now. We
are paying for its effects today, regard-
less of the number of votes this body
takes to deny what is happening before
our eyes.

————
COMPETING FOR JOBS

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

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, counties and States around
this country compete every day for
jobs. How they do it is not com-
plicated. They adjust their tax and
their regulatory burdens to attract
businesses, and those that do the best
job attract the most jobs. The problem
is that they are competing for a declin-
ing pool of jobs in America because
Washington is not competitive. We
need to adopt that competitive atti-
tude right here.

In times of war, we forget partisan-
ship and pull together. In truth, we are
in an economic war. Countries around
the world have teams of people that
work every day to beat us economi-
cally. The House has passed 39 jobs
bills in this Congress which are gath-
ering dust in the Senate. Surely HARRY
REID and the President can find one
among these 39 bills they can work
with to make our country more com-
petitive and put our people back to
work.

————

COMMEMORATING 49TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF MEDICARE AND MED-
ICAID

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker,
thank you President Johnson, and
happy birthday to Medicaid and Medi-
care. I am excited about the lives that
have been saved, and I am looking for-
ward to the full expansion in all 50
States of Medicaid in 2015, its 50th
birthday.

I will tell you, when President John-
son signed Medicare into law, less than
50 percent of our seniors had health in-
surance and 35 percent lived in poverty.
Now, over 52.4 million Americans are
given health care benefits through
Medicare, Medicaid, regardless of their
condition, and then for some also when
their income is very low.

Mr. Speaker, 43.6 million Americans
age 65 and above have Medicare and
Medicaid, including 8.8 million dis-
abled. Our seniors are able to be in
long-term living because of Medicaid.
By the time the baby boomers reach 65,
it is expected that 80 million people
will be covered by Medicare.

What is the common sense and lack
thereof of the States that have not ac-
cepted expanded Medicaid under the
Affordable Care Act? Mr. Speaker,
Medicare and Medicaid together save
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lives. I am interested in saving lives.
Let’s stand up for the Affordable Care
Act, Medicare, and Medicaid to save
the lives of Americans.

——————

ISSUES CONGRESS NEEDS TO
ADDRESS

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

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
deeply disappointed in Congress this
week. There are real issues that Con-
gress needs to address for the American
people. But instead of addressing the
long-term issues of comprehensive im-
migration reform, comprehensive tax
reform, our debt and deficit, getting
our economy going, we are considering
suing the President of the TUnited
States and beating the drum of im-

peachment.
Where were my Republican col-
leagues when President Bush was

issuing his egregious executive orders?
The hypocrisy here is appalling.

We need to provide long-term funding
for the highway trust fund, the Export-
Import Bank to keep the American
businesses competitive, Federal edu-
cation programs to prepare our people
and children for the next generation
and workforce. We need to pass a long-
term solution for our doctors. We need
to provide funding to address the
wildfires that are ravaging the Western
United States, including my home
State of Oregon. We need to get the un-
regulated amount of money out of poli-
tics.

We need to get back to work.

————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 676, AUTHORIZATION
TO INITIATE LITIGATION FOR
ACTIONS BY THE PRESIDENT;
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 935, REDUCING REGU-
LATORY BURDENS ACT OF 2013;
AND PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM AUGUST 1, 2014, THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 5, 2014

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 694 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 694

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order without interven-
tion of any point of order to consider in the
House the resolution (H. Res. 676) providing
for authority to initiate litigation for ac-
tions by the President or other executive
branch officials inconsistent with their du-
ties under the Constitution of the United
States. The amendment recommended by the
Committee on Rules now printed in the reso-
lution shall be considered as adopted. The
resolution, as amended, shall be considered
as read. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the resolution, as
amended, to adoption without intervening
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motion or demand for division of the ques-
tion except one hour of debate equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
Rules.

SEC. 2. Upon the adoption of this resolution
it shall be in order to consider in the House
the bill (H.R. 935) to amend the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
and the Federal Water Pollution Control Act
to clarify Congressional intent regarding the
regulation of the use of pesticides in or near
navigable waters, and for other purposes. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. The bill shall be considered
as read. All points of order against provi-
sions in the bill are waived. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and on any amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure; and (2) one mo-
tion to recommit.

SEC. 3. On any legislative day during the
period from August 1, 2014, through Sep-
tember 5, 2014,—

(a) the Journal of the proceedings of the
previous day shall be considered as approved;
and

(b) the Chair may at any time declare the
House adjourned to meet at a date and time,
within the limits of clause 4, section 5, arti-
cle I of the Constitution, to be announced by
the Chair in declaring the adjournment.

SEC. 4. The Speaker may appoint Members
to perform the duties of the Chair for the du-
ration of the period addressed by section 3 of
this resolution as though under clause 8(a) of
rule 1.

SEC. 5. Each day during the period ad-
dressed by section 3 of this resolution shall
not constitute a calendar day for purposes of
section 7 of the War Powers Resolution (50
U.S.C. 1546).

SEC. 6. Each day during the period ad-
dressed by section 3 of this resolution shall
not constitute a legislative day for purposes
of clause 7 of rule XIII.

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

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), the
ranking member, pending which I yield
myself such time as I may consume.
During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose
of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that Members have
5 legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, H. Res.
964 provides for consideration of H.R.
935, the Reducing Regulatory Burdens
Act of 2013.

On Monday, the House had a full and
thorough debate on H.R. 935. While the
bill did not gain the two-thirds major-
ity necessary to pass by suspension, it
did receive 253 bipartisan votes.
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It is important we pass this bill in
order to reduce the regulatory burden
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that has been placed on the nearly
365,000 pesticide users, and this rule al-
lows us to do that.

The rule also allows the House to
consider H. Res. 676.

This resolution will allow the Speak-
er to initiate litigation for actions by
the President—or other executive
branch  officials—inconsistent with
their duties under the Constitution.

The fact that we have to sue the
President simply to ensure that he is
working within the constraints of the
Constitution, to me, Mr. Speaker, is
troubling, but that is the situation we
are facing.

While there have always been dis-
agreements between the legislative and
executive branches about how expan-
sive the President’s authority is, the
Constitution is explicit that Congress
writes the laws and the President’s role
is to ‘‘take care’ that those laws are
faithfully executed. No President may
have both powers.

Our Founding Fathers understood the
danger of having a President who not
only enforced the laws, but made them.
An executive with those powers would
easily infringe on citizens’ liberty. Our
Founders saw this firsthand. That is
why they were fleeing to come to this
country and form this country. They
knew the Executive would try to ex-
ceed the power afforded under the Con-
stitution, even when it is occupied by
someone who previously taught the
limits the Constitution puts on Presi-
dential power. That is why they were
so careful in delegating among the
three branches.

This system of checks and balances
has served America so well for so long.
Now, I am sorry for the civics lesson,
but it is clear that some on the other
side of the aisle have temporarily lost
sight of how important these checks
and balances are to the functioning of
this House and to the legislative
branch in general.

But that wasn’t always the case.
When Representative CONYERS, for in-
stance, was chairman of the Judiciary
Committee, he remarked:

We are coequal branch of government, and
if our system of checks and balances is going
to operate, it is imperative that we under-
stand how the executive branch is enforcing
or ignoring the bills that are signed into law.

Representative NADLER, for his part,
cautioned:

And I hope that anyone who thinks that
inquiring into the excesses of the executive
branch and into what appears to be a con-
centrated effort in every different aspect of
law to destroy the power of the Congress and
the judiciary and to limit our power to pro-
tect the liberties of the American people
against encroachments by the Executive are
a waste of time, I hope they will rethink
what they are doing here.

Mr. Speaker, I read these quotes to
illustrate the concern of the executive
branch overstepping its authority isn’t
confined to just one party or one Presi-
dent. This is a legislative versus execu-
tive issue; it is not a Democrat versus
Republican issue. And, to be frank, the
legislative branch has been on the los-
ing end of this for quite some time.
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But my point is that we shouldn’t be
so callous or shortsighted as to not de-
fend our article I powers simply be-
cause the President in question hap-
pens to belong to one party.

If we don’t take action now, what
stops future Presidents—Republican or
Democrat—from eroding our powers
further? Congress, itself, has shown lit-
tle opposition to the harm it has done
to the separation of powers over the
years. That is why it is critical that we
take action now. This should be a
cause that the legislative branch can
unite around, not divide over.

Instead, we have Members of Con-
gress standing in applause when the
President says he will bypass Congress
to enact his agenda. Mr. Speaker, half
of this body stood up in applause. It
should be done in defiance. Here we
have Members of Congress cheering for
the President for basically saying he is
going to eliminate their purpose here.

This isn’t the first President whose
actions have raised the alarms of an
overreaching executive, and it is clear
if we do nothing, it will not be the last.

I urge my colleagues to defend our
role in government, and to stop the as-
sault on the separation of powers.

Let’s finally say to the Executive:
“Enough is enough.” Let’s finally say:
“Support the Constitution, support the
separation of powers, and support this
rule.”

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume, and I thank my good friend from
Florida for yielding me the customary
30 minutes.

Today, we are taking up the very se-
rious issue of the constitutionality of
separation of powers, but the rule also
covers the deregulation of pesticides. I
think that should be noted here as
well, because one is as ridiculous as the
other.

This is a ridiculous lawsuit of one
House of Congress seeking to sue the
President for not implementing a law
they have tried everything to kill.

The majority has wasted time,
money, and energy on legislative pro-
posals designed to distract us from the
real problems of the United States.

Instead of tackling climate change,
ensuring that college is affordable, and
modernizing our crumbling infrastruc-
ture, the majority wants to sue the
President for doing his job. The record
is clear. This has been judged the most
recalcitrant and useless Congress in
history.

This lawsuit will be a monumental
waste of time, energy, and funds. This
is a political maneuver timed to peak
as Americans go to the polls in Novem-
ber for the midterm elections. This
lawsuit is a drumbeat pushing Mem-
bers of the Republican Party to im-
peachment.

Last week in the Rules Committee,
Democrats attempted to amend this
resolution. In the pursuit of trans-
parency and accountability, we offered
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several amendments that addressed the
cost of this lawsuit.

The majority in the Rules Committee
voted down every amendment that the
minority offered. With this closed rule,
we have set a new record, by the way,
for the most closed rules in a single
Congress. On the committee level, on
the House floor, and in the minds of
our citizens, this is a closed process, a
partisan maneuver, and nothing but a
political messaging opportunity.

This lawsuit is a gimmick, which
even legal scholars of the majority’s
own party say will fail, including the
conservative writer and former Justice
Department official Andrew C. McCar-
thy. He wrote about this lawsuit and
said it is:

A classic case of assuming the pose of
meaningful action while in reality doing
nothing.

Democrats in the House and the
American people could not agree more.

The House minority has three main
concerns about this lawsuit: first, the
cost; second, the partisan nature; and
third, the lack of legal standing and
the implications for our constitutional
separation of powers.

First, the cost. Since the passage of
the Affordable Care Act, which not a
single Republican voted for, the major-
ity has mounted a Herculean effort try-
ing to repeal, dismantle, and discredit
it. It seems that they will spare no ex-
pense attempting to take health care
away from millions of Americans.

Not only did they shut down the gov-
ernment to deny Americans health
care, it took from this economy $24 bil-
lion to pay for that shutdown. In addi-
tion, with over 50 votes on the House
floor to undermine the Affordable Care
Act, the majority has spent more than
$79 million on that voting effort.

When the minority of the Rules Com-
mittee requested from the majority the
proximate costs of this lawsuit, we got
a response that read: ‘“‘A lawsuit is a
small price to pay.”’

Cost is not a hypothetical question,
because there are real consequences for
our country.

The minority and the American peo-
ple still would like to know how much
will this cost and where will the money
come from. We asked directly through
letters and by offering amendments to
the resolution, and we have gotten no
clear answers.

What cuts will come from what pro-
grams that Americans depend on to
pay for this ridiculous lawsuit? The
majority will spend money on more
than 13 hearings, 50 briefings, 25,000
pages of documents produced, and allo-
cated $3.3 million for a Select Com-
mittee on Benghazi. All that money for
Benghazi, but they won’t give us a con-
crete answer on where the funds will
originate to pay for the lawsuit.

In a similar lawsuit, when Repub-
licans defended the discriminatory De-
fense of Marriage Act, they paid their
lawyers $5620 an hour. I choke over that
figure. At that rate, we would have
paid over $1 million a year for a 40-hour
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workweek. If we are spending that kind
of money, we ought to do it out in the
open, and that amendment was de-
feated on party lines.

The majority does not intend to
make this lawsuit anything but an-
other opportunity to attack the Presi-
dent, which leads me to our second
concern: its partisan nature.

As I said, no Republican voted for the
Affordable Care Act. After strenuous
efforts to take health care away from
millions of Americans, the majority
plans to file a lawsuit that, if success-
ful, would result in the faster imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act.
The inconsistency is breathtaking. Let
me reiterate that. After not a single
vote for health care, with over 50 votes
to kill it, they are suing the President
of the United States because he did not
implement it faster. I don’t know if
anybody can make sense out of that,
but all this effort to derail a law that
is working. Just 2 days ago, The Wash-
ington Post reported in an article, ti-
tled ‘“‘Medicare finances improve partly
due to ACA, hospital expenses, trustee
report says,” that the Affordable Care
Act has extended the life of Medicare
by 4 years because of the savings, and
that will only get better.

I would like to insert this article
from The Washington Post dated July
28, 2014, into the RECORD.

[From the Washington Post, July 28, 2014]
MEDICARE FINANCES IMPROVE PARTLY DUE TO

ACA, HOSPITAL EXPENSES, TRUSTEE RE-

PORT SAYS—OUTLOOK FOR SOCIAL SECURITY,

HOWEVER, REMAINS THE SAME

(By Amy Goldstein)

Medicare’s financial stability has been
strengthened by the Affordable Care Act and
other forces that have been subduing health-
care spending, according to a new official
forecast that says the fund covering the pro-
gram’s hospital costs will remain solvent
until 2030—four years later than expected a
year ago.

The annual report, issued Monday by trust-
ees overseeing the government’s two largest
entitlement programs, found little change
overall in the finances of Social Security.
The trustees warned, however, that the part
of Social Security that pays monthly bene-
fits to people with disabilities is especially
fragile and, without changes, will start to
run short of money for benefit checks in 2016.

Taken together, the findings provide a
nuanced portrait of the fiscal future of these
two programs, which act as cornerstones of
social insurance—and a buffer against pov-
erty—for older people and other vulnerable
Americans. The trustees welcomed the im-
proved financial prospects for Medicare but
acknowledged that the underlying reasons
are not yet entirely understood. At the same
time, they exhorted Congress to take steps
to prevent both programs from collapsing in
the long term.

‘“‘Neither Medicare nor Social Security can
sustain projected long-run program costs,”
the trustees said in a message accompanying
their reports.

For the past few decades, Democrats and
Republicans have fretted about the
unsustainability of the Medicare and Social
Security programs. They have appointed
high-level commissions, proposed legislation
and tried to stoke public fears that benefits
might not be available for their parents—or
themselves. But Congress has not restruc-
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tured either program to withstand long-term
fiscal pressures, and the issue has been ab-
sent lately from the agendas of both parties.

At a news briefing Monday, Cabinet secre-
taries and two public trustees reiterated the
call for Congress to act. ‘“‘[We] must make
manageable changes now, so we do not have
to make drastic changes later,” Treasury
Secretary Jack Lew said.

“It is getting very late in the game’” to
find a bipartisan consensus, said the trust-
ees’ only Republican, Charles P. Blahous III,
who worked on Social Security and other
economic issues as an aide to President
George W. Bush. ‘“A solution much further
delayed is a solution much less likely to
occur.”

Both programs are being strained by the
nation’s demographics. As more baby
boomers reach retirement age, people 65 and
older are making up an increasing percent-
age of the country’s population, with propor-
tionally fewer working-age Americans chip-
ping in payroll taxes.

Medicare’s finances are facing other pres-
sures, too, including from scientific advances
that lead to new treatment and therapies,
the report said.

The trustees’ forecast said that the trust
fund that pays for hospital care—Medicare
Part A—has been strengthened significantly,
with the date when it is predicted to start
running short of money extended by 14 years
since the Affordable Care Act was enacted in
2010. The report also predicted that the in-
surance premiums that older Americans pay
for the portion of Medicare that covers doc-
tors’ visits and other outpatient care would
probably remain the same for a third year in
a row.

Health and Human Services Secretary Syl-
via Mathews Burwell said that it is impos-
sible so far to gauge how much of that trust
fund’s improved fiscal health was due to the
health-care law as opposed to other changes
in the health-care system that are slowing
cost increases. She said both had a role. The
ACA, for instance, is slowing payments to
Medicare Advantage, the part of the program
in which older Americans join private health
plans, while other provisions focus on curb-
ing hospital readmissions.

The report said that spending on hospital
stays last year was less than expected, al-
though trustees noted that analysts have not
determined whether this trend reflected
broad economic trends or stemmed from spe-
cific changes in the practice of medical care.

If Medicare is unchanged by 2030, the year
it is projected to become insolvent, it would
then be able to pay 85 percent of its bene-
ficiaries’ hospital bills, a proportion that
would slip to 75 percent by 2047, the forecast
said.

For Social Security, the trustees predicted
that the program’s two separate trust funds
will, combined, have enough money to pay
all the retirement and disability benefits it
owes until 2033, the same time horizon as in
the last two annual forecasts. They forecast
that Social Security will be able to afford
checks for retirees and workers’ survivors
until 2034—nearly two decades longer than
the part of the program that pays disability
benefits.

Social Security’s expenditures last year
exceeded its income from payroll taxes, as it
has each year since 2010, the report says, al-
though interest so far is making up the dif-
ference.

This year, President Obama backed away
from an idea he broached in his budget last
year to save money for Social Security by
changing the basis on which inflation is cal-
culated for the program. But his 2015 budget
proposal reprises the idea of charging more
for care under Medicare to older Americans
who are relatively well-off—an idea that
Congress has not touched this year.
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In calculating Medicare’s future finances,
the trustees for the first time acknowledged
that Congress has each year overridden
scheduled reductions in Medicare doctors’
fees—cuts that, if adopted, would lower pay-
ments for doctors’ services by 21 percent in
2015. In the latest report, the trustees as-
sumed that such cuts would continue to be
waived.

The trustees noted that their new forecast
was released 49 years to the week that Presi-
dent Lyndon B. Johnson signed the law that
enacted Medicare, a major component of the
Great Society programs of the mid-1960s. So-
cial Security was a response to the Great De-
pression of the 1930s.

Last year, Medicare insured 52 million
Americans, including 43.5 million age 65 and
older and nearly 9 million younger people
with disabilities. Social Security last year
provided benefits to 41 million retired work-
ers and their families, 6 million survivors of
workers who died, and 11 million working-
age people with disabilities.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, a re-
cent poll from the Commonwealth
Fund found 77 percent of people were
pleased with their new coverage. Re-
publicans themselves have a 74 percent
satisfaction rate with the new plan
that they have bought.

The House majority is going to spend
unknown millions of dollars coming
from somewhere to stymie a law their
own party Members support.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to insert
this article from Talking Points Memo,
citing a survey from July 10, 2014, enti-
tled: ‘““‘Survey: Most Republicans Who
Bought ObamaCare Coverage Like
Their Plans,”” into the RECORD.

[From Talking Points Memo Livewire, July
10, 2014]

SURVEY: MOST REPUBLICANS WHO BOUGHT
OBAMACARE COVERAGE LIKE THEIR PLANS
(By Dylan Scott)

About three-quarters of Republicans who
obtained health insurance under Obamacare
are satisfied with their coverage, according
to a survey published Thursday by the Com-
monwealth Fund.

The survey found that 74 percent of Repub-
licans said they were very or somewhat sat-
isfied with their new coverage. Overall, 78
percent of Americans said they were satis-
fied: 73 percent of those enrolled in a private
plan and 84 percent of those enrolled in Med-
icaid.

There was a minimal difference between
the previously uninsured and the previously
insured: 79 percent of the former were satis-
fied and 77 percent of the latter were, accord-
ing to the survey by the group, which is gen-
erally supportive of Obamacare.

Those surveyed also reported being better
off: 58 percent said that they were better off
now than they were before, while 9 percent
said they were worse off. And 81 percent said
that they were optimistic that their new
coverage would help them get the health
care they need.

Some of the survey’s broader findings, on
the overall drop in the number of uninsured
and the percentage of Obamacare enrollees
who were previously uninsured, generally
fell within other findings. It found that the
uninsured rate for adults under 65 fell from
20 percent to 15 percent since Obamacare en-
rollment began. It also found that 63 percent
of Obamacare enrollees had been previously
uninsured.

The survey, conducted from April 9 to June
2, covered 4,425 U.S. adults.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, it is
also obvious to the American people
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that this is a political stunt. A recent
poll, commissioned by CNN, shows 57
percent of us oppose this lawsuit. That
is right: the majority of this country
recognizes it for what it is: a political
scheme. They recognize that there is
no basis for this lawsuit.

And our third concern is the legit-
imacy of standing, in the legal sense,
as well as the constitutional principles
that the Supreme Court has said limit
the kind of disputes that a court can
consider.

Perhaps the best authority for the in-
adequacy of the majority’s claim to
standing is one of the majority’s own
witnesses at our Rules hearing, the
Florida International University Col-
lege of Law professor, Elizabeth Price
Foley. Professor Foley wrote in a Feb-
ruary article:

When a President delays or exempts people
from a law—so-called benevolent suspen-
sions—who has standing to sue him? Gen-
erally, no one. Benevolent suspensions of law
don’t, by definition, create a sufficiently
concrete injury for standing.

That’s why, when President Obama de-
layed various provisions of ObamaCare, his
actions cannot be challenged in court. Con-
gress probably can’t sue the President, ei-
ther.

If the majority’s own witness doesn’t
think that Congress has standing, what
judge will?

Finally, one of the most dangerous
possible consequences of this lawsuit
would be an unprecedented transfer of
powers from the legislative to the judi-
cial branch.

This concern for maintaining the sep-
aration of powers as it was written into
the Constitution by the Founding Fa-
thers is exactly why courts have estab-
lished what is called the ‘‘political
question doctrine.”

It says that courts should stay out of
fights between the other two branches
of the Federal Government and should
defer to the other branches when the
Constitution says the matter to be re-
solved is the responsibility of the
President or the Congress. That
couldn’t be clearer, Mr. Speaker.
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The mismanagement of our Nation’s
funds is deplorable, the partisan nature
of the stunt is a abundantly clear, and
our constitutional balance of powers is
in jeopardy. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no’ on the closed rule which, yet
again, distorts the legislative process
and stifles debate even on the most im-
portant issues.

Mr. Speaker, we will ask the House
to defeat the previous question. If we
defeat the previous question, I will
offer an amendment to bring up four
bills: first, the Bring Jobs Home Act;
second, the Paycheck Fairness Act,
which pays women equal to men for the
same job; third, a bill to increase the
minimum wage to $10.10; and finally,
the Students Emergency Loan Refi-
nancing Act, which makes it easier for
young people to pay their college
loans.

These are the priorities of the Amer-
ican people, and I urge my colleagues
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to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question
and align themselves with those prior-
ities instead of this lawsuit, which is
surely a waste of time, money, and re-
sources.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. MILLER), chairman of
the House Administration Committee.

Mrs. MILLER of Michigan. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
rule and the underlying resolution.

Mr. Speaker, the ultimate law of our
great Nation is not just the important
work that we undertake here in the
House. Above all else, it is the Con-
stitution that we all swear to preserve,
protect, and defend. Above everything,
it is the Constitution.

The first words of the Constitution,
article I, section 1, are the following:

All legislative powers herein granted shall
be vested in a Congress of the United States,
which shall consist of a Senate and a House
of Representatives.

It doesn’t just say ‘‘some.” It says all
legislative powers are vested in the
Congress of the United States. No
other entity of our Federal Govern-
ment has the power to write law, not
the executive branch or the judicial
branch—only Congress.

Article I, section 7 states the fol-
lowing:

Every bill which shall have passed the
House of Representatives and the Senate
shall, before it becomes a law, be presented
to the President of the United States; if he
approves, he shall sign it, but if not, he shall
return it.

So if he approves, it shall become
law. If not, he vetoes the law and sends
it back to Congress. Nowhere is the
President given the authority to re-
write the law on his own.

Article II, section 3 places the fol-
lowing responsibilities with the Presi-
dent:

He shall take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution asks the
third branch of government, the judi-
cial branch, to solve problems arising
from the President’s failure to faith-
fully execute the law and, specifically,
aspects of the Affordable Care Act, as
he is required in article II, section 3
and to have exercised power expressly
given to Congress to write the law
under article I.

Mr. Speaker, the Founders, in their
genius, put in place this system of
checks and balances for a very, very
important purpose, which is to make
certain that no one person could both
impose and then enforce the law—be-
cause that type of action amounts to
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tyranny, Mr. Speaker. In short, we
have no king in this Nation. In Amer-
ica, we have a President. We do not
have a king.

Mr. Speaker, as a representative of
the people of the 10th District of Michi-
gan and someone who is sworn to pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion, I believe strongly that I have a
responsibility to support this resolu-
tion, so that the courts can affirm that
legislative power is vested in this
House—the people’s House—and not in
the White House.

As the chairman of the Committee on
House Administration, I will have the
responsibility to verify that any con-
tracts with those who will litigate this
case comport with the rules of the
House. That is a responsibility I take
very, very seriously.

As such, many on the minority side
have asked how much this will cost.
My answer is that we don’t know yet
because no contracts have been nego-
tiated. We don’t know how long such
litigation will take to conclude, but
the questions I would ask are: What
price do you put on the adherence to
the rule of law? What price do you
place on the continuation of our sys-
tem of checks and balances? What price
do you put on the Constitution of the
United States? My answer to each is:
priceless, Mr. Speaker.

I am certain that this process will
move forward with due diligence, will
be conducted within the rules of this
House, and it is my firm hope that in
the end the courts will uphold the con-
stitutional principles that are the bed-
rock upon which our great Nation has
been built.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN), my colleague on the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it is
important that we remember why we
are here today. We are here today not
because of the majority’s commitment
to the rule of law, but because of poli-
tics. We are here because the Repub-
lican leadership of this House is trying
desperately to placate the far right-
wing of their base.

They are trying to placate a vocal
and organized faction that refuses to
accept the fact that the American peo-
ple elected Barack Obama twice as
President of the United States. They
are birthers and Tea Partiers and min-
utemen militia members and sup-
porters of nullification, but here is the
problem: they will never, ever, ever be
satisfied.

Listen to this finding from a poll
taken just this month: 41 percent of
Republicans surveyed believe that
President Obama is not really an
American citizen. That is percent.
That is the base of the modern-day Re-
publican Party, and it is ugly. If you
are really concerned about the balance
of power between the executive branch
and the Congress, there are ways to ad-
dress it.
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Just last week, I worked with the Re-
publican and Democratic leadership of
the House and of the Foreign Affairs
Committee to reaffirm the proper role
of Congress in matters of war and
peace. I brought a resolution to the
floor under the rules of the House, and
it passed by a vote of 370-40. That is the
way we should do our work around
here, not this nonsense about lawsuits.

It is the same with the Affordable
Care Act. I know my Republican
friends are devastated that the bill
they hate so much is actually working.
Millions of people who didn’t have
health insurance are now covered. Mil-
lions of people can now get preventive
care. Millions of young adults can now
stay on their family’s insurance plan.

Being a woman is no longer consid-
ered a preexisting condition. Insurance
companies can no longer discriminate
against the sick, and as we learned just
yesterday, the Affordable Care Act has
already helped to extend the life of the
Medicare trust fund by 4 years.

The entire Republican majority in
this House was built on opposition to
the Affordable Care Act, and yet it
stands. The fact that it stands makes
the Republican leadership do desperate
and irrational things. It makes them
vote to repeal the ACA over 50 times. It
makes them decide it is somehow a
great idea to sue the President for the
way he is implementing the law.

It saddens me to see how low a once
great party—the party of Abraham
Lincoln and Teddy Roosevelt—has
sunk. Instead of addressing the real
and pressing needs of our country—
passing an immigration reform bill,
raising the minimum wage, passing a
long-term highway bill—they have
been reduced to government shutdowns
and lawsuits and partisan stunts and
gimmicks.

This is show business at its worst.
Enough of this stupidity. I say to my
Republican friends: Do your job, do the
people’s work, this is shameful.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
North Carolina, Dr. FoxX, my distin-
guished colleague on the Rules Com-
mittee.

Ms. FOXX. I thank my friend from
Florida for yielding, and I want to
commend my colleague from Michigan,
Congresswoman MILLER, for explaining
our motivation on this resolution.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the rule, in support of the under-
lying resolution, and in support of this
effort to restore every branch of this
government to its proper constitu-
tional bounds.

This is not about politics. If there
were a Republican President doing the
same thing, I would feel just as strong-
ly. This is about the Constitution.

Our Constitution was drafted delib-
erately to ensure that the greatest
power in our government resided close-
ly with the people. That is why the
portion dealing with Congress was
placed first.

In article I, the Framers placed the
ultimate power of creating and chang-
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ing laws with the Congress, and they
particularly empowered the House of
Representatives, the people’s House.

Every 2 years, Members of this House
face the voters, and our actions in this
body are judged. No other member of
this government must submit to the
people more regularly.

For too long, this body, under the
leadership of both Democrats and Re-
publicans, has ceded parts of our con-
stitutional authority to the executive
branch and the agencies that are, at
best, remotely accountable to voters.
It is time for that to stop. Today, we
take a step to make it stop.

This lawsuit is about actions—the ac-
tions of an administration that has
claimed more power than it has been
given, even when we have already given
it more authority than we should have.

I bear no animus to this President,
but I strongly disagree with many of
his policies, his stated priorities, and,
ultimately, his actions. This lawsuit is
not entered into lightly. It is not our
first response, but rather, it is our last
resort.

I will vote ‘‘yes’ on this rule and this
resolution, not for electoral gain, but
rather to preserve our Constitution and
the separation of powers enshrined
therein.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD).

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent to bring up
H.R. 1010, the minimum wage increase,
to jump-start the middle class, instead
of this partisan Ilawsuit attacking
President Obama.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise that all time has
been yielded for the purpose of debate
only.

Does the gentleman from Florida
yield for the purpose of the unanimous
consent request?

Mr. NUGENT. I do not, Mr. Speaker.
I want to reiterate my earlier an-
nouncement that all time is yielded for
the purpose of debate only, and we are
not yielding for other purposes.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida does not yield.
Therefore, the unanimous consent re-
quest cannot be entertained.

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Parliamentary
inquiry, Mr. Speaker.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is recognized for a parliamen-
tary inquiry.

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Speaker,
hasn’t it been the tradition of this
House that the Speaker yields to Mem-
bers who want to make unanimous con-
sent requests during the course of de-
bate?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. On the
pending resolution, all time has been
yielded for the purpose of debate only.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PALLONE).
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to bring up H.R.
4582, the Students Emergency Loan Re-
financing Act, to jump-start the middle
class, instead of this partisan lawsuit
attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. HAHN).

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, I also ask
unanimous consent to bring up H.R.
377, the Paycheck Fairness Act, to
jump-start our middle class, instead of
this partisan lawsuit attacking our
President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
West Virginia (Mr. RAHALL).

Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to bring up H.R.
1010, the minimum wage increase, in
order to jump-start the middle class,
instead of this partisan lawsuit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. MATSUI).

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent to bring up H.R.
377, the Paycheck Fairness Act, to
jump-start the middle class, instead of
this partisan lawsuit attacking the
President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. CHU).

Ms. CHU. Mr. Speaker, I rise to bring
up H.R. 4582, the Students Emergency
Loan Refinancing Act, to jump-start
the middle class, instead of this par-
tisan lawsuit attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
Massachusetts (Ms. CLARK).

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, I rise to bring up H.R. 377, the
Paycheck Fairness Act, to jump-start
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the middle class, instead of this par-
tisan lawsuit attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. DEUTCH).

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring up H.R. 851, the Bring Jobs Home
Act, to jump-start the middle class, in-
stead of this partisan lawsuit against
the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ESHO0O).

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring up the Students Emergency Loan
Refinancing Act, H.R. 4582, to strength-
en the middle class, instead of this par-
tisan lawsuit attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. NOLAN).

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring up H.R. 1010, the minimum wage
bill, to give America a pay raise and to
jump-start the middle class, instead of
this partisan attack on the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. LOFGREN).

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
consider H.R. 4582, the Students Emer-
gency Loan Refinancing Act, which
would help the middle class, instead of
this partisan lawsuit attacking the
President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the gentlewoman’s
unanimous consent request cannot be
entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS).

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to bring up H.R. 1010. America deserves
a raise by raising the minimum wage,
which will jump-start the middle class,
instead of this partisan lawsuit attack-
ing the President of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
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purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD).

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker,
I rise to bring up H.R. 851, the Bring
Jobs Home Act, to jump-start the mid-
dle class, instead of this partisan law-
suit attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. CROWLEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring up H.R. 377, the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act, to jump-start the middle
class, instead of this unprecedented,
partisan lawsuit against our President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise to bring up—and I am pleading to
bring up—H.R. 377, the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act, to jump-start the middle
class, instead of this partisan lawsuit
attacking the President of the United
States of America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I am pleased to yield to the gen-
tlewoman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
bring up the Paycheck Fairness Act—
for men and women, same job, same
pay—to jump-start this middle class,
instead of this partisan lawsuit attack-
ing the President of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the unanimous con-
sent request cannot be entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
California (Mrs. DAVIS).

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to bring up H.R. 851, the Bring
Jobs Home Act, to jump-start the mid-
dle class, instead of this partisan law-
suit, which we don’t need, attacking
the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the gentlewoman’s
unanimous consent request cannot be
entertained.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentlewoman from
Illinois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I
rise to bring up the Paycheck Fairness
Act and a minimum wage increase,
which would jump-start the middle
class, instead of this partisan lawsuit
attacking the President.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the gentlewoman’s
unanimous consent request cannot be
entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN).

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to bring up H.R. 1010, a min-
imum wage increase, to jump-start the
middle class, instead of the partisan
lawsuit attacking the Honorable
Barack Obama, President of the United
States of America.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the gentleman’s
unanimous consent request cannot be
entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the minority
whip.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentle-
woman for yielding.

I rise to bring up H.R. 851, the Bring
Jobs Home Act. Surely, Mr. Speaker,
the gentleman from Florida would
want to yield time for that—to jump-
start the middle class—instead of this
partisan, pointless lawsuit attacking
the President of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded time for
that purpose. Therefore, the unani-
mous consent request cannot be enter-
tained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, for
the purpose of a unanimous consent re-
quest, I yield to the gentleman from
Michigan (Mr. KILDEE).

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
immediately bring up H.R. 377, the
Paycheck Fairness Act, which would
jump-start the middle class, instead of
this partisan lawsuit attacking the
President of the United States.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair understands that the gentleman
from Florida has not yielded for that
purpose. Therefore, the gentleman’s
unanimous consent request cannot be
entertained.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD).

Mr. BUTTERFIELD. I thank the gen-
tlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose the res-
olution authorizing the Speaker to
bring a legislative branch lawsuit
against the President.
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Never before in the history of the
Congress has there been institutional
litigation between two coequal
branches of government—never.

Don’t my Republican friends under-
stand that the House’s acting alone
cannot by itself enforce a legislative
enactment? It must be bicameral.

This resolution will establish a prece-
dent unknown in our jurisprudence. It
is an abuse of power. It will threaten
the separation of powers principle and
the checks and balances that we have
long cherished in this country.

Do you want the judiciary to become
the arbiter of disputes between Con-
gress and the President? Our branches
are coequal.

Do you really want to cede to the
courts the authority to resolve dis-
putes between the branches?

Would you want the President to sue
the House for missing a budget dead-
line? Where does it end?

How do you plan to pay for this liti-
gation? This resolution would give the
Speaker a blank check to pay legal
costs and expert costs, which would
add to the deficit.

I call on House Republicans to talk
to objective legal scholars, to read the
literature and court decisions, to pro-
tect the integrity of our Federal sys-
tem, and to reject this dangerous legis-
lation.

This is a very sad day in the House.
I know what you are doing, and the
American people know what you are
doing. You are using this legislation in
your constant effort to discredit Presi-
dent Obama. Every day that President
Obama has occupied the Oval Office,
you have attacked him. You have at-
tacked his ideas, and you have at-
tacked those who surround him and his
Cabinet. You are denying the American
people a functioning government.

I sincerely believe that you are try-
ing to set the stage for a despicable im-
peachment proceeding should you hold
the majority in the House and gain the
majority in the Senate. Shame on you,
House Republicans. Shame on you.

I ask my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’ on
this rule and on final passage.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. RICE).

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the only people I hear
talking about impeachment in this
Chamber are the Democrats. The
Democrats must want the President
impeached as far as I can tell.

My favorite piece of art in this Cap-
itol Building is a picture in the ro-
tunda of a group of our forefathers,
who gathered together because they
could no longer bear living under a
monarchy, and they decided that they
would fight for freedom. They signed
the Declaration of Independence, know-
ing full well that they were signing
their own death warrants if they were
caught and tried for treason.

July 30, 2014

Our forefathers fought a Revolution
against the greatest military power on
Earth in order to escape the bonds of a
monarchy. At the end of the bloody
Revolution, the last thing they wanted
was another king. They wanted free-
dom. To protect that precious freedom,
they designed a government where
power rested with the people based on
the separation of powers.

The legislative branch makes the
laws. The President enforces the laws.
President Obama has decided that he
cannot be bothered with the separation
of powers. He has bragged that, if Con-
gress will not accept his priorities, he
has a pen and a phone, and he will
make the law. He may have a pen, but
the people have the Constitution. Our
forefathers recognized that one man
who can both make the law and enforce
the law is not a President—he is a
king.

Thomas Jefferson once said that free-
dom does not disappear all at once; it
is eroded imperceptibly day by day.

The prosperity of our great country
sprang from our freedom. Our form of
government, set forth in the Constitu-
tion by our forefathers, has protected
that very fragile freedom for 200 years.

My friends across the aisle worry
about the price of a lawsuit to protect
our freedom. Our forefathers paid dear-
ly for that freedom. Many paid every-
thing. Our freedom is in peril. We can-
not stand by and watch the President
shred our Constitution.

I stand in support of House Resolu-
tion 676.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself 30 seconds to respond to
the fact that only Democrats are
speaking of impeachment.

Just today, The Hill newspaper an-
nounced that a most respected and ad-
mired member of the Republican Con-
ference said of the lawsuit, spearheaded
by JOHN BOEHNER:

Theater is a show. Why not impeach in-
stead of wasting $1 million to $2 million of
the taxpayers’ money? If you are serious
about that, use what the Founders of the
Constitution gave us.

He was referring to impeachment.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased now to
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New York (Mr. JEFFRIES).

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distin-
guished gentlewoman from the Empire
State for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this lawsuit is nothing
more than a waste of time and a cover-
up with respect to the House Repub-
licans’ failure to effectively govern.

You have failed to create jobs. You
have failed to increase the minimum
wage. You have failed to deal with our
broken immigration system.
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You have failed to extend unemploy-
ment insurance for the millions of
Americans who have been left on the
battlefield of the Great Recession. You
have failed to deal with our crippling
transportation and infrastructure sys-
tem.
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Mr. Speaker, your majority has
failed to do what is in the best interest
of the American people, and so, to
cover up the mess, you are taking us on
a joyride through the article III court
system. It is an effort that will crash
and burn. Yet, nonetheless, you are
willing to waste millions of dollars of
taxpayer money in order to make a
down payment on impeachment.

Instead of engaging in responsible
legislative action, the majority has
chosen to act up and to act out in order
to satisfy the thirst of the blame
Barack Obama caucus.

Shame on you, Mr. Speaker. It is
time to get back to the business of the
American people.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Vermont (Mr. WELCH).

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Speaker, I have
been kind of scratching my head as to
why it is we are filing this lawsuit.
Why is it that the independent House,
the Speaker of the House, second in
line for the Presidency, instead of pass-
ing a bill, is filing a lawsuit? I think I
have kind of figured it out. The power
of the majority is being used in a way
to make that power useless and impo-
tent.

They can pass any laws they want in
this House. They can repeal any laws
they want in this House, in fact, have
repealed health care 55 times. But once
it goes across this hall into the Senate,
it dies. It is not taken up. If it were
taken up, it would never be signed by
the President.

I have got another idea. Instead of
filing a lawsuit, let’s do our job. We
have got some disagreements. We
think—and I think the American peo-
ple believe, and I know the President
agrees—we should raise the minimum
wage. You don’t. Let’s work it out.

We believe—and the President be-
lieves, the American people believe—
we need comprehensive immigration
reform. Let’s take it up and have a
vote.

We believe it is time for equal pay for
equal work.

What are we afraid of? Why don’t we
take it up?

Is the judge going to help us decide
this, or should we have an out-of-court
settlement, which, in our case, would
mean we actually have a discussion, a
discussion that includes the members
of the Republican Party who have dif-
ferent points of view, as opposed to
simply the narrowest views from the
most gerrymandered of districts. It
means we talk to Democrats on the
House side of the floor. It means we
work with our counterparts in the Sen-
ate. It means we do our job.

So, Mr. Speaker, you have got a job
to do that can’t be done by a judge.
You have got a job to do that won’t be
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resolved in a court of law. It will be re-
solved here in the United States House
of Representatives. And the fact that
we disagree and the fact that the issues
between us are difficult and conten-
tious is no excuse for us to not do our
job.

The Republicans represent a lot of
Americans, but the Democrats rep-
resent at least half of America. And
never in the history of this country
have we made progress by refusing to
legislate.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would remind all Members of an
essential rule of decorum in the House.
Under clause 1 of rule XVII, Members
are to direct their remarks to the
Chair and not to other Members in the
second person.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS).

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, just
when we think the level of dysfunction
by the Republican majority in this
House can’t get any worse, no, they
surprise us and find a way to prove us
wrong. They are going to cap off 7
months, Mr. Speaker, of the worst do-
nothing Congress in this Nation’s his-
tory, and Republicans have now de-
cided to chart a dangerous and unprec-
edented path by suing the President of
the United States. The American peo-
ple have to hear this. Suing the Presi-
dent of the United States, Mr. Speaker.
And for what? Because the President is
doing his job?

So when House Republicans are not
doing their jobs, they choose to sue the
President of the United States. And the
American people do see this for exactly
what it is.

So we move from one political stunt
to the next, Mr. Speaker, from shut-
ting down the government—that is
what Republicans did—to a lawsuit,
and then onward to impeachment. This
do-nothing Congress, Mr. Speaker,
suing the President of the United
States.

We should be working to make col-
lege more affordable, to enact com-
prehensive immigration reform, equal
pay for equal work, raise the minimum
wage, renew unemployment benefits,
improve the Nation’s infrastructure.
And instead, House Republicans are
suing the President.

I thought this was a fringe element,
Mr. Speaker, of the House Republican
majority, but it is not. It is the major-
ity. But somehow, Republicans in the
House of Representatives—you know
what? We get it. The Republicans in
the House don’t like the President.
They don’t like the President, Mr.
Speaker. But they are suing the Presi-
dent of the United States.

Shame, shame, shame.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Connecticut (Ms. DELAURO).

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the previous question be-
cause defeating it will allow an amend-
ment that provides for consideration of
legislation that will, in fact, create
jobs, grow the economy, support small
businesses, ensure equal pay, and al-
leviate the financial burdens on work-
ing families today.

There are so many things we can and
should be doing right now to spur the
economy for the American people. We
need to help workers. We need to help
them find opportunities. We need to
achieve higher pay for their hard work.

Instead of considering those many
bills, this Republican majority con-
tinues to waste this institution’s time
by pushing a partisan lawsuit against
the President. This is the first time in
history that a branch of Congress has
tried to sue a President. My God, what
a legacy you leave.

Americans are tired of partisan dys-
function. They want to see us working
to solve their problems, and defeating
that previous question will allow us to
have a vote today on something very
important to American families, and
that is equal pay for equal work.

Women in America face over-
whelming financial challenges. They
are more likely to be poor, make min-
imum wage, go bankrupt, less likely to
have retirement security. Women still
only make 77 cents, on average, for
every dollar made by men. That is
$11,000 lost wages every single year,
and over the course of a career, that
adds up to $434,000 lost.

I have introduced the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act in every Congress since 2007.
It passed the House twice with bipar-
tisan support. It would ensure that
women receive equal pay for equal
work.

A famous American once said, and I
quote: “Mind you, I believe in marriage
and children and home, but I'm not one
of the kind that think that God made
women to do nothing but to sit at
home in the ashes and tend to babies.
He made her to be as good as man, and
he made her better too . . . If a woman
can do the same work that a man can
do and do it just as well, she should
have the same pay.”’

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gentle-
woman another 30 seconds.

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, that
was Buffalo Bill Cody, and he said that
in 1898, 116 years ago.

Women, Mr. Speaker, are tired of
waiting.

Let us not waste our time on the par-
tisan lawsuit against the President.
Let us defeat the previous question and
today give women a vote on equal pay
for equal work.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, I con-
tinue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr.
yield myself 1 minute.

Speaker, I
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I will place into the RECORD an ex-
change of letters between myself and
Chairman SESSIONS and between Rank-
ing Member BRADY and Chairwoman
MILLER of the House Administration
Committee. This exchange of letters
catalogs our repeated requests for an
estimate of the projected cost of this
partisan enterprise and the identifica-
tion of accounts that will be cut to pay
for it. As you will note, the responses
to our letter provide no information
about the cost estimate and no indica-
tion from where the funds will come.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION,

Washington, DC, July 14, 2014.
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER: Within the draft
resolution to initiate a lawsuit against the
President, we learned that you intend to
seek authorization to ‘‘employ the services
of outside counsel and other experts.” Such
authority clearly falls under the jurisdiction
of the Committee on House Administration,
and as such, I am writing to express my ex-
pectation that Republicans will be open and
transparent about the use of taxpayer money
in pursuing this highly dubious and partisan
lawsuit.

As evidenced by House Republicans’ con-
duct in the $2.3 million failed effort to defend
the discriminatory and unconstitutional De-
fense of Marriage Act in the courts, strong
bipartisan oversight is clearly necessary in
any plan to hire outside counsel. The Repub-
lican majority must not be permitted to use
taxpayer dollars as a slush fund to award a
no-bid contract to high-priced, politically
connected Republican lawyers without any
transparency or accountability to the House
or the American people.

Our opposition to the deeply partisan basis
of your lawsuit in no way diminishes the
need for normal oversight of the terms of
any contract signed by Republican Leader-
ship obligating the House to pay millions of
dollars to private attorneys. Therefore, I ex-
pect you will honor regular order through
my committee, even with this highly irreg-
ular lawsuit.

The American people deserve to know how
and where their tax dollars are being spent,
and House Administration Committee Demo-
crats insist on regular consultation and
transparency in the selection criteria and
process, cost, and lobbying connections of
any counsel or experts hired in the name of
the House.

Sincerely,
ROBERT BRADY,
Ranking Member,
Committee on House Administration.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, July 15, 2014.
Hon. ROBERT A. BRADY,
Cannon House Office Building,
Washington, DC.

DEAR RANKING MEMBER BRADY, I write in
response to your July 14th letter to the
Speaker of United States House of Rep-
resentatives expressing concerns about the
draft resolution to initiate lawsuit against
the President. As always, the Committee,
and Republicans, will be open and trans-
parent about the use of taxpayer money. I
will, however, note that there is no higher
use of taxpayer funds than protecting and
defending the United States Constitution
which both you and I took an oath to uphold
and defend.

All appropriate and applicable procure-
ment procedures will be followed in the
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award of any contract for outside counsel for
a lawsuit. Regardless of your partisan polit-
ical feelings on the lawsuit, I am sure that
you would agree that the United States
House of Representatives, as an institution,
deserves full and zealous advocacy in the de-
fense of its prerogatives as a co-equal branch
of our government and in defense of the Con-
stitution.

Rest assured that I will not unilaterally ig-
nore or rewrite laws passed by Congress.

Sincerely,
CANDICE S. MILLER,
Chairman, Committee on
House Administration.
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 17, 2014.
Hon. PETE SESSIONS,
Chairman, House Committee on Rules,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN, We understand that
the Committee on Rules will meet in the
coming weeks to consider amendments to
the proposed resolution authorizing the
Speaker of the House to sue the President of
the United States.

Before that meeting is scheduled, the
Members of our Committee must have the
answers to two important questions:

1) What is the anticipated cost of the law-
suit against the President?

The draft resolution places no limit on the
amount of taxpayer funds the Speaker may
dedicate to his lawsuit against the Presi-
dent. The American people have a right to
know—before the House votes to initiate
such a lawsuit—how much money will be al-
located to this exercise.

We do not expect you to provide a detailed
budget for the lawsuit, and we understand
that unforeseen variables will influence the
ultimate cost. But there is no reason to as-
sume that the House of Representatives can-
not do what every American family must
do—use its best judgment to estimate future
expenditures. The President’s Office of Man-
agement and Budget must provide such esti-
mates every day. We do not see why the
House of Representatives should be exempt
from the ordinary budget discipline of esti-
mating the cost of its own activities. We re-
quest that you provide to the Committee, in
advance of our markup, your best estimate
of the anticipated cost of the lawsuit to the
American taxpayers.

2) Which accounts will be cut in order to
pay for the lawsuit against the President?

The draft resolution authorizes the Speak-
er to hire outside lawyers to assist him in
his suit against the President. Yet the reso-
lution does not provide any new resources.
Therefore, funding for the lawsuit must be
transferred from other Legislative Branch
accounts.

Before the Members of the House cast their
vote on this resolution, they should know
which of their legitimate legislative activi-
ties will be curtailed in order to divert funds
to this entirely partisan enterprise. We re-
quest that you provide the Committee, be-
fore the markup, your best estimate of the
legislative branch accounts that will be re-
duced to cover the anticipated cost of the
lawsuit.

We have learned in too many cases what
happens when the House fails to disclose the
anticipated cost of such activities in ad-
vance. The American public only learned,
after the fact, that the House had wasted $2.3
million on its misguided intervention in the
Defense of Marriage Act litigation. Another
example is the resolution to launch yet an-
other investigation of the Benghazi matter.
When the Rules Committee considered this
partisan legislation, we asked repeatedly—
and in vain—for a cost estimate. We learned
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after the vote that the House plans to spend

as much as $3.3 million on this duplicative

and wasteful effort this year alone—more
than the budgets of the House Committee on

Veterans Affairs and the House Committee

on Ethics.

Mr. Chairman, it is essential that the an-
ticipated cost of the Speaker’s lawsuit
against our President be disclosed to the
American people before we vote on the reso-
lution authorizing it We are making this re-
quest so far in advance because we want to
ensure there is ample time to make the as-
sessments necessary for a fully informed es-
timate. No meeting should be scheduled on
the draft resolution until the answers to
these questions have been made public.

Sincerely,

LOUISE M. SLAUGHTER,
Ranking Member.

JAMES P. MCGOVERN,
Member of Congress.

ALCEE L. HASTINGS,
Member of Congress.

JARED POLIS,

Member of Congress.
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,

Washington, DC, July 23, 2014.

Hon. LOUISE SLAUGHTER,

Ranking Minority Member, Committee on Rules,
Longworth House Office Building, Wash-
ington, DC.

Hon. ALCEE L. HASTINGS,

Rayburn House Office Building,

Washington, DC.

Hon. JAMES MCGOVERN,

Cannon House Office Building,

Washington, DC.

Hon. JARED POLIS,

Longworth House Office Building,

Washington, DC.

DEAR MRS. SLAUGHTER AND MESSRS.
MCGOVERN, HASTINGS, AND PoLIs: Thank you
for your letter dated July 17, 2014, outlining
your questions regarding H. Res. 676, which
authorizes House litigation. Specifically,
you asked to be provided with information
regarding the anticipated cost of a lawsuit
against the President as well as which ac-
counts would supply such funding. As dem-
onstrated by our nearly five hour hearing
last week, it is my intent to conduct this
process in a thoughtful and transparent
process.

In regard to your first question, it is too
early in the process to calculate an exact
dollar amount that will be spent on all ele-
ments of the litigation process. H. Res. 676
authorizes the Speaker to initiate litigation
and authorizes the Office of General Counsel
to retain outside counsel or experts, if need-
ed. The resolution does not require either ac-
tion, nor does it authorize or appropriate
any new funding. Decisions regarding legal
action and whether to retain outside experts
would occur after passage of H. Res. 676.

However, in the Defense of Marriage Act
litigation referenced in your letter, the
House of Representatives defended that law
in court in close to two-dozen cases across
the country. After consultation with the in-
terested parties, I fully expect potential
legal action brought under this resolution to
be far narrower in scope than that case,
which suggests that total litigation costs
should be lower as well.

It is also important to note that I antici-
pate that all contracts surrounding any liti-
gation authorized by this resolution will go
through the approval process previously used
by the House Administration Committee for
Office of General Counsel initiated con-
tracts. Funds spent on outside counsel have
been and would continue to be included in
the quarterly Statements of Disbursements,
which are publically available.
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I can more clearly answer your second
question. I do not anticipate that any new
funds would need to be appropriated in this
fiscal year. Funds spent on such litigation
would come from the account of the Office of
General Counsel, which falls under House ac-
counts. If those previously existing funds
were found to be insufficient, the appropriate
House officers, in coordination with the Ap-
propriations Committee, could then transfer
funds from other House accounts with antici-
pated savings.

While I am confident that any use of tax-
payer money will go through an open and
transparent process, we must ensure that the
House of Representatives has the flexibility
necessary to hire the most qualified experts
available to defend the Constitution. A law-
suit against the President for failing to ful-
fill his constitutional duty to faithfully exe-
cute the law is a small price to pay for de-
fending the separation of powers and the
American people.

Sincerely,
PETE SESSIONS,
Chairman, House Committee on Rules.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRATION,
Washington, DC, July 29, 2014.
Hon. PETE SESSIONS,
Chairman, The Committee on Rules,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Yesterday the Com-
mittee on Rules filed a report to accompany
the resolution (H. Res. 676) authorizing the
Speaker, on behalf of the House, to initiate
or intervene in certain litigation against the
President of the United States or other fed-
eral officials. The Committee on House Ad-
ministration (CHA) received an additional
referral of the resolution due to its implica-
tions for the operations of the House, espe-
cially the potentially enormous depletion of
appropriations intended for other purposes.

As you know, a number of provisions in
this resolution—particularly those con-
cerning the hiring of outside counsel and
consultants, and the spending of money on
their hiring—are in the jurisdiction of the
Committee on House Administration, where
I serve as Ranking Minority Member. Our
Committee has held no hearings, meetings or
markups of this resolution.

Yesterday, with the concurrence of our
chairman, Representative Miller of Michi-
gan, the Speaker discharged the House Ad-
ministration Committee from further con-
sideration of the resolution. This occurred
despite the fact that all three House Admin-
istration Democrats last week formally in-
voked the extraordinary Rule XI procedure
calling for a special committee meeting to
consider the legislation. So we now confront
a situation in which CHA, the ‘‘money com-
mittee’ on this subject due to our jurisdic-
tion over House accounts and officers, will
not be heard.

I also now that the Speaker has not pro-
vided this Committee with a good-faith esti-
mate of how much this lawsuit or lawsuits
could cost taxpayers.

In my view, this mad rush to confront the
President in court represents yet another ill-
conceived, ill-considered action pursued
merely for political purposes. It will cost the
American people millions and inevitably de-
plete the legislative resources otherwise
available to support the work of all Members
of this House. In light of the haste we have
already witnessed in this process, I urge you
to allow consideration of amendments on the
floor, and also to permit a motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions so that we
may either have the opportunity to return H.
Res. 676 to the House Administration Com-
mittee for substantive review or offer in-
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structions proposing changes relevant to our
Committee’s concerns.
Respectfully,
ROBERT A. BRADY,
Ranking Member,
Committee on House Administration.
COMMITTEE ON RULES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2014.
Hon. ROBERT A. BRADY,
Ranking Minority Member, Committee on House
Administration, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. BRADY: Thank you for your let-
ter dated July 29, 2014, discussing your con-
cerns with provisions in H. Res. 676 that fall
under the jurisdiction of the Committee on
House Administration, and requests regard-
ing floor consideration of the measure. Un-
fortunately, my office did not receive your
letter until roughly 15 minutes before the
start of the Rules Committee meeting to
provide for floor consideration of the resolu-
tion.

The provision that you specifically ref-
erence authorizes the Speaker to initiate
litigation and authorizes the Office of Gen-
eral Counsel to retain outside counsel or ex-
perts, if needed. The resolution does not re-
quire either action, nor does it authorize or
appropriate any new funding. As I stated in
my letter dated July 23, 2014 to the minority
members of the Rules Committee, I do not
anticipate that any new funds would need to
be appropriated for this fiscal year. It should
also be recognized that this is a limited, tar-
geted measure that seeks to address an im-
portant constitutional issue.

You also expressed concerns with the proc-
ess, but the Committee on House Adminis-
tration was discharged from further consid-
eration of the measure pursuant to an agree-
ment between Chairman Miller and myself,
which has been the standard practice used by
both Democratic and Republican majorities.
Our exchange of letters can be found in the
committee report accompanying H. Res. 676.

While I appreciate your requests for spe-
cific elements in the rule, I feel that the
Committee adopted an appropriate rule for
consideration of this important measure. H.
Res. 676 is a critical first step in an effort to
defend the Constitution and compel the
President to faithfully execute the laws
passed by Congress.

Sincerely,
PETE SESSIONS,
Chairman, House Committee on Rules.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, if
people are supposed to think that this
is really a genuine concern by the
House of Representatives and not a
partisan gimmick, then why didn’t the
majority consult with Democrats or
the Senate beforehand and say: We
want to do this on behalf of Congress.
Will you talk with us about partici-
pating?

That idea of joint participation is
long gone from here, and I regret to
say that.

But that didn’t happen. It was
cooked up in some meeting where we
probably discussed how to win back the
Senate, or whether to impeach the
President, or how the campaign fund-
raising is going and so forth.

You are not fooling anyone. This is
about politics and the elections, and
you know it and I know it and, polling
shows it, all the people in the country
know it.

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
PELOSI).
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Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Congresswoman SLAUGHTER, our rank-
ing member on the Rules Committee,
for the time and also, more impor-
tantly, for her great leadership in so
many ways. In so many ways, it has
been about her advocacy for the prior-
ities of the American people.

So today we have on the floor of the
House legislation that is a serious mat-
ter about suing the President of the
United States instead of doing the peo-
ple’s business, which is what Ms.
SLAUGHTER and others have advocated
for, whether it is bringing good-paying
jobs home, creating jobs by building
the infrastructure of America, reducing
the cost of higher education for fami-
lies, investing in our children, raising
the minimum wage, passing legislation
to have equal pay for equal work, ev-
erything that would increase the finan-
cial stability of America’s families. In-
stead, we are wasting the taxpayers’
time and money on the floor of the
House on a matter that is serious but is
a waste of time.

There are those who have said that
this initiative to sue the President of
the United States is about a step to-
ward impeachment. Others who say,
no, it is instead of impeachment.

I told the Speaker that I had a simi-
lar situation years ago—not similar in
terms of the subject, because I think
there is no basis for this and no stand-
ing in this House on the subject of
suing the President, but similar in that
there were calls by some to impeach
President Bush when we took the ma-
jority and people were very unhappy
about the Iraq war and the false claims
made to draw the American people into
support of that war effort, which
proved to be untrue. It wasn’t about
people in your caucus clamoring for
suing the President. It was about hun-
dreds of thousands of people in the
streets objecting to the war in Iraq and
the false basis on which we went in.

But when I became Speaker, and peo-
ple clamored for the impeachment of
the President, I said what I advised the
Speaker to say right now: Impeach-
ment is off the table. If this isn’t about
impeachment, that simple sentence
will be a clear one: Impeachment is off
the table.

Why hasn’t the Speaker said that?
Why are there those in your caucus
who won’t deny that that is a possible
end in sight for this ill-fated legisla-
tion that you bring to the floor?

We are going to adjourn tomorrow
for 5 weeks, leaving unfinished business
here. We need to solve problems for the
American people, to create opportuni-
ties for them, but that kind of legisla-
tion is nowhere in sight, whether it is
job creation, reducing the cost of high-
er education, equal pay for equal work,
raising the minimum wage, some of
which I already mentioned.

We have precious few hours remain-
ing to act on the priorities of the
American people and finish the ‘“‘can’t
wait”’ business before the Congress. So
much needs to be done: the humani-
tarian situation at the border, which
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provides an opportunity for us to do
the right thing; the highway trust
fund, to deal with it appropriately and
give it the proper amount of time in-
stead of rushing it through. But once
again, Republicans are putting the spe-
cial interests and the howls of im-
peachment-hungry extremists before
the needs of the Nation.
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The lawsuit is only the latest proof
of House Republicans’ contempt and
disregard for the priorities of the
American people. It is yet another Re-
publican effort to pander to the most
radical rightwing voters at taxpayers’
expense: $2.3 million spent defending
DOMA, a doomed case; more than $3
million on the select committee to ex-
ploit Benghazi—by the way, something
that had been investigated again and
again at the very admission of leaders
on the Republican side. Why are we
doing this? And then this, which we
don’t have a pricetag on that they will
reveal to us.

Again, why would you sue somebody
unless you want to prove something?
And why would you go down that path
unless you wanted to do something
about it?

But the fact is, Republicans in Con-
gress have no standing in this suit.
Most constitutional scholars have ad-
mitted or do admit that. Even the Re-
publicans’ expert witnesses have in the
past said you don’t have standing on it.

Middle class families don’t have time
for a Republican partisan grudge
match with the President. They know
that this is a funny thing because—
well, funny in the one strange interpre-
tation of the word ‘“‘funny.” But a cou-
ple of weeks ago on the steps of the
Capitol, House Democrats were there
to launch our middle class jump-start
about some of the issues I raised—job
creation here in the U.S., affordability
of college, early childhood education,
all of those things, equal pay for equal
work, raise the minimum wage. We
were doing that on the steps of the
Capitol. And in the Capitol buildings,
the Republicans were launching their
lawsuit against the President. What
could be more different in terms of ad-
dressing the needs of the American
people?

We made the point that this was all
happening on the same day. But the
fact is, that difference of focusing on
progress and job creation and process
and do nothing is what we live through
here every single day. And today is an-
other one of those days on the floor of
the House.

So let us recognize what this is. Seri-
ous, serious, on a path to nowhere, or
maybe, amongst some of your ranks, a
path to impeachment. But if we just
want to talk about the lawsuit, it be-
hooves the Speaker of the House to
say, Impeachment is off the table. I
hope we can hear that soon, and then
we will see what the merits of this case
are. It has no standing. It has no mer-
its. It has a political basis. And let the
American people judge it for what it is.
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If you don’t want to hear people use
the word ‘‘impeachment,”” as your peo-
ple have done, then tell them, Im-
peachment is off the table. That is
what I had to do. That is what this
Speaker should do.

Mr. NUGENT. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL).

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the managers of this legislation.

Unemployment. The deficit. Out-
sourcing. Higher education. Immigra-
tion. Tax reform. Gun control. Medi-
care. Social Security. Transportation.
A continuing resolution. UkKkraine,
Syria, Nigeria, Libya, Israel, Gaza,
Iran.

Instead of talking about any one of
these, what are we spending one of the
last 14 scheduled voting days before the
election to discuss? We are talking
about suing the President for imple-
menting a policy that the majority
supports. Go figure. What a colossal
waste of time. What a colossal waste of
taxpayer money.

We know why the majority is focus-
ing on this instead of trying to solve
the country’s problems. It is because
they have no solutions. We haven’t
heard any, unless you are Kkeeping
them in a secret black box.

Their only goal is to indulge the par-
tisan impulses within your own party,
57 percent of whom want to impeach
President Obama. The House of Rep-
resentatives is apparently taking its
marching orders from Sarah Palin.
Good for us.

The fact of the matter is that the
American people are tired of the re-
lentless partisanship that has led the
Congress to having a lower approval
rating than head lice.

Our constituents want us to solve
problems. That is one of the reasons we
get paid. Our colleagues in the Senate
today are voting on legislation I put
forward to end tax breaks. We can’t
even get a hearing on this side of the
building. These are commonsense solu-
tions.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 20 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. I want to conclude
by reading something, Mr. Speaker.
And if you don’t know where this came
from, that is part of the problem:

Let it resound loud as the rolling sea.

Sing a song full of the faith that the dark
past has taught us,

Sing a song full of the hope that the present
has brought us;

Facing the rising sun of our new day begun,

Let us march on till victory is won.

Your problem is, most of you don’t
even know where it came from.
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair again would remind all Members
of the House of an essential rule of de-
corum in the House. Under clause 1 of
rule XVII, Members are to direct their
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remarks to the Chair and not to others
in the second person.

Mr. NUGENT. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself the balance of my time to
ask: Why did the majority shut off all
amendments to this resolution? And
more importantly, why have they even
blocked a traditional motion to recom-
mit? That is something that we gen-
erally always give to the minority on
both sides of the aisle, a motion to re-
commit.

Now, I think the reason is—you
know, being somewhat cynical, and I
will admit to that after what we have
been through here—but the cynic
would say that they don’t want us to
have a motion to recommit because our
side might bring up a motion, which it
would be our privilege to do, that
might put the Republican Members on
record on impeachment. Now, I don’t
know that. We got no answer as to why
we were not given the privilege of a
motion to recommit.

But there is one thing we do know.
We know that this lawsuit is going to
cost unknown millions and will be an
unconscionable waste. We know that
that cost is going to come out of pro-
grams that have already suffered griev-
ous cuts over the last few years and on
which people oftentimes depend for
their very lives.

We know that it is pretty partisan
because the Democrats were never con-
sulted at any point on this issue, and
we know that it is flawed because ex-
perts have told us that there is no way
in the world that the House of Rep-
resentatives has any standing on this
issue and that a good Federal judge
will send it back to us almost imme-
diately.

We know it is a distraction, and we
know that what it distracts us from are
the serious, serious issues that all of us
hear about every day from our own
constituencies.

Do you think anybody ever calls me
up and says: Why don’t we impeach the
President or go after the President be-
cause it is raining today and it surely
is his fault? No, we don’t hear that.

I hear about, I am having a hard time
getting a new job. I need help to pay
for my child’s education. I hear a lot of
times, my daughter’s unemployment
benefits have run out. She is facing
eviction. I don’t know what I am going
to do. I hear from people who talk
about the children who have come to
this country—many of them unaccom-
panied, by themselves—in an absolute
inhumane wave of human suffering
that we need to pay some attention to.

I know that out there today, we have
had floods in my part of the country in
upstate New York that have devastated
entire water projects and sewer
projects, and something needs to be
done. But we won’t do that.

So, Mr. Speaker, I am going to urge
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no” to defeat
the previous question and please vote
“no”” on the rule. This is one of the
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most important issues that we have
ever faced during our time in Congress.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NUGENT. Mr. Speaker, we have
heard a lot here today. A lot of it, I
don’t know exactly where they are
coming from. But we have heard a lot
of things today.

Democrats would like to believe—or
would like the American people to be-
lieve, or go to that narrative—that
Congress hasn’t done its job. Well, you
have to remember that the House of
Representatives is one-half of that. The
Senate is the other half.

Now, if you think about it, we have
sent 40 jobs bills over to the Senate,
where they are gathering dust on Lead-
er REID’s desk. We have passed seven of
the appropriations bills here in the
House. The Senate, zero. We have
passed important tax legislation to en-
sure our economy continues to grow
and that companies continue to hire.

We will be voting today on a veterans
package to help our veterans. And to-
morrow, for the second time, we are
going to consider a bill as it relates to
the highway trust fund.

So perhaps the Republicans in the
House are getting the job done with
support of Members on the other side
of the aisle. How many bipartisan bills
are sitting there in the Senate just lan-
guishing away because there is a deci-
sion made just not to move anything
forward from the House? That is unfor-
tunate because that hurts the Amer-
ican people.

Mr. Speaker, we hear a lot of things
that are supposedly what we want to
do. But here is what I believe we are
trying to do today. It is about defense
of the Constitution. It is pure and sim-
ple. It is about the protection that is
given by the Constitution to the two
houses of the legislative branch and to
the President of the United States and
the executive branch and to the judici-
ary, and that separation of powers is
within the Constitution. That is what
we are fighting for.

Forget about all this other stuff that
has been thrown up as a smokescreen.
We are fighting to defend the Constitu-
tion.

And people say, well, you know, it
could cost money. Well, thank good-
ness. Thank God that our Founding Fa-
thers didn’t say, well, you know what?
It is a reach too far. It will cost too
much. It could cost our lives. They
didn’t make that decision. What they
said was, it is important for the future
of this country that we live by the Con-
stitution, that we design a Constitu-
tion that will endure into the future.

And, Mr. Speaker, I would suggest to
you that this Constitution has endured
and has provided the guidance for this
country to move forward every day. It
is not by happenstance. It is by the
fact that we are supposed to live by
and defend the Constitution.

Mr. Speaker, when I was a deputy
sheriff, if we just said, You know what,
I don’t agree with the free speech por-
tion of the Constitution, we would have
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stopped free speech. I had to defend
people, stand there and put my body in
front of people who were opposed to
what the people behind me were saying
that was repugnant to us and to most
Americans. But I had to put my safety
at risk for their free speech. And you
know, I could have said, You know
what, I don’t agree with that. That is
just part of the Constitution. Let’s not
worry about free speech. But we didn’t
do that. We didn’t rewrite the law. We
didn’t rewrite it.

You know, yesterday or the day be-
fore—I am not sure which day it was—
but in the Rules Committee, we heard
an impassioned description from the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. WEB-
STER), who was the speaker of the
house in Florida, who was sued by the
Governor in regards to the implemen-
tation of law. And guess what? That
body won.

And thank goodness that the house
won in the Supreme Court of Florida
and that they just didn’t say, You
know what, you don’t have standing.
So forget about that.

A lot of people are trying to pre-
suppose what the Supreme Court is
going to say or do. I would suggest to
you that I am willing to go along with
whatever the Supreme Court says.
Now, I may not like it. But I am will-
ing to go along with it because I do be-
lieve they are the ultimate arbitrators
as to what is constitutional and what
isn’t.
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It is amazing that this document
that we are talking about, that there is
a question about it, that there is a
question about the separation of pow-
ers.

I would like to read a quote from
then-Senator Barack Obama:

We have got a government that was de-
signed by the Founders with checks and bal-
ances. You don’t want a President that is too
powerful, a Congress that is too powerful, or
a Court that is too powerful. Everybody has
got their own role. Congress’ job is to pass
legislation.

The President can veto it or sign it, but
what George Bush has been doing as part of
his effort to accumulate more power in the
Presidency, he has been saying, well, I can
basically change what Congress passed by at-
taching a letter that says I don’t agree with
this part or that, I'm going to choose to in-
terpret it this way or that way.

It is not part of his power, but it is part of
the whole theory of George Bush that he can
make laws as he goes along. I disagree with
that.

Once again, quoting then-Senator
Obama, Senator Obama says:

I taught the Constitution for 10 years. I be-
lieve in the Constitution, and I will obey the
Constitution of the United States.

Now, I don’t know what happened on
the trip from the Capitol down to 1600
Pennsylvania Avenue, how that
changed, but I guess the Presidency
can change your view of the world. It
may not be an accurate view of the
world, but it can change it.

I think what then-Senator Obama
said rang true then and rings true
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today. It is about the separation of
power, and let me tell you something,
my friends on the other side of the
aisle should be standing there with us
because, for too long, this House has
now become irrelevant. Congress in
general is becoming irrelevant.

When I got elected just over 4 years
ago, I came up here with a purpose. I
came up here with a belief in the Con-
stitution and that there is separation
of powers between the executive
branch, the legislative branch, and the
judicial branch, but now, I hate to say
it, in my 4 years, I have become dis-
enchanted with the fact that this
House for way too long has just had a
‘‘cooperate and graduate’ kind of atti-
tude, and I don’t think we should do
that.

That is why, today, the buck stops
here. We have got to make a stand in
regards to is the Constitution relevant,
is this House relevant. If not, we
should just all go home. There is no
reason to be here.

I have three sons that serve their
country and that have put their lives
on the line for this country, not by
their own choice—I mean, they serve
their country at their choice—but
when they go off into war, it is at the
direction of the President.

It is a direction to protect this coun-
try, and they do so willingly. They
raised their hand to say they are going
to support and defend the Constitution.
I raised it as a police officer outside of
Chicago, I raised it as a deputy sheriff,
I raised it as sheriff, and I raised it
here when I got sworn in as a Member
of this body.

I take that seriously, and I take it
seriously when anybody thinks they
can trample on the Constitution. I take
it seriously when anybody thinks that
they are above where we need to be.

This legislation is about empowering
the Speaker of the House, if he so
deems it, to sue the President. I happen
to agree with that. Mr. Speaker, we
can talk all day—at least I could—in
regards to why it is important that
this House protect its prerogative in
regards to passing legislation and re-
minding the executive branch as to
what their duties are.

Mr. Speaker, this isn’t about Demo-
crats and Republicans. Let me tell you
something, I wasn’t here before this. I
got here 4 years ago. I don’t care if it
is a Republican or Democrat or Inde-
pendent or whatever. I believe in this
institution. I believe in the Constitu-
tion of this country, and I believe we
should do everything in our power to
defend it no matter who is trying to
usurp it.

So I encourage my colleagues for the
last time to support this rule, to sup-
port this institution, and to support
this Constitution. It is about are we
really serious about the checks and
balances that our Founding Fathers so
rightfully created.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:
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AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 694 OFFERED BY
MRS. SLAUGHTER OF NEW YORK

Strike all after the resolved clause and in-
sert:

That immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the Bring Jobs Home Act (H.R. 851).
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. All points of order against pro-
visions in the bill are waived. At the conclu-
sion of consideration of the bill for amend-
ment the Committee shall rise and report
the bill to the House with such amendments
as may have been adopted. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 2. Immediately upon disposition of
H.R. 851, the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the Paycheck Fairness Act (H.R.
377). The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 3. Immediately upon disposition of
H.R. 377 the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the Fair Minimum Wage Act of 2013
(H.R. 1010). The first reading of the bill shall
be dispensed with. All points of order against
consideration of the bill are waived. General
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Education and
the Workforce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
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clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 4. Immediately upon disposition of
H.R. 1010 the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the Bank on Students Emergency
Loan Refinancing Act (H.R. 4582). The first
reading of the bill shall be dispensed with.
All points of order against consideration of
the bill are waived. General debate shall be
confined to the bill and shall not exceed one
hour equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Education and the Workforce.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. All points of order against provisions in
the bill are waived. At the conclusion of con-
sideration of the bill for amendment the
Committee shall rise and report the bill to
the House with such amendments as may
have been adopted. The previous question
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and
amendments thereto to final passage with-
out intervening motion except one motion to
recommit with or without instructions. If
the Committee of the Whole rises and re-
ports that it has come to no resolution on
the bill, then on the next legislative day the
House shall, immediately after the third
daily order of business under clause 1 of rule
XIV, resolve into the Committee of the
Whole for further consideration of the bill.

SEC. 5. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 851, H.R.
377, H.R. 1010, or H.R. 4582.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.”” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
““The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”
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The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution .. . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘‘Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

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

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

Mr. NUGENT. With that, Mr. Speak-
er, I yield back the balance of my time,
and I move the previous question on
the resolution.

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

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that, I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). Pursuant to clause 8 of rule
XX, the Chair will postpone further
proceedings today on motions to sus-
pend 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.

EXTENSION OF AFGHAN SPECIAL
IMMIGRANT PROGRAM

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
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(H.R. 5195) to provide additional visas
for the Afghan Special Immigrant Visa
Program, and for other purposes, as
amended.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 5195

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

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF AFGHAN SPECIAL IM-
MIGRANT PROGRAM.

Section 602(b)(3) of the Afghan Allies Pro-
tection Act of 2009 (8 U.S.C. 1101 note) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘“(E) SPECIAL RULE FOR END OF CALENDAR
YEAR 2014.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—During the period begin-
ning on the date of the enactment of this
subparagraph and ending on December 31,
2014, an additional 1,000 principal aliens may
be provided special immigrant status under
this section. For purposes of status provided
under this subparagraph—

‘(I the period during which an alien must
have been employed in accordance with para-
graph (2)(A)(ii) must terminate on or before
December 31, 2014;

‘“(IT) the principal alien seeking special im-
migrant status under this subparagraph
shall apply to the Chief of Mission in accord-
ance with paragraph (2)(D) not later than De-
cember 31, 2014; and

‘“(IIT) the authority to provide such status
shall terminate on December 31, 2014.

¢“(ii) CONSTRUCTION.—Clause (i) shall not be
construed to affect the authority, numerical
limitations, or terms for provision of status,
under subparagraph (D).”.

SEC. 2. TEMPORARY FEE INCREASE FOR CER-
TAIN CONSULAR SERVICES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the Secretary of
State, not later than January 1, 2015, shall
increase the fee or surcharge authorized
under section 140(a) of the Foreign Relations
Authorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(Public Law 103-236; 8 U.S.C. 1351 note) by
$1.00 for processing machine-readable non-
immigrant visas and machine-readable com-
bined border crossing identification cards
and nonimmigrant visas.

(b) DEPOSIT OF AMOUNTS.—Notwithstanding
section 140(a)(2) of the Foreign Relations Au-
thorization Act, Fiscal Years 1994 and 1995
(Public Law 103-236; 8 U.S.C. 1351 note), the
additional amount collected pursuant the fee
increase authorized under subsection (a)
shall be deposited in the general fund of the
Treasury.

(c) SUNSET PROVISION.—The fee increase
authorized under subsection (a) shall termi-
nate on the date that is 5.5 years after the
first date on which such increased fee is col-
lected.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. HOLDING) and the
gentlewoman from California (Ms. LOF-
GREN) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on H.R.
5195, currently under consideration.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5195 makes avail-
able through the end of calendar year
2014 1,000 visas for the Special Immi-
grant Visa program created by the Af-
ghan Allies Protection Act of 2009. The
1,000 visas are in addition to 3,000 that
Congress already allocated for fiscal
year 2014.

The main eligibility requirement,
Mr. Speaker, to receive a Special Im-
migrant Visa under this program is
that the Afghan principal applicant
must have worked for or on behalf of
the U.S. Government for at least 1 year
in Afghanistan.

The State Department has indicated
that it will issue all 3,000 of their origi-
nally allocated visas by the beginning
of August, and the Department cur-
rently has around 300 approved applica-
tions simply waiting for additional
visas to be allocated. That number will
rise as State continues to process ap-
plications over the next few months.

We must remember that simply be-
cause a visa cap is reached does not
mean that Congress must automati-
cally allocate additional visas. In fact,
Congress rarely does so in immigration
programs.

I understand that proponents of this
legislation claim that individuals wait-
ing on a visa are in harm’s way due to
their work for the United States Gov-
ernment and the drawdown of U.S.
forces in the region, but as with any
immigration program, Mr. Speaker, we
must also be cognizant of our duty to
ensure the safety and security of the
United States by making sure that
anyone issued a visa is not a threat to
our public safety or national security.

So when there are calls for this pro-
gram to be extended once again before
the balance of fiscal year 2015, the Ju-
diciary Committee will be conducting
oversight over the program. Such over-
sight will allow us to make educated
decisions on how many, if any, special
immigrant visas should be allocated
for fiscal year 15.

I look forward to that oversight and
urge my colleagues to support this bill
that we have under consideration. I re-
serve the balance of my time.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
Washington, DC, July 29, 2014.
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman, House Committee on the Judiciary,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your
consultation with the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee on H.R. 5195, a bill to provide addi-
tional visas for the Afghan Special Immi-
grant Visa Program, which involves the leg-
islative jurisdiction of the Committee on
Foreign Affairs under House Rule X. As a re-
sult of those consultations, I agree that the
Foreign Affairs Committee may be dis-
charged from further consideration of that
bill, so that it may proceed expeditiously to
the House floor.

I am writing to confirm our mutual under-
standing that, by forgoing consideration of
H.R. 5195, the Foreign Affairs Committee
does not waive jurisdiction over the subject
matter contained in this, or any other, legis-
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lation. Our Committee also reserves the
right to seek an appropriate number of con-
ferees to any House-Senate conference in-
volving this bill, and would appreciate your
support for any such request.

I ask that a copy of our exchange of letters
on this matter be included in the Congres-
sional Record during floor consideration of
H.R. 5195.

Sincerely,
EDWARD R. ROYCE,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY,
Washington, DC, July 30, 2014.
Hon. ED ROYCE,
Chairman, Committee on Foreign Affairs,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN ROYCE, Thank you for
your letter regarding H.R. 5195, a bill to pro-
vide additional visas for the Afghan Special
Immigrant Visa Program

It is my understanding that the Committee
on Foreign Affairs has Rule X jurisdiction
over portions of H.R. 5195. I am, therefore,
most appreciative of your decision to forego
consideration of the bill so that it may move
expeditiously to the House floor. I acknowl-
edge that although you are waiving formal
consideration of the bill, the Committee on
Foreign Affairs is in no way waiving its ju-
risdiction over the subject matter contained
in the bill. In addition, if a conference is nec-
essary on this legislation, I will support any
request that your committee be represented
therein.

Finally, I am pleased to include your letter
and this reply letter memorializing our mu-
tual understanding in the Congressional
Record during floor consideration of H.R.
5195.

Sincerely,
BOB GOODLATTE,
Chairman.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5195 accomplishes
the important goal of allowing these
additional 1,000 Afghan Special Immi-
grant Visas to be issued before the end
of the calendar year.

As has been mentioned, this program
was established in 2009 to protect Af-
ghan nationals who were placed in
grave danger because they were em-
ployed by or assisted the United States
Government. Having benefited greatly
from their faithful service, Members on
both sides of the aisle recognized that
we owed a debt of gratitude. We owed
these people and their family members
the opportunity to live safely and free-
ly.

The Afghan Special Immigrant Visa
program has not been without its prob-
lems. Many of us have come together
over the years to complain that the
process for issuing the visas was too
slow and cumbersome.

Mr. Speaker, from the start of the
program through fiscal year 2012, only
1,051 of the 8,500 visas authorized by
statute had actually been issued to de-
serving Afghan nationals. In October of
2012, The Washington Post reported
that more than 5,000 Afghan Special
Immigrant Visa applications were sit-
ting in a backlog waiting to be adju-
dicated.
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Secretary Kerry recently stated that
because of ‘‘unconscionably long proc-
essing times for applicants, some de-
serving people were simply falling
through the cracks.”

Now, recently, the program has un-
dergone major improvements. In this
fiscal year alone, the State Depart-
ment has issued more Afghan Special
Immigrant Visas than in all previous
years combined. The process is now
moving swiftly enough that we are
coming right up against the cap of 3,000
visas that we set earlier this year in
the approps act.

That is where this bill comes in. By
making these visas available to Afghan
nationals who are facing danger pre-
cisely because they provided service to
our country, to America, this bill will
help ensure that we stand by our com-
mitment to protect those who helped
to protect us.

I think it is worth noting that keep-
ing our commitment to these people—
the large majority of whom acted as
our translators in the field—is not
merely a good in and of itself. It is im-
portant that the United States stands
by its commitment here because we ul-
timately have to work collaboratively
with people all over the globe.

We must ensure that the message we
send through our actions is that we
honor those who take great personal
risks to assist our men and women
serving overseas and we do not forget
what they do.

Mr. Speaker, I support today’s bill. I
hope to work with my colleagues to
support future extensions of this pro-
gram, if necessary. I urge my col-
leagues to also support this important
measure, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, with
pleasure I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. KINZINGER), a
champion on this issue.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I would like to thank Chair-
man GOODLATTE for helping to bring
this to the floor very quickly, also to
the Majority Leader-elect KEVIN
McCARTHY for his hard work and also
to my good friend on the other side of
the aisle, Representative BLUMENAUER,
who has had a passion for this program
since even before I got here.

Mr. Speaker, at a time when we just
get debating a lot of tough things, it is
great to see times when Republicans
and Democrats can come together and
do things for those that fight hard on
behalf of our country and on behalf of
theirs.

The Special Immigrant Visa program
was designed to provide safe refuge to
the countless brave Afghan men and
women who willingly put their lives on
the line and served shoulder to shoul-
der with our servicemembers in Oper-
ation Enduring Freedom.

This program is critical to our na-
tional security and to our servicemem-
bers and veterans in any future engage-
ment that will likely come at some
point in the future.
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The SIV programs provide lifesaving
protections to those who served in U.S.
missions and now are in danger as a re-
sult at the end of that service. The
Taliban are hunting these people down
as we speak here today.

Because it is in our national security
interest to keep these promises and
protect our allies and simply because it
is the right thing to do, I want you to
think about for a second: In a time of
war, what can American soldiers and
American marines, airmen, and sailors
do in order to communicate with the
local population and to get them on
our side versus a very tough and deter-
mined enemy? Of course, the basic
thing to that is to be able to speak to
the local population.

So you think about, in many cases,
these young men and women—these
translators that, in some cases,
wouldn’t even put on anything to ob-
scure their face and would stand side
by side with American soldiers against
Taliban in very tough areas, many of
them, now as America withdraws its
mission from Afghanistan and winds
down its mission, now find themselves
under threat every day.

Whether we agree or we disagree with
the war in Afghanistan and anything
like that, the reality of it is this: we
all can agree that those that were will-
ing to stand by us and to stand against
this very, very bad enemy well deserve
to come here.
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We of course want to ensure that we
are going through the proper process,
and I want to commend the State De-
partment for recently improving their
ability to process these applicants and
to do so correctly and safely. But I also
would remind folks that when we talk
about the United States of America
and who do we want here, people who
are willing to stand shoulder to shoul-
der with our soldiers and defend our
cause and defend their cause are the
ones we would like to see in the United
States of America enjoying their free-
dom as well.

I mentioned earlier the threats that
these people live under. It is estimated
that multiple people are being killed
every day who engaged in this kind of
effort on behalf of the United States.
So I want to commend everybody in
this body for standing together to say
that we need to stand with those who
stood with us.

Recently there was a very interesting
news special that talked about the re-
ality of what was going on, and it
interviewed a lot of these translators.
Something that struck me the most
was somebody who had been denied a
visa, or at least it had taken a very
long time to get, but he still had faith.

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

Mr. HOLDING. I yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman.

Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. He stood
up and said that he had faith that he
was going to make it to the United
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States of America because the United
States of America came to his country
to help them, and he knows that the
United States of America will do the
right thing. It is inspiring to see that
kind of belief in our country that we
have, but to see it shared by people in
war-torn areas.

So again to my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle, thank you. Rep-
resentative BLUMENAUER, thank you
for your friendship and your hard work.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. MORAN).

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my good friend from California for
yielding me the time to add my voice
to this bill which addresses an issue of
national security and affirms our
moral commitment to those who have
risked their lives on our behalf.

I especially want to give a shout-out
to Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. KINZINGER
for their diligence in getting this meas-
ure to the floor.

During our war in Afghanistan, our
forces have been assisted ably and loy-
ally by some Afghan nationals who
have been essential to the mission and
the lives of our military, especially Af-
ghan interpreters. Now that we are
leaving Afghanistan, these brave part-
ners and their families face a mortal
threat from the Taliban. They are rely-
ing on us to uphold our commitment to
return their loyalty—and now that
time has come—by allowing them to
relocate to the United States.

This Special Immigrant Visa cat-
egory recognizes the extraordinary
debt we owe these partners. As Ms.
LOFGREN mentioned, for a number of
years, that category suffered from ad-
ministrative neglect, and the visa proc-
ess was hardly functional. In the past
year, though, important improvements
have been made to the processing sys-
tem and many more of our Afghan al-
lies are being admitted to the United
States.

Among them is Janis Shinwari, who
served a translator alongside U.S.
troops and saved the life of U.S. Army
Captain Matt Zeller, with whom he
now has a lifelong bond. Janis is now a
member of my staff in my district of-
fice in Alexandria, Virginia. He con-
tinues to hear the desperate stories of
his fellow translators who are in great
peril and desperately seek to leave Af-
ghanistan. Unfortunately, there are no
visas left for the many deserving Af-
ghans who are still in this administra-
tive limbo. In fact, State estimates
that we will hit the statutory cap on
visas this summer with thousands of
applications still outstanding.

The 1,000 visas authorized under this
emergency measure are necessary. This
bill is critical, but it does not represent
the end of our responsibility on this
issue.

I look forward to continuing to work
with my colleagues to ensure that an
appropriate number of visas are au-
thorized for 2015. We have to stand by
our friends and ensure that those who
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have the courage to work with us in fu-
ture conflicts know that they will not
be abandoned.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, it is
with pleasure that I yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
COTTON).

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Speaker, I strongly
support the Emergency Afghan Allies
Extension Act, which would add 1,000
new visas for Afghans who served
American troops.

This program was designed to provide
safe refuge to the many Afghans who
put their lives on the line and served
with our troops in support of Operation
Enduring Freedom. I served personally
with several Afghans who literally bled
for us and who still aspire to immi-
grate to America in conformity with
our laws—exactly the kind of immi-
grants which we welcome.

This program is also critical to our
national security and to our troops
who, in the future, will again serve
around the world and need support
from local nationals. If we don’t stand
with these brave Afghans now, how will
our troops in the future get the support
they need?

Indeed, many Afghans who served
with American forces are now hunted
by the Taliban and other terrorist
groups. Adding a thousand visas this
year may be the difference between life
and death for some of these brave Af-
ghans, particularly as America with-
draws our troops from that country.

Friends, colleagues, I urge you to
support this bill because it is in our na-
tional security interests to keep our
promises and protect our allies, and it
is the right thing to do.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
happy to yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. BLU-
MENAUER), the author of this bill, who
has been a tremendous advocate to
make sure that America does the right
thing.

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, I
appreciate the gentlewoman’s courtesy
and her leadership in working with us
on this challenging problem.

Mr. Speaker, in a way this represents
an amazing, positive development. I
have been working in this area for 10
years, dealing with the plight of the
foreign nationals that too often Amer-
ica was at risk of leaving behind. But
in the course of our work, what has
been celebrated here is that actually
the challenge today is the result of the
administration listening to Congress
and improving a system that was fa-
tally flawed—there is no polite way
around it—but they have worked hard
to improve it. As a result, the visas we
have granted have expired. They are
gone now. There are no more to be
issued. These additional 1,000 visas are
critical to be able to get us through
this gap.

It is, Mr. Speaker, I think, testimony
to the fact that people here in Congress
can cross party lines, can work to-
gether cooperatively on problems
where we are focused. I appreciate the
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kind words of my friend, Congressman
KINZINGER. We wouldn’t be where we
are right now without him, his focus
and his commitment.

I should probably talk about his
staff, Michael Essington and Zach Hun-
ter.

There are a list of people who are he-
roes in this fight that I hope we can
spend a moment or two acknowledging
because we did get cooperation from
Majority Leader MCCARTHY, his secu-
rity adviser, Emily Murry.

Chairman GOODLATTE, who has re-
turned to this on numerous occasions,
we wouldn’t be here without him.

Leader CANTOR and his staff, particu-
larly Robert Story Karem, who helped
us navigate a similar crisis for the Iraq
program last fall.

Our whip, STENY HOYER, and his pol-
icy members, Daniel Silverberg and
Tom Mahr, were there. At times when
there is a lot going on, there is a lot of
controversy, there are competing inter-
ests, but they kept their eye on the
ball to move this forward.

We have got some critical people in
the outside world, the NGOs, particu-
larly the Iraqi Refugee Assistance
Project, and their gurus, Becca Heller
and Katie Reisner, who helped provide
the details, the push.

And I have to admit that there is a
champion in my office, my legislative
director, Michael Harold, who is as re-
sponsible as any one single person who
just would not give up, late nights,
early mornings, weekends, dealing with
things that none of us want to know
that happened behind the scenes. But
the point is that we are here.

I am hopeful that this signals not
just a new era in terms of our being
able to get past this, but that we take
a comprehensive look at the Afghans
and the Iraqis that are left behind be-
cause we are facing additional dead-
lines, and we shouldn’t have to go
through this on a repeated basis. It
takes time that could be better spent
more appropriately.

I am confident, at the end, we will do
the right thing, but we shouldn’t go
down to the deadline. We shouldn’t cre-
ate doubt in the minds of people who
are waiting desperately, who are trying
to evade the tender mercies of the
Taliban and al Qaeda, who have long
memories and who have hunted these
people down. They have captured them
and they have Kkilled their siblings.
They have tortured them, beheaded
them. That is not a fate that they de-
serve.

I was at the National Airport when
Janis Shinwari and Captain Matt Zel-
ler were united, and it is a moment I
will never forget. But our moving for-
ward now with this legislation and
committing ourselves to the big pic-
ture, doing it right on a cooperative
basis, means that it will make the dif-
ference of life or death for thousands of
others that are waiting in this pipeline,
and it will make all of us feel better as
we conclude this summer session that
we are doing it on a note of the sort of
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thing that we should do, how we should
do it, and why we should do it.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud to yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Ms. GABBARD),
who has herself served our country in
the armed services.

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, it is a
proud moment that we are witnessing
here today as we see a bipartisan team
of leaders here in Congress who have so
passionately been committed to this
issue, taking action and finding a solu-
tion, not in an ideal way in this crunch
time, but nonetheless finding a solu-
tion that will change people’s lives.

When I first joined the military, one
of the first lessons drilled into us as
young privates by our drill instructors
was the importance of teamwork, that
we cannot be successful as individuals
and how crucial it is for us to work as
members of a team towards that sin-
gular mission. One team, one fight.

These Afghan interpreters and their
families put their lives on the line
right alongside our troops, not car-
rying arms, not carrying ammunition
to defend themselves, but placing their
lives in the hands of our servicemem-
bers as they worked together to com-
plete that mission. Through that sac-
rifice, they became a member of our
team. They felt pain with our losses,
and they felt victorious in our suc-
cesses.

The very least that we can do is to
take this small step and honor our
commitment to our team members by
passing H.R. 5195. This is one step to-
wards keeping our promise and just be-
ginning to repay the debt to these Af-
ghan people who have served and sac-
rificed alongside us.

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

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, it is my
honor to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts (Mr. KEN-
NEDY).

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank my colleague from California
for allowing me a chance to share some
words today, and I thank her for her
leadership on this issue.

To my colleagues Mr. KINZINGER and
Mr. BLUMENAUER, thank you for your
continued leadership on this issue and
many others. It has been through your
persistence and perseverance that this
day comes, and you deserve quite a bit
of gratitude and recognition for your
work.

Throughout the war in Afghanistan,
U.S. servicemen and -women worked
alongside thousands of Afghan partners
who were employed as translators, as
drivers, as cooks, as NGO staff, cul-
tural advisers, and janitors. These Af-
ghans risked their lives on a daily basis
to come to work. They faced the very
same violence, attacks, and threats as
U.S. troops, but bravely put themselves
in harm’s way to aid in our shared mis-
sion.

As has frequently been the case in
the past, when the United States began
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to withdraw troops from Afghanistan,
Congress created a Special Immigrant
Visa program open to foreign nationals
who served in critical roles and sup-
ported the American war effort. To
date, more than 9,000 Afghans have
benefited from the Special Immigrant
Visa program. I am pleased to hear
that the State Department has acceler-
ated the processing time for these spe-
cial visas in recent months, especially
since there are over 6,000 still in the
pipeline. However, as a result of this
progress, the State Department is
quickly running out of visas previously
authorized by Congress.

The bill before us today will author-
ize 1,000 visas for the remainder of 2014
so that the State Department can con-
tinue processing applications for Af-
ghan men and women who assumed
enormous risks to aid our troops. Most
importantly, this bill sends a message
that the United States is a loyal part-
ner, that we keep our word and we
honor our promises, that we stand with
those who stand with us in an ongoing
fight for a fairer, freer world.

I urge my colleagues to support this
bill.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have
no additional speakers.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. KINZINGER), and then I am pre-
pared to close.
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Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding again.

I won’t take much time, except to
say it is very inspiring—as I think it is
important to note when it happens—to
see both sides of the aisle talking
about such a very important issue.

I think it is important to note that
when we exit the shores of the United
States, Americans stand together with
those that stood with us.

This is going to be a very important
message to our current allies, and,
again, something that is important to
understand, as we all know, as history
repeats itself, that at some point into
the future, and we hope it is far out
into the future, America will find itself
engaged in something similar again
where we need the indigenous popu-
lation to help us to give them freedom
and to defeat evil terrorism, or what-
ever it may be at the time. This is a
message that we are sending to future
conflicts that we will stand with you.

This is also going to, Mr. Speaker,
save the lives of American soldiers,
marines, airmen, and sailors in the fu-
ture, as they have somebody that can
help them to communicate with the
local population and win the trust.

Again, for everybody involved, I want
to just once again say thank you.

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I will just thank all of the people who
worked so hard on this, certainly on
both sides of the aisle, and, most espe-
cially, Mr. BLUMENAUER, who has just

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

been ceaseless in his efforts to make
sure that these translators were not
left behind and not forgotten.

A note on the future: I am happy to
support this bill for 1,000 visas today.
However, it is reported that there are
5,000 translators backlogged. Now, we
don’t know, in that 5,000, some may
have been murdered already, some may
have given up, or some may have gone
elsewhere. We don’t know that we are
going to need an additional number of
visas, but we need to open our hearts in
the same spirit of bipartisanship that if
we fall short, we are going to have to
come together as a country. Because
we all know, not only is this the right
thing to do morally, but for our troops
in the field it is essential.

People have to know in other coun-
tries that if they step forward to assist
the United States, the United States
will honor its promises to them.

That is why this bill is so important,
not only for what it does, but what it
stands for, and why I urge its adoption.

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

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

In closing, this is an important piece
of bipartisan legislation. The Afghans,
who benefit by this legislation, put
their lives on the line for the United
States of America. We owe them a debt
of gratitude.

I look forward in the coming Con-
gress to doing oversight to look at the
further backlog of Afghans who may be
eligible for visas, and look through
oversight how this program is being ad-
ministered and ensure that we are able
to fulfill the promises that we have
made to Afghans who have helped us in
the field.

I encourage my colleagues to vote for
this important piece of legislation.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from North Carolina
(Mr. HOLDING) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5195, as
amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill, as
amended, was passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

DENOUNCING USE OF CIVILIANS
AS HUMAN SHIELDS BY HAMAS
AND OTHER TERRORIST ORGANI-
ZATIONS

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and agree to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 107) de-
nouncing the use of civilians as human
shields by Hamas and other terrorist
organizations in violation of inter-
national humanitarian law, as amend-
ed.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:
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H. CoN. RES. 107

Whereas the term ‘‘human shields’ refers
to the use of civilians, prisoners of war, or
other noncombatants whose mere presence is
designed to protect combatants and objects
from attack;

Whereas the use of human shields violates
international humanitarian law (also re-
ferred to as the Law of War or Law of Armed
Conflict);

Whereas Additional Protocol I, Article
50(1) to the Geneva Convention defines ‘‘ci-
vilian” as, ‘‘[alny person who does not be-
long to one of the categories of persons re-
ferred to in Article 4(A) (1), (2), (3), and (6) of
the Third Convention and in Article 43 of
this Protocol. In the case of doubt whether a
person is a civilian, that person shall be con-
sidered a civilian.”’;

Whereas Additional Protocol I, Article
51(7) to the Geneva Convention states, ‘“‘[T]he
presence or movement of the civilian popu-
lation or individual civilians shall not be
used to render certain points or areas im-
mune from military operations, in particular
in attempts to shield military objectives
from attacks or to shield, favour or impede
military operations. The Parties to the con-
flict shall not direct the movement of the ci-
vilian population or individual civilians in
order to attempt to shield military objec-
tives from attacks or to shield military oper-
ations.”;

Whereas since June 15, 2014, there have
been over 2,000 rockets fired by Hamas and
other terrorist organizations from Gaza into
Israel;

Whereas Hamas has been using civilian
populations as human shields by placing
their missile batteries in densely populated
areas and near schools, hospitals, and
mosques;

Whereas Israel drops leaflets, makes an-
nouncements, places phone calls and sends
text messages to the Palestinian people in
Gaza warning them in advance that an at-
tack is imminent, and goes to extraordinary
lengths to target only terrorist actors;

Whereas Hamas has urged the residents of
Gaza to ignore the Israeli warnings and to
remain in their houses and has encouraged
Palestinians to gather on the roofs of their
homes to act as human shields;

Whereas on July 23, 2014, the 46-Member
UN Human Rights Council passed a resolu-
tion to form a commission of inquiry over
Israel’s operations in Gaza without a single
mention of the indiscriminate rocket at-
tacks by Hamas or the use of human shields,
with the United States being the lone dis-
senting vote;

Whereas public reports have cited the role
of Iran and Syria in providing material sup-
port and training to Hamas and other ter-
rorist groups carrying out rocket and mortar
attacks from Gaza;

Whereas throughout the summer of 2006
conflict between the State of Israel and the
terrorist organization Hezbollah, Hezbollah
forces utilized human shields in violation of
international humanitarian law;

Whereas Al-Qaeda, Al-Shabaab, Islamic
State of Iraq and the Levant (ISIL) and
other foreign terrorist organizations typi-
cally use innocent civilians as human
shields;

Whereas the United States and Israel have
cooperated on missile defense projects, in-
cluding Iron Dome, David’s Sling, and the
Arrow Anti-Missile System, projects de-
signed to thwart a diverse range of threats,
including short-range missiles and rockets
fired by non-state actors, such as Hamas;

Whereas the United States has provided
$235,000,000 in fiscal year 2014 for Iron Dome
research, development, and production;

Whereas, during the most recent rocket at-
tacks from Gaza, Iron Dome has successfully
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intercepted dozens of rockets that were
launched against Israeli population centers;
and

Whereas 5 million Israelis are currently
living under the threat of rocket attacks
from Gaza: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That Congress—

(1) strongly condemns the use of innocent
civilians as human shields;

(2) calls on the international community
to recognize and condemn Hamas’ breaches
of international law through the use of
human shields;

(3) places responsibility for the rocket at-
tacks against Israel on Hamas and other ter-
rorist organizations, such as Islamic Jihad;

(4) supports the sovereign right of the Gov-
ernment of Israel to defend its territory and
its citizens from Hamas’ rocket attacks, kid-
napping attempts and the use of tunnels and
other means to carry out attacks against
Israel;

(5) expresses condolences to the families of
the innocent victims on both sides of the
conflict;

(6) supports Palestinian civilians who re-
ject Hamas and all forms of terrorism and vi-
olence, desiring to live in peace with their
Israeli neighbors;

(7) condemns Hamas’ repeated refusals to
accept a cease-fire with Israel;

(8) supports efforts to permanently demili-
tarize the Gaza Strip, removing Hamas’s
means to target Israel, including its use of
tunnels, rockets, and other means; and

(9) condemns the United Nations Human
Rights Council’s biased commission of in-
quiry into Israel’s Gaza operations.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan-
imous consent that all Members may
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on the concurrent
resolution.

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

There was no objection.

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

Let me begin by expressing my ap-
preciation to the chairman and rank-
ing member of the Middle East Sub-
committee, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN of Flor-
ida, and Mr. DEUTCH of Florida for
their good work on this legislation. I
am pleased to have worked with Mr.
ENGEL and the leadership to ensure
that this legislation was scheduled for
the floor today for consideration.

Mr. Speaker, this legislation places
responsibility for the escalation and vi-
olence squarely where it belongs: with
the Iranian-backed terrorist group
Hamas. Hamas is deliberately tar-
geting Israeli civilians through the use
not only of rockets but longer and
longer range missiles—2,500 of these so
far—aimed at cities—Tel Aviv and Je-
rusalem, attempting to attack Israeli
communities. Remember, these at-
tacks are at civilian populations, they
are not at military installations. And
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Hamas is perpetuating the Kkidnapping
and murder, which started with three
Israeli teenagers.

Again and again, we have seen these
incursions through these tunnels—32
new tunnels found so far—3 miles into
Israeli territory. One of the amazing
things, when you go into the tunnels,
you see not only how they are used for
these attacks, but what they have in
reserve in these tunnels: ropes, sy-
ringes, tranquilizers, handcuffs, explo-
sives, walls and walls of explosives.
These were attempts to inflict mass
casualty attacks on the civilian popu-
lation.

$100 million is approximately what
was spent on these tunnels, at the ex-
pense, I might add, of the Palestinian
people. That is 4,000 trucks of equip-
ment coming in over the border from
Israel with cement—which was pre-
sumed to be used, hopefully, for schools
or hospitals—with cement, with aggre-
gate, with steel, instead used for the
construction of these tunnels tunneling
under Israel.

Less than 10 years ago, Israel pulled
out of Gaza. The Strip was going to
flourish without Israel’s control. That
was what we were told. But it wasn’t
supposed to be this way. It wasn’t sup-
posed to be a situation where Hamas
would take resources and plow it into
terror day by day.

Today, the Gaza Strip is a terrorist
sanctuary on Israel’s borders with
sanctuaries within this sanctuary. We
now know 32 of these are tunnels.

Beyond targeting Israeli civilians
with Kkidnapping and indiscriminate
firing of rockets, Hamas shows a cal-
lous disregard for the lives of the Pal-
estinians it ostensibly represents. That
is the purpose of this initiative here
today, to call attention to that fact.

Earlier this month, the Hamas
spokesman Sami Abu Zuhri appeared
on Al-Agsa television and encouraged
Gaza residents to act as human shields.
That is the responsibility they ask as
they are hidden down in these tunnels.
As they are in these bunkers, they ask
their civilian population to go and
make of themselves human shields in
front of rocket launchers.

The world can’t let terrorists embed
their forces among the civilian popu-
lation, using them as human shields,
without speaking out. This is a direct
violation of international humani-
tarian law and the law of war, sacri-
ficing the innocent in an effort to pro-
tect those engaged in terror from an
Israeli response.

Hamas is engaging in a crime of enor-
mous proportions, perpetrated by those
who are deliberately hiding among ci-
vilians to protect themselves. Accord-
ing to the Geneva Convention, the
presence of the civilian population, or
individual civilians, shall not be used
to render certain points or areas im-
mune from military operations, in par-
ticular, in attempts to shield military
objectives from attack, or to shield,
favor, or impede military operations.
That is the Geneva Convention.
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A full court press to discredit Israel
is on in the United Nations. My ques-
tion is: Where are the defenders of
international law in condemning
Hamas’ use of human shields? I saw the
report. There is no mention in there of
the rockets being fired against Israel.

Yes, this is a case where Israel is
using missile defense to protect its ci-
vilians, and Hamas is using their civil-
ians to protect their missiles. It is a
case where we have to recognize
Israel’s right to defend its people by
taking necessary and appropriate force
to neutralize the threat posed by
Hamas.

Think about the recent discovery
that Israeli security sources unearthed,
evidence that Hamas was preparing to
dispatch 200 terrorists via ten tunnels
toward six Israeli communities with a
goal of killing and kidnapping scores
and scores of Israelis on the Jewish
New Year. If that was on our border
with Canada, how would we react?

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this resolution, which takes a strong
stand against Hamas’ crimes, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

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

I rise in strong support of H. Con.
Res. 107, condemning Hamas’ use of
human shields in Gaza.

Mr. Speaker, in recent weeks, on our
TV screens and computer monitors, in
the pages of newspapers and magazines,
we have seen the bloody and brutal re-
sults of war. We have heard the reports
of so many lives lost. No matter where
you come from or what you believe, if
you don’t grieve over every innocent
killed, you simply don’t have a heart.

What is missing from many of these
stories, though, is why these blameless
men, women, and children ended up in
harm’s way. When Israel acts to defend
itself, it does everything it can do to
warn civilians and minimize loss of
life. Israel warns Palestinians ahead of
time, going so far as to say specifically
where an airstrike is going to occur.

What does Hamas do, on the other
hand? It forces Palestinians to stay in
their homes, to stay in the line of fire.
All the while, Hamas leaders cower in
their underground tunnels. Then they
have the cynicism to point their cam-
eras at the dead, show the world the
outcome of their human shield strat-
egy, and blame Israel. It is despicable
and it is shameful.

This resolution sends a clear mes-
sage. The Palestinian people of Gaza
should not have to take this anymore
from Hamas.

It also makes clear that we support
taking away Hamas’ ability to wage
terror campaigns.

As Secretary Kerry said on Tuesday:

Any process to resolve the crisis in Gaza in
a lasting and meaningful way must lead to
the disarmament of Hamas and all terrorist
groups.

Now is the time for the United States
to stand firm in our support of Israel.
Hamas has Qatar and Turkey, shame-
fully, to support them, and the rest of
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the world has turned a deaf ear to
Israel’s pleas for security.

The U.N. Human Rights Council,
which, frankly, is a joke, even voted to
investigate Israel for war crimes, with
the United States casting the coura-
geous lone dissenting vote. We know
the Human Rights Council typically
has a muddled view of Israeli-Pales-
tinian issues. But given the constant
barrage of Hamas rockets, launched
from civilian population centers, day
in and day out, week in and week out,
year in and year out, and falling on
Israeli civilian population centers, the
Council seems especially out of touch.

We ought to mention something that
is very important. This war started be-
cause Hamas Kkeeps attacking the
Israeli civilian population through the
years with its missiles—civilians. So
for Hamas to now fret over civilian cas-
ualties, which is the fault of them in
both Gaza and Israel, really just rings
hollow.
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If Hamas were so concerned about
human casualties, why does it target
Israeli civilian populations, as it has
all these years?

As Israel’s security is threatened and
its reputation is smeared—frankly, the
media hasn’t been helpful or even-
handed—this moral equivalency be-
tween a terrorist group and a demo-
cratic country trying to protect its
citizens is sometimes sickening.

The United States is the only one
true friend that Israel has. We must al-
ways stand up for Israel’s security, and
we must state plainly that Israel is not
alone.

I want to thank Representative RoOS-
LEHTINEN and Representative DEUTCH
for their leadership on this issue. They
have done very strong work in bringing
to light Hamas’ deplorable crimes
against the Israeli and Palestinian peo-
ple. I also want to thank Representa-
tive STEVE ISRAEL and Representative
ToMm COLE for sponsoring a similar reso-
lution, which the House passed just a
few weeks ago.

I also want to thank Chairman
ROYCE, who has worked diligently and
hard to bring consensus to our com-
mittee, so we can speak with one voice
to let the Israeli people know that
when it comes to the support of Israel,
support is strong and bipartisan from
this Congress, and that is the way it
should be.

So only when the world rejects
Hamas and its tactics and when Hamas
can no longer rain terrorist rockets on
Israel and send the Palestinian to their
deaths will peace between Israelis and
Palestinians be possible.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this resolution, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN), chair of
the Foreign Affairs Subcommittee on
the Middle East and North Africa and
author of this measure.
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. I thank my
good friend, the chairman of our com-
mittee, ED ROYCE of California, as well
as the ranking member, ELIOT ENGEL,
for their continued efforts in support of
human rights and Israel’s right to de-
fend herself.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution con-
demning Hamas’ use of human shields
in violation of international humani-
tarian law is an extremely important
and timely measure, given the current
situation in Israel and Gaza.

I want to first thank my colleague
from South Florida, TED DEUTCH, for
joining me in introducing this legisla-
tion. It was at an official factfinding
mission trip that we took to the Middle
East earlier this month where Ted and
I realized how important this measure
was needed.

While we were there, Hamas had al-
ready begun to increase the frequency
of indiscriminate rocket attacks
against Israel. Prime Minister
Netanyahu was compelled to respond,
but made it clear from the very begin-
ning that the objective was to restore
peace and security to the people of
Israel and that quiet would be met
with quiet, but Hamas would not relent
and only increased its attacks.

While Hamas was firing rockets at
innocent Israeli civilians, Israel was
taking every step imaginable to avoid
Palestinian civilian casualties. Hamas’
response was to intentionally place the
Palestinians in harm’s way.

It stores its rockets and weapons un-
derneath the homes of Palestinians and
even in at least three schools run by
the United Nations Relief and Works
Agency, and it uses Palestinian men,
women, and children as human shields,
in violation of international humani-
tarian law, by placing its missile bat-
teries in densely-populated areas and
near schools, hospitals, and mosques.

Mr. Speaker, the contrast between
Israel—a legitimate sovereign state—
and Hamas—a terrorist organization—
could not be any clearer. Israel values
and goes to great lengths to protect
human life, while Hamas has no respect
for human life and goes to great
lengths to sacrifice anyone, including
the Palestinian people, in the name of
its war against Israel.

Israel has accepted repeated cease-
fire offers. Hamas has rejected them
all. While Israel seeks to fight ter-
rorism, Hamas is an internationally
recognized terror organization that is
being supported by countries like
Qatar in its war against our true demo-
cratic ally, Israel, yet it is Israel that
wrongfully faces international con-
demnation for exercising her right to
protect her citizens and defend herself
and gets singled out when the world
should be condemning Hamas.

Last week, Mr. Speaker, the U.N.
Human Rights Council, an institution
that has been leading the anti-Israel
charge for years now and has since lost
any legitimacy that it might have had,
passed a resolution to investigate what
it calls war crimes and human rights
violations by Israel, not Hamas.
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There was not even a word about
Hamas’® attacks against innocent
Israeli civilians, nor Hamas’ use of Pal-
estinians as human shields. Of the 47
members on the Human Rights Coun-
cil, you would think that there would
be many voices of reason—or some
voices of reason—to speak out against
this obvious anti-Israel bias, but the
United States was the lone voice of dis-
sent against this anti-Israel resolution.

Our so-called European allies lacked
the courage of their convictions, and
they couldn’t even muster the resolve
to vote for or against the resolution.
Instead, they abstained. This is a dis-
grace, and it is a shame.

If the United Nations Human Rights
Council will not act and use its voice,
that is why it is so important for the
U.S. House of Representatives to pass
this resolution and not only stand up
for the Palestinian people who have
been made pawns in Hamas’ mission to
destroy Israel, to their detriment, but
for Israel in the face of this biased
anti-Israel agenda.

We must be the counterbalance, Mr.
Speaker. We must send a message to
the world that we will continue to
stand alongside Israel and that we will
condemn Hamas and its use of human
shields. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution to stand up for our
ally, Israel, and to stand up for human
rights and American ideals and prin-
ciples.

I thank the chairman, Mr. ROYCE,
and the ranking member, Mr. ENGEL,
as well as my South Florida colleague,
Mr. DEUTCH, for their help.

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DEUTCH), my good friend and col-
league, the ranking member of the
Middle East Subcommittee and co-
author of this resolution.

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank Chairman
ROYCE and Ranking Member ENGEL and
especially Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN for
her partnership in this effort to call
the world’s attention to Hamas’ use of
innocent civilians as human shields. I
also thank Casey Kustin of my staff,
Eddy Acevedo of Chairman ROS-
LEHTINEN’s staff, and the committee
staff as well, for bringing this impor-
tant resolution to the floor.

Chairman ROS-LEHTINEN and I were
in Israel the night that the world
learned the tragic fate of the three
Israeli teens: Eyal, Gilad, and Naftali.
We mourned with the families and tens
of thousands of others at their joint fu-
neral, and we were there just days later
when 16-year-old Mohammed Abu
Khdeir was brutally and tragically
murdered.

In the wake of these heartbreaking
deaths, violence escalated when Hamas
began indiscriminately launching rock-
ets at Israel, with the sole purpose of
causing terror and death. Israel re-
sponded.

Every civilian death is tragic. We
continue to mourn the loss of innocent
lives on both sides of this conflict, but
we cannot forget how this started, and
we cannot forget who is responsible.
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It is Hamas that has chosen to
launch 2,600 rockets at civilians. It is
Hamas that hides rockets and rocket
launchers in UNRA schools, in
mosques, and even in hospitals, using
the Palestinian people as cover for
their weapon stockpiles and their rock-
et launchers.

It is Hamas that chose to spend mil-
lions of dollars digging tunnels into
Israel to launch terrorist attacks and
fortifying underground bunkers for its
terror commanders, instead of invest-
ing, so that the people of Gaza have a
chance at a prosperous future.

It is Hamas that is responsible for
the miserable condition of the Pal-
estinians in Gaza, even before this
military engagement started.

As former President Clinton said last
week:

Hamas was perfectly well aware of what
would happen if they started raining rockets
in Israel. They fired a thousand of them, and
they have a strategy designed to force Israel
to kill their own civilians, so that the rest of
the world will condemn them.

Mr. Speaker, while Israel warns the
residents of Gaza of incoming attacks
via text messages, phone calls, and
leaflets, Hamas’ spokesmen go on tele-
vision to urge people to stay in their
homes to act as human shields. This is
a direct violation of the Geneva Con-
vention. Let me be clear: the use of ci-
vilians as shields to protect military
objectives is a violation of inter-
national law.

It is time for responsible nations to
condemn this abhorrent behavior and
condemn the use of innocent civilians
as human shields.

Passing House Concurrent Resolution
107 won’t stop Hamas from putting the
lives of its citizens at risk as human
shields, but it will make clear that the
U.S. House condemns the terrorists
who wants to destroy and murder
Israelis—the terrorists who violate
international law by using human
shields.

I ask my colleagues to please support
this resolution.

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

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

It has been said many times, but I
think we should say it again: Israel
uses its missiles to protect its citizens,
and Hamas uses its citizens to protect
its missiles. That says it all. That is
just a disgrace, and it is a fact.

The United States must back Israel
in its quest for security. Any cease-fire
that is put forth must contain the total
disarming of Hamas and the total de-
struction of those death tunnels that
Hamas has been building to try to kill
Israeli civilians. That concrete was al-
lowed to be trucked in, under the eyes
of Israel, because they were told that
the concrete would be used to build
schools and infrastructure. Instead, the
concrete was used to build tunnels to
kill Israelis. This really cannot be tol-
erated at all.

I would also say again that the media
reporting of what is really going on in
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Gaza has been less than stellar. There
are atrocities in Syria, but that seems
to be yesterday’s story. So while every
death in Gaza and in Israel is some-
thing over which we grieve, there are
more deaths in Syria every single day
in that bloody civil war than there
have been in Gaza, yet you hear no
mention of it on the news. All you do is
have cameras focused on Gaza.

War is hell. Nobody wants war, but a
terrorist organization like Hamas must
be told that terrorism cannot prevail.

Israel’s fight is not with the Pales-
tinian people. It is with Hamas, a ter-
rorist organization that denies Israel’s
very right to exist and that wants to
kill as many Israelis and Jews around
the world and destroy the State of
Israel. That is why the United States
and the European Union have des-
ignated Hamas as a terrorist organiza-
tion.

We need to put that in perspective. A
terrorist organization that uses its own
people as human shields is not to ever
be taken seriously, nor has it the right
to lecture anybody about the sanctity
of human life.

In closing, let me say again that
Israel has the right to self-defense.
Hamas’ use of human shields dem-
onstrates just how much they devalue
human life. The Palestinian people de-
serve better than Hamas. The Israeli
people deserve better.

I want to again thank my friend, Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN, and Mr. DEUTCH, for
their hard work on this issue. I want to
thank my friend, Chairman ROYCE, for
his leadership on so many issues, but
on this issue as well.

Democrats and Republicans agree
that we stand by our ally, Israel, and
we condemn the terrorist organization
Hamas, which uses its own people as
human shields.

I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. ROYCE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. YOoHO). He is a member of the
House Committee on Foreign Affairs.

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Chairman, I appre-
ciate it.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H. Con. Res. 107.

This resolution denounces the cow-
ardly act of using civilians—women
and children—as human shields by
Hamas and any other terrorist organi-
zation, which is in violation of inter-
national humanitarian law.

As a member of the Foreign Affairs
Subcommittee on the Middle East and
North Africa, I was proud to have
worked with Congresswoman ROS-
LEHTINEN, Chairman ROYCE, and Rank-
ing Member ENGEL. It is my hope that
this resolution sends a very clear mes-
sage to Hamas that their abhorrent
practice of using civilians as human
shields must stop.

Hamas has continued to fire rockets
indiscriminately into Israel from resi-
dential areas within Gaza, as well as
having continued to store munitions
near schools and hospitals.
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Mr. Speaker, what kind of human
does this kind of thing? It is a coward.
It is a person who does not value
human life.

Since June of 2014, over 2,000 rockets
have been fired at Israel. In response to
the repeated rocket attacks, the
United States and Israel have worked
together on missile defense projects,
such as the Iron Dome. The Iron Dome
is an effective missile defense system.
It has proven its worth time after time,
intercepting dozens of Hamas rockets
bound for densely-populated areas
within Israel.

This resolution must pass in order to
assure our Israeli allies of our commit-
ment to them, as well as to send a very
clear message to Hamas that their use
of human shields must stop.

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

I was in Haifa, Israel, in August of
2006 during the second Lebanon war,
during the war between Hezbollah and
Israel. While I was there, I was in
Haifa. Rockets were raining down. For
30 days, rockets rained down on that
city. Air sirens were blaring during the
day. It looked like a ghost town. It was
very debilitating, as you can imagine.

What amazed me was the targeting of
the civilian areas of that town and the
targeting of the hospitals—the delib-
erate targeting of civilians. That was
the goal. At one point, we had to go
into a bunker when rockets were fired
close to where we were.

The one takeaway I had was that out
of that came the Iron Dome. In a few
short years, that system, the Iron
Dome, which they were working on,
went from the drawing board to deploy-
ment and battle, proving its mettle,
and it proved its ability to shield
Israelis in the south from the Hamas
rocket threat more recently. Congress,
I think, can be proud of our role here in
backing the Iron Dome, which is recog-
nized as part of this resolution.

There is another part of this resolu-
tion, Mr. Speaker. I have to tell you
that Israel has more than the right to
defend itself; it has the duty to protect
its citizens. I saw what happened in
Haifa—over 600 people in that one trau-
ma hospital I was in.

It is exercising that responsibility
right now to protect its people because,
time and again, day after day, these
rockets continue to be fired from these
rocket launchers in Hamas-held terri-
tory.

No country would stand for the
Hamas terror organization’s rockets
and tunnels. Remember, these tunnels
come 3 miles into the border, 3 miles
under Israel—one of them right outside
an Israeli kindergarten. That is Hamas.

Of course, Hamas’ whole reason for
being, for any of you who have read its
charter, is to attack Israel and to at-
tack Jews. This nihilistic terrorist or-
ganization works to kill the maximum
number of Israeli innocents while using
its own population as human shields.
Yes, that is a double war crime.

Since the last conflict, Hamas has
improved on all aspects of its oper-
ation, courtesy of Iran. In the same
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way Iran supplied Hezbollah, Iran sup-
plies Hamas, and this could not have
been done without the Ilonger-range
missiles—the M-302s—that Iran has
now transferred into the inventory of
Hamas, so that Jerusalem and Tel Aviv
can be targets.

Earlier this month, my committee
held a hearing that exposed Iran as the
primary backer of Hamas through
weapons, through funding, through
missiles. Imagine the increase in mate-
rial support to Hamas from Iran if that
government—if the Ayatollah regime—
is granted further sanctions relief as
part of nuclear negotiations.

I ask all Members to join me in con-
demning Hamas on its despicable use of
human shields and to continue to stand
with Israel to face down the many
shared threats that we face.

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

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Speaker, | rise with a
heavy heart as death and violence once again
rips the Middle East. Innocent civilians find
themselves again hostage in a war that none
of them sought. The rockets continue to rain
down in lIsrael and civilians in Gaza find it
harder and harder to find refuge. And there is
no end in sight despite the ongoing work of
peacemakers.

The most pressing need at the moment is
an immediate ceasefire that ends the rocket
fire, allows humanitarian aid to reach those in
need, and lays the foundation for efforts to ad-
dress Israel’s long term security needs. | am
disappointed by the absence of any language
in this resolution supporting international ef-
forts to bring about an immediate ceasefire.
Additionally, no one has come forward today
to argue how this legislation brings us any
closer to a peaceful resolution in the region or
an end to the violence, terror, and fear being
experienced in Israel and Gaza.

Over 1,000 Palestinians have been killed so
far, many, but not all of them civilians. Over
50 Israelis, including 3 civilians and two
Israeli-American soldiers, have been killed so
far. The key concern for me is the qualifier—
so far. A key question at this volatile moment
is how to end the violence. This resolution is
absolutely silent on that point.

| strongly believe that we need to work for
an immediate ceasefire to prevent further
death and destruction in both Israel and Gaza.
| commend the U.S. for continuing to seek an
immediate ceasefire which | fully support. De-
spite the gallant attempts of the Secretary of
State and the U.N. Secretary General Ban Ki
Moon and others, an agreement remains elu-
sive and the violence continues.

The resolution rightly condemns Hamas, a
terrorist organization that has shown time and
again its disregard for innocent human life.
The only party that seems to benefit from fur-
ther chaos and loss of life is Hamas, which
continues to lob rockets at innocent Israelis.
The barrage of rockets must stop. Hamas has
no regard for the lives it puts in danger. Its
despicable tactics have been thoroughly de-
nounced by the international community in-
cluding the U.N. Secretary General who re-
cently noted that “the United Nations position
is clear: We condemn strongly the rocket at-
tacks. These must stop immediately. We con-
demn the use of civilians—schools, hospital
and other civilian facilities—for military pur-
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poses. No country would accept rockets rain-
ing down on its territory—and all countries and
parties have an international obligation to pro-
tect civilians.”

The resolution recognizes, as President
Obama has, that Israel has a right to defend
itself from relentless rocket attacks. The cur-
rent rocket count is well over 1,000 and grow-
ing every day. Israel does not need authoriza-
tion from the U.S. House of Representatives
to act to stop the rocket fire by Hamas.

| have been to Sderot. | talked with Israelis
living in the shadows of the rockets, including
one woman whose relative was killed by a
rocket from Gaza in a previous conflict. And |
remember her fervent desire to live at peace
with her neighbors.

| would point out that the resolution rightly
recognizes that innocent civilians on both
sides have suffered. According to the U.N.,
nearly 10% of the population of Gaza are
seeking shelter at U.N. facilities, some of
which have been attacked. The U.S. has re-
cently announced it would provide $47 million
to help meet immediate humanitarian needs in
Gaza amid deteriorating conditions.

However, | remain concerned that this reso-
lution does not press for an immediate
ceasefire by all parties or urge or express sup-
port for efforts by the U.S. and international
community to push for that peace. That is the
best way to support innocent civilians on both
sides—ending the violence that threatens
them. You can’t force peace on those who
don’t want it, but we must make every effort
to offer a path out of misery and suffering and
fear.

As President Obama has said, “Israel has a
right to defend itself against rocket and tunnel
attacks from Hamas.” He also stated, “I've
also said, however, that we have serious con-
cerns about the rising number of Palestinian
civilian deaths and the loss of Israeli lives.
And that is why it now has to be our focus and
the focus of the international community to
bring about a ceasefire that ends the fighting
and that can stop the deaths of innocent civil-
ians, both in Gaza and in Israel.”

As a Congress, we should join with the
State Department, the U.N. Security Council,
and others in urging all parties to redouble ef-
forts to protect civilians, to find a way to end
the violence and ensure peace and security
for all, and to then move to find a long-term
resolution that meets Israel’s security needs
and the rights of civilians to live in peace. This
cycle of violence cannot continue indefinitely.

Innocent Israeli and Palestinian civilians
cannot afford another three weeks of rocket
fire and further bloodshed. We must continue
to push for a ceasefire and to help find a long
term solution that will allow Israelis and Pal-
estinians to live in peace, side by side. What
is needed now is de-escalation of violence
and escalation of diplomatic efforts.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from California (Mr.
ROYCE) that the House suspend the
rules and agree to the concurrent reso-
lution, H. Con. Res. 107, as amended.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the concur-
rent resolution, as amended, was
agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3230,
PAY OUR GUARD AND RESERVE
ACT

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I move to suspend the rules and agree
to the conference report on the bill
(H.R. 3230) making continuing appro-
priations during a government shut-
down to provide pay and allowances to
members of the reserve components of
the Armed Forces who perform inac-
tive-duty training during such period.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

(For conference report and state-
ment, see proceedings of the House of
July 28, 2014, at page H6953.)

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. MILLER) and the gen-
tleman from Maine (Mr. MICHAUD) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have b legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in support of the con-
ference report to accompany H.R. 3230,
the Veterans’ Access to Care through
Choice, Accountability, and Trans-
parency Act of 2014.

General Omar Bradley, the former
administrator of what is now the De-
partment of Veterans Affairs, once said
of our work, ‘“We are dealing with vet-
erans, not procedures—with their prob-
lems, not ours.”’

We have come face-to-face with the
problems our veterans routinely en-
counter, and they are considerable to
say the least. As every American now
knows, congressional oversight and
whistleblower revelations have exposed
widespread corruption and systemic
delays in access and failures of ac-
countability across our Nation’s second
largest bureaucracy.

Thousands of veterans across this
country have been left to wait—some
for years; some in pain; and, most dis-
turbingly, some in caskets that are
draped with American flags; some
while chronic or fatal conditions wors-
ened until little hope was left—for the
health care they earned through their
honorable service to our Nation. Mean-
while, poor-performing VA leaders and
employees continued to receive large
bonuses, subject to little account-
ability for their many inadequacies.

There is no doubt, Mr. Speaker, that
the Department of Veterans Affairs, as
we know it today, is in crisis, and as a
result, our veterans are suffering. The
conference report we are considering
this afternoon is the first step to alle-
viating their pain and for paving the



July 30, 2014

way for the failing VA health care sys-
tem to experience much-needed struc-
tural and cultural reform.

To immediately improve access to
care for veteran patients, the con-
ference report would require the VA to
authorize non-VA care to any eligible
veteran who is unable to secure a time-
ly appointment at a VA facility or who
resides more than 40 miles from the
nearest VA medical facility, with cer-
tain exceptions.

Eligible veterans would include those
who are enrolled in the VA health care
system as of August 1 of 2014 or who
are newly-discharged combat veterans.

It would further require the VA to
issue a veterans choice card to eligible
veterans to facilitate care provided by
non-VA providers and provide $10 bil-
lion for the newly-established veterans
choice fund to cover the costs of access
to non-VA care under this bill.

To lead the way for true reform in
the long term, the conference report
would require a comprehensive assess-
ment of VA care by an expert inde-
pendent entity or entities and would
establish a congressional commission
on care, which would be charged with
setting the future course for access to
and quality care throughout the entire
VA health care system.

To improve the VA’s internal capac-
ity to provide timely and high-quality
care to our veterans, this report would
also provide the Department with $5
billion to hire physicians and other
clinical staff and would provide for cer-
tain critical physical infrastructure
improvements.

The conference report would also ex-
tend the VA’s rural health care-focused
project, ARCH—a pilot program—for
an additional 2 years. It would extend
the pilot program for an additional 3
years to provide rehabilitation, quality
of life, and community integration
services to veterans with traumatic
brain injury.

It would authorize 27 medical facility
leases across 18 States and Puerto Rico
and make certain improvements to
care provided to veterans who have ex-
perienced military sexual trauma and
others.

To advance genuine accountability
for incompetent or corrupt senior man-
agers, the conference report would re-
duce funding for bonuses available to
VA employees by $40 million each year
through fiscal year 2024, and it would
authorize the Secretary to fire or de-
mote Senior Executive Service employ-
ees and title 38 SES equivalent employ-
ees for poor performance or mis-
conduct. Poor-performing employees
who are disciplined under this author-
ity would be provided an expedited and
limited appeal process, but would be
prohibited from receiving their pay,
bonuses, or benefits during the appeal
process.

This provision will give the Sec-
retary the tools he needs to expedi-
tiously hold senior managers account-
able for the types of willful misconduct
and possibly criminal negligence we
have seen during our investigations.
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The conference report would also re-
quire public colleges to provide instate
tuition to veterans and eligible depend-
ents for the school to remain eligible
to receive GI Bill education payments.

This provision closely mirrors the
bill that I offered, H.R. 357, the GI Bill
Tuition Fairness Act, which passed the
House earlier this year. The men and
women who served this Nation did not
just defend the citizens of their home
States; they defended the entire United
States of America.

The conference report would also in-
clude approximately $5 billion in off-
sets with additional incidental offsets
expected to accrue over time as a re-
sult of increased third-party collec-
tions for nonservice-connected condi-
tions and reductions in Medicare pay-
ments as a result of the increased utili-
zation of the newly-created choice pro-
gram.

Mr. Speaker, the bill before us is one
that I am proud of, but more impor-
tantly, it is one that I believe our Na-
tion’s veterans can be proud of. It is
not a blank check for a broken system,
but it is an important first step down a
long road toward true transformation.

However, our work is far from over.
We all know that congressional over-
sight was crucial to bringing the fail-
ures at the VA to light, and it will in-
crease in the days and weeks and
months ahead after the passage of this
bill.

The passage of this conference report
will increase access to care and im-
prove accountability within a des-
perately broken bureaucracy. However,
the reform that is necessary to reform-
ing the agency will require dedication
for years to come, and I would ask all
of my colleagues to join me in begin-
ning that effort today.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the conference report to
H.R. 3230, the Veterans Access, Choice,
and Accountability Act of 2014.

I would like to thank Chairman MIL-
LER, Senator SANDERS, Senator BURR,
and the other members of the con-
ference committee for working so dili-
gently on this legislation.

Even when it looked like an agree-
ment would not be possible to achieve
a compromise and bring it to the House
floor today, at the end of the day, we
all worked together to make sure our
national commitment to veterans is
there. This compromise agreement can
serve as a model on how Congress
should look at serious problems facing
our country and how to address them.

It has been a long road getting here.
The House Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee, under Chairman MILLER’s lead-
ership, has held over a dozen oversight
hearings in the past couple of months
alone. We have heard from veterans,
their families, VA employees, and vet-
erans service organizations about what
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is and what isn’t working within the
Department of Veterans Affairs.

The measure before us today isn’t a
long-term solution to all of the VA’s
problems, but it is an appropriate and
well-crafted response to the immediate
problems of veterans not being able to
access quality health care in a timely
fashion.

This bill also takes important steps
to begin to address the systemic prob-
lems within the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs that have led to this cri-
sis: too few doctors, inadequate infra-
structure, and a management culture
that is asleep at the wheel. It holds
those whom the Nation has entrusted
with our veterans’ lives and well-being
responsible for the outcomes.

For the 12 years that I have been on
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I
have fought to ensure that our vet-
erans, especially those who are living
in rural areas, have access to quality
health care. I fought for the needs of
veterans returning from the current
conflicts, while not forgetting the sac-
rifices and the needs of veterans from
previous conflicts.

One of the successes that you heard
from Chairman MILLER earlier I am
most proud of is the Project ARCH.
The Access Received Closer to Home
project expands the opportunity for
rural veterans to receive health care
without long drives to a VA facility
many miles away. I am pleased to see
that the conference report extends and
expands this important program. It is
critical for the thousands of veterans
who live in districts like mine. Many
veterans in my district would be forced
to make a nearly 600-mile round trip
drive to the nearest VA facility if it
weren’t for ARCH.

Another important aspect of this bill
not only deals with Senior Executive
Service, but also the title 38 employ-
ees, which covers about 80,000 within
the VA. It sets metrics and outcomes
and accountability for those employ-
ees.

This bill also will address the imme-
diate problem of long waiting times for
health care, while beginning to
strengthen the VA, so we are not facing
the same crisis next year or the year
after.

But I would also like to remind my
colleagues that this bill is only the
first step. After 12 years on the House
Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I am
more convinced than ever that we must
begin to talk about the innovative so-
lutions that will truly modernize the
Department and better meet the needs
of current and future veterans.

Far too often, the good intentions
underlying the laws that we passed are
stymied by an organizational structure
that has originated back in the seven-
ties and eighties. Far too often, the
good intentions of the Department of
Veterans’ Affairs employees meet the
wall of bureaucratic indifference. Far
too often, our veterans ask for help and
there is no one there at the other end
to answer for that help.
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This is totally unacceptable, and it is
why I believe we must begin the work
of radically restructuring the Depart-
ment of Veterans’ Affairs. We must re-
structure it to better assist our vet-
erans, to better live up to the promises
we have made to them. We need to look
at the fundamental business model, the
processes, the organization, the tech-
nology, the data and information and
the workforce capabilities.

Our work today is to pass this con-
ference report and get it to the Presi-
dent’s desk as quickly as possible so
that we can fix the current crisis. The
work for tomorrow is the work that I
ask each and every one of my col-
leagues to continue working on: to
make sure that the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs evolves to a new, more
veteran-centered Department of Vet-
erans Affairs.

It is going to take a lot of work and
a lot of oversight, as you heard the
chairman mention earlier. Once again,
I would encourage my colleagues to
pass this bill.

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Colorado (Mr.
LAMBORN), a member of the conference
committee.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to thank Chairman JEFF MILLER
for his continued leadership as we work
to provide our veterans with the care
and benefits that they have earned.

Keeping the promises that we have
made to our veterans and their families
is of utmost importance to me and all
Americans. This piece of legislation is
a major step in the process of restoring
veteran trust in the VA.

This bill will expand access to non-
VA care, making wait times shorter
and increase convenience. Although
this will ensure veterans who are cur-
rently on a waiting list will get the
timely care they deserve, much more
needs to be done.

I am especially pleased that an inde-
pendent congressional committee on
care will be formed to look at the VA
from the ground up. For lasting change
to take place, the corrupt culture
shown by some in the VA must be
purged. It must be replaced with an
ethos that puts the veteran first.

By authorizing the Secretary of the
VA to fire senior employees that are
guilty of poor performance or mis-
conduct, this bill ensures that newly
confirmed Secretary McDonald will
have more tools to hold individuals ac-
countable for their actions. However,
granting this authority will mean
nothing if it isn’t combined with the
leadership required to always do the
right things for our veterans. Through
his words and actions, Secretary
McDonald must make it clear from day
one that individuals will be held ac-
countable, whistleblowers will be pro-
tected, and anyone responsible for poor
performance, negligence, or prevent-
able deaths, even, will be held account-
able.
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It has been an honor to serve with
the chairman during this conference
committee.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the VA conference report.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Nevada (Ms. TITUS).

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend for yielding.

I thank Mr. MICHAUD and Chairman
MILLER for their leadership on this im-
portant bill.

As a member of the House Veterans’
Affairs Committee, I have been work-
ing with my colleagues to ensure that
veterans have access to the highest
quality care in a timely fashion. This
legislation before us takes important
steps towards that goal.

I am especially pleased that the com-
promise includes three of my bills,
which ensure that: one, all victims of
sexual assault in the military, includ-
ing those in the National Guard, have
access to the care they need; two, that
spouses of those who have died in serv-
ice to our country get education bene-
fits; and, three, more residencies are
going to be funded at VA hospitals in
areas of the country that are under-
served by doctors in private practice.

Our committee, I know, will continue
to work in a bipartisan fashion with
the new Secretary to ensure that all
veterans have access to the benefits
and care that they have so bravely
earned.

Today, we are acting on behalf of a
grateful Nation to provide our coun-
try’s heroes the care they need and re-
store their trust in the VA. So I urge
my colleagues to support this con-
ference report to the Veterans Access,
Choice, and Accountability Act.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
it is a pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Tennessee (Mr.
ROE), a veteran, a physician, and also a
member of the conference committee.

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker,
it is a pleasure to stand before this
body in support of the conference re-
port, the first major step in providing
timely, high-quality health care to the
veterans who so selflessly served this
great Nation. As a physician, veteran,
and member of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, it was an honor to have
served on the conference committee.

Mr. Speaker, a corrosive culture has
been allowed to exist within the Vet-
erans Affairs bureaucracy for far too
long and to the detriment of our vet-
erans. The most important thing this
bill does is give the veterans who are
experiencing long wait times or live
more than 40 miles from the nearest
VA facility a choice. These veterans
will now be able to obtain a veterans
choice card, which will allow them to
seek care in the private sector. Only by
forcing the VA to compete will we
achieve the cultural change that is re-
quired in how they serve veterans.

I have met with many physicians in
recent weeks, and the desire to help
our veterans is stronger than ever.
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Hospitals and physicians, alike, are
ready and willing to care for veterans,
helping to address a crisis created by
VA mismanagement.

Moving forward, this report creates a
process by which we can make signifi-
cant strides toward accountability, by
giving the VA Secretary the ability to
fire senior employees who fail to do
their jobs and ensuring that there will
be swift, harsh penalties for knowingly
misreporting or falsifying information.

This agreement will also improve
educational benefits for veterans and
their dependents.

As the founder and cochair of the
House Invisible Wounds Caucus along
with my friend TiM WALZ, I am pleased
this report includes a provision to ex-
tend an important pilot program in-
tended to help veterans with traumatic
brain injuries for 3 more years.

The negotiations were tough, but I
know the final product will have a very
positive impact on the lives of our vet-
erans, and I would like to thank the
House and Senate VA committee staffs
for all their late nights and hard work
they put into this toward this worthy
goal.

Mr. Speaker, I applaud the chairmen,
MILLER and SANDERS, for their leader-
ship throughout this process, along
with Ranking Member MICHAUD and
Senator BURR.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this report.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ari-
zona (Mrs. KIRKPATRICK).

Mrs. KIRKPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge all my colleagues to support H.R.
3230.

As a member of the conference com-
mittee, I pushed for negotiations on
this bill to continue because veterans
have waited too long for the care they
deserve.

This bill reflects the comprehensive,
meaningful reforms that passed the
Senate and that I introduced as the
companion bill in the House. This bill
ensures that rural veterans who live
too far from a veterans’ medical facil-
ity and veterans who have waited too
long for an appointment can see a pro-
vider closer to home.

For the tribal veterans in my dis-
trict, this bill strengthens the relation-
ship between the Veterans Administra-
tion and the Indian Health Services.

This bill also ensures that the Vet-
erans Administration can quickly hire
more doctors, nurses, and medical pro-
fessionals, and this bill gives the Vet-
erans Administration Secretary the au-
thority to hold VA employees account-
able.

Our veterans deserve world-class
health care and a VA that puts vet-
erans first. I believe this bill provides
the foundation to do just that. Again, I
urge all my colleagues to vote for this
bill so it can be signed into law with-
out delay.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
it is a pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
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BENISHEK), a former physician within
the VA system.

Mr. BENISHEK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong support of the conference re-
port to the Veterans Access to Care
Act.

As a doctor who served at the VA
hospital in Iron Mountain, Michigan,
for 20 years, I have seen firsthand how
Washington bureaucracy can keep doc-
tors and nurses from taking care of
veterans. On its most basic level, this
is the sacred mission of the VA, and
the VA has failed.

Today we take an important step to-
ward reversing that failure. Most ur-
gently, our bill will allow veterans suf-
fering long waits for care the option to
be seen by a local doctor at a private
hospital. I believe every veteran should
have a choice as to where they receive
care, and this bill moves us closer to
that goal.

But this triage measure is not the
long-term solution. That is why our
bill directs the VA to tap the best
health care minds that we have in this
country to go step by step through the
system and write us a blueprint for a
lean, smart, 21st century VA.

Our bill is not perfect, and the prob-
lems at the VA will not be solved over-
night. However, this landmark effort is
the best chance we have had in years to
make fundamental changes to the way
the VA operates.

Make no mistake, our true test
comes next. We must continue to keep
the pressure on the VA long after the
headlines have faded and the worst em-
ployees have been fired, because our
veterans will still be there and they
will still deserve to be at the top of our
priority list.

As the father of a veteran myself, 1
am committed to refusing to let this
issue go. We will demand results, and
we will demand swift and full imple-
mentation of this legislation. Anything
short of that is not worthy of our vet-
erans and is unacceptable.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support the conference report.

0 1530

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes and 35 seconds to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. BROWN).

Ms. BROWN of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
as the most senior member of the
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee, I
strongly believe that the VA provides
the best care for our Nation’s service-
members returning from protecting the
freedoms we most hold dear, and I am
committed to VA continuing their crit-
ical mission of serving our veterans.

VA has served the special needs of
our returning veterans for over 75
years and has expertise in their unique
health care mneeds, including pros-
thetics, traumatic brain injury, post-
traumatic stress disorder, and a host of
other veteran-specific injuries. My
focus continues to be on ensuring that
the VA retains the unique responsi-
bility for the health care our veterans
receive, regardless of the provider.
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The bill includes critical language
that I discussed with Senator BERNIE
SANDERS of Vermont to ensure the VA
has the final authority over the care
that the veterans receive, whether at
the VA or at non-VA providers. We
need to continue to work with our vet-
eran stakeholders to ensure the VA has
all the resources it needs to provide su-
perior health care to our veterans.

I am looking forward to working
with the new VA Secretary. And I want
to thank the past Secretaries. I have
worked with past Secretaries from
Jesse Brown to the present one.

I know a lot of people will say that
we have given the VA everything they
need. But of course many of us don’t
have institutional memory.

I remember the first time the VA got
the real budget they wanted in 2009
under President Barack Obama, when
we had a Democratic House and a
Democratic Senate. So a lot of us talk
the talk, walk the walk, but don’t real-
1y roll the roll.

So we have got to make sure as we
move forward that we don’t just talk
about providing service, but that we
really provide service and we ensure
that the veterans have the service that
the first President, George Wash-
ington, promised the veterans.

And I do want to thank our chair-
person, Mr. MILLER of Florida, for his
leadership and the way he has con-
ducted our meetings, and also our
ranking member.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
it is my pleasure to yield 1 minute and
35 seconds to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. COFFMAN), a United States
veteran and another member of the
conference committee.

Mr. COFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to start by thanking Chairman MILLER
for his dedicated work on behalf of our
veterans.

As a Marine Corps combat veteran
and chairman of the House Veterans’
Affairs Subcommittee on Oversight and
Investigations, I have spent the past
yvear working side-by-side with the
members of my subcommittee and with
Chairman MILLER to investigate and
uncover the largest scandal in the his-
tory of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs.

I am proud that Republicans and
Democrats were able to put aside their
partisan differences to focus on sup-
porting our Nation’s warriors with
choice, accountability, and greater
transparency. These reforms will allow
veterans to vote with their feet if they
cannot get an appointment within a
reasonable timeframe at a VA facility.

I am also proud that we were able to
include much-needed reforms on the
treatment of victims of sexual assault
in the military. The scourge of sexual
assault in the military and the corrup-
tion of covered-up waiting lists at VA
hospitals are shameful acts, and we
must work together to confront them
head on.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker,
much time do I have remaining?

how
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maine has 10 minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Florida
has 6% minutes remaining.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. HOYER).

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I congratulate Mr. MIL-
LER, the chairman of the committee,
and Mr. MICHAUD, the ranking member,
for working together to get this done.

Mr. Speaker, this bill is the result of
a bipartisan agreement. And while I
have some serious concerns about a
number of provisions of which I will
speak, I am supporting it because it as-
signs resources to help cut down the
waiting times for veterans to get the
care they need and that we owe them.
That must be our number one goal.

I remain deeply outraged, as so many
of us are, by what transpired in Phoe-
nix and at other VA facilities, where
our wounded warriors were made to
wait weeks, months to get an appoint-
ment and receive treatment, including
for serious postdeployment mental
health issues. That is not acceptable.
This is more than unacceptable, how-
ever. It is unconscionable.

I think there is wide agreement on
both sides of the aisle that any VA per-
sonnel who facilitated this wrongdoing
or undermined veterans’ health care
must be held accountable.

However, Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned with provisions in this bill re-
garding the removal of senior execu-
tive personnel. While this bill does im-
prove on the House version by adding a
21-day period for appeals, it still under-
mines civil service protections that
had been in place for decades to ensure
a merit service, not a politicized, pa-
tronage service.

There are already strict rules in
place that facilitate the swift removal
of SES officials who do not perform
their jobs responsibly, as there should
be.

Those protections strike the right
balance between giving agencies the
authority to remove personnel without
trampling on the due process rights of
SES employees, who need to do their
job without fear of political reprisal or
arbitrary removal.

Having said that, Mr. Speaker, this
bill addresses major challenges at the
VA. It provides resources to ensure
that our veterans can access health
care at private facilities if they face a
very long wait or live in rural areas far
from VA doctors.

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

Mr. MICHAUD. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman.

And it makes health care services
more available and accessible to vet-
erans through additional resources for
medical and other VA personnel.

This, of course, is not a perfect bill.
But then again, I don’t think I have
ever voted for a perfect bill. But this is
a good bill that moves in the right di-
rection.

The
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Again, I congratulate Mr. MILLER
and Mr. MICHAUD on their work on this
very important piece of legislation.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
at this time, I yield 2 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Indiana (Mrs.
WALORSKI), another member of our con-
ference committee and an outstanding
member of the full committee.

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, 1
would like to say to Chairman MILLER
and Ranking Member MICHAUD, on be-
half of the 54,000 veterans in my dis-
trict and the 20 million around the
country, thank you. And to every con-
feree that has served on this conference
committee, thank you. This is a huge
step forward today, and I am grateful
to have been a part of this process. The
need for this legislation and for our
conference committee to have worked
together was great, and it has been an
incredible experience.

Let’s not forget, in the past decade,
nearly 1,000 veterans have died as a re-
sult of substandard treatment from the
Department of Veterans Affairs, and
many more cases are under investiga-
tion. Mr. Speaker, 50,000 new patients
have waited at least 90 days for their
first appointment at VA hospitals. VA
staff have admitted to falsifying med-
ical appointment dates to fit within
the agency’s wait time performance
goal of 14 days. All these facts have
been simply appalling. All of us in Con-
gress have constituents who have been
directly impacted by this scandal.

The need for the legislation is so
timely today. I just came from the
World War II Memorial, and I thanked
a veteran from the Chicagoland-Indi-
ana area. I shook his hand, looked him
in the eye, and thanked him for serving
our Nation. He stood up out of his
wheelchair, looked me in the eye, and
said: “Thank you for fighting for us.”
It just simply shows how important
this is. This is an opportunity, as legis-
lators, to take the first steps toward
real change at the VA.

So today we stand together to help
our Nation’s heroes. We owe it to our
veterans to provide them with nothing
but the best. However, echoing the
chairman’s comments, simply pro-
viding a financial boost to an agency
that has repeatedly demonstrated
awful management practices will not
solve the problem.

In the coming weeks and months, we
must continue to stand together to en-
sure additional improvements are
made to the VA. I urge my colleagues
to vote in support of this bill.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 1 minute to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentlemen very much on be-
half of the State that has one of the
largest populations of veterans, includ-
ing those in my congressional district.
I would like to say thank you.

To Ranking Member MICHAUD and
Chairman MILLER, thank you for allow-
ing me to sit in on a hearing. Thank
you to the conferees. Thank you for
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understanding that, when our soldiers
put on the uniform, have any of us ever
had them question why? And therefore,
we should never question why are we
giving the best service that we can give
to our veterans.

I am grateful for the $5 billion that
allows this temporary flexibility, that
if you cannot get service, you are, in
fact, able to go to civilian doctors.

The professionals that are going to
be added with primary and specialty
doctors are the TMI, housing, PTSD,
sexual assault. All of these are making
a difference.

In the name of the World War II vet-
eran that I saw in Normandy, by the
name of Curtis, a veteran in my dis-
trict who had an appointment in 2013
and never heard back from the vet-
erans hospital, in his name, I believe
that this is the most important oppor-
tunity. We should vote for this and be
able to provide our veterans with the
promise we have made to them: You
serve, and we will serve you.

God bless America.

Mr. Speaker, as a senior member of the Ju-
diciary and Homeland Security Committees, |
rise in strong support of the Conference Re-
port to H.R. 3230, “Veterans Access, Choice,
and Accountability Act of 2014.”

We must remember that freedom is not free
and pause to recognize the valor and self-sac-
rifice of our nation’s veterans.

We also need to keep our promises to the
nation’s more than 2 million troops and reserv-
ists and 23 million veterans.

| support the Conference Report for 6 prin-
ciple reasons. The legislation before us:

1. Expands access to health care for vet-
erans;

2. Addresses the shortage of health profes-
sionals in the VA;

3. Ensures access to care for rural veterans;

4. Provides funding to establish 27 new VA
clinics;

5. Expands access to education for veterans
and their families; and

6. Extends a community-based housing pro-
gram for veterans.

Specifically, the conference report provides
that the bulk of the funding in this agree-
ment—$10 billion in emergency funding—be
used to expand access to non-VA health care
options for veterans who have been left wait-
ing for more than 30 days for an appointment
or live more than 40 miles from the nearest
VA facility.

Additionally, the bill provides $5 billion to VA
to hire more primary and specialty care physi-
cians and other medical staff and includes in-
centives to attract more doctors, nurses and
other medical personnel to the VA, and to in-
crease medical education opportunities to at-
tract doctors in the future.

Third, the bill extends the ARCH (Access
Received Closer to Home) pilot program for
two years. The ARCH program expands VA’s
ability to serve veterans who live far from VA
facilities in Northern Maine; Farmville, Virginia;
Pratt, Kansas; Flagstaff, Arizona; and Billings,
Montana.

Fourth, the bill expands VA authority to pro-
vide counseling, care and other services to
veterans and certain other non-veteran service
members who have experienced military sex-
ual trauma during active or inactive duty train-
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ing (including members of the National Guard
and Reserves). The legislation also requires
the VA and DOD to conduct an annual as-
sessment focused on the transition and con-
tinuum of care from DOD to VA for those who
have experiences military sexual trauma.

Fifth, the conference report includes $1.5
billion to lease 27 new VA clinics, including a
new research facility in my home city of Hous-
ton, Texas, bringing care closer to where vet-
erans live and increasing access to specialty
care services.

Sixth, the Conference Report permits vet-
erans who are eligible for education benefits
under the Post 9-11 New Gl Bill to qualify for
in-state tuition and it expands the Marine Gun-
nery Sergeant John David Fry Scholarship to
include spouses of members of the Air Force
who die in the line duty while serving in active
duty.

Finally, the Conference Report gives the VA
Secretary the authority to immediately fire or
demote senior executives based on poor job
performance or misconduct but includes an
expedited appeals process for terminated em-
ployees to prevent political firings and protect
whistleblowers from retaliation.

Mr. Speaker, my state of Texas and Hous-
ton appreciates the service and sacrifices of
veterans and takes care of them.

The Michael E. DeBakey VA Medical Cen-
ter, for example, located in Houston, Texas
serves the 32,477 veterans and is the primary
healthcare provider for almost 130,000 vet-
erans in southeast Texas.

Veterans from around the country are re-
ferred to the DeBakey VA Medical Center for
specialized diagnostic care, radiation therapy,
surgery, and medical treatment including car-
diovascular surgery, gastrointestinal endos-
copy, nuclear medicine, ophthalmology, and
treatment of spinal cord injury and diseases.

DeBakey VA Medical Center provides vital
healthcare services to Veterans in the Hous-
ton area and through the nation.

| am proud to support the Conference Re-
port since veterans from Houston and sur-
rounding regions will benefit with the establish-
ment of a new facility that will extend access
to specialty care services.

Mr. Speaker, in addition to long wait times
at VA facilities, many veterans face a number
of other challenges, including homelessness,
coping with PTSD, and finding suitable em-
ployment in the civilian job market.

To address these problems, earlier this year
| was successful in passing amendments to
this year's Military Construction and Veterans
Affairs Appropriations Act and the Defense
Appropriations Act providing additional funding
and resources targeted to helping homeless
veterans secure housing and treating veterans
suffering from PTSD in underserved urban
and rural areas.

| also introduced H.R. 4110, the
“Transitioning Heroes Act of 2014,” which pro-
vides strong tax incentives for employers to
hire, retain, and employ veterans in positions
that take maximum advantage of their skills
and experience.

Mr. Speaker, our men and women in the
military have fulfilled a commitment to this na-
tion and to each other that we should imitate
in our actions to work to provide for veterans
now that their military service has ended.

That is why as Members of Congress we
need to make sure our veterans receive the
best medical care that modern medicine has
to offer to them and their families.
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That is why | urge my colleagues to join me
in supporting the Conference Report to H.R.
3230, “Veterans Access, Choice, and Ac-
countability Act of 2014.”

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1*2 minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. BILIRAKIS), the vice
chairman of the full committee and a
member of the conference committee.

Mr. BILIRAKIS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Today I rise in support of the VA
conference report on H.R. 3230. The
Veterans Access, Choice and Account-
ability Act of 2014 is a positive first
step toward reforming the VA, which
provides, among other things, relief to
veterans who have waited excessively
to receive the health care they have
earned at a level of quality they de-
serve, Mr. Speaker.

This bill also includes real account-
ability provisions, allowing the VA
Secretary to fire or demote Senior Ex-
ecutive Service employees for lack of

performance and management neg-
ligence.
This reform package is focused

around ensuring the veteran has timely
access to quality care and includes lan-
guage to authorize 27 major medical fa-
cility leases, including one in Pasco
County, Florida, in my congressional
district.

The veterans in my area will soon
have the ability to seek treatments at
a consolidated clinic, thanks to Chair-
man MILLER, as opposed to having to
travel between the main clinic and four
other satellite facilities.

Authorizing these leases will improve
the timeliness for veterans to receive
care in Pasco County and in 17 other
States throughout the Nation, as well
as Puerto Rico.

Passage of this bill is the beginning,
not the end. Obviously much work
needs to be done. However, immediate
action needs to be taken to get vet-
erans off waiting lists and ensure they
receive care within the VA health sys-
tem or in the private sector, if they so
choose. The veteran should have the
choice. We need to get this done for our
veterans.

I urge passage of the bill.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman
from California (Mr. TAKANO).

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the conference report. I
want to thank Chairman MILLER for
the gracious way that he has conducted
the committee hearings, and I thank
Ranking Member MICHAUD for his hard
work.

Principally, I am very pleased that
this conference report also includes
1,600 funded graduate medical school
education slots at veterans facilities
around this country. It was a good
thing that we approved access to non-
VA care for those servicemembers,
those veterans who have been on wait-
ing lists for far too long. But that
would not be satisfactory to those
areas of the country that are experi-
encing physician shortages. This is a
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huge, huge accomplishment for a Con-
gress that is so partisan to approve
these 1,500 funded GMEs.

I urge all my colleagues to support
the conference report.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1%2 minutes to the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. HUELSKAMP).

Mr. HUELSKAMP. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman for his work on
this bill.

As a member of the Veterans’ Affairs
Committee, I want to take a moment
to share a little about what this bill
means for my Kansas veterans.

Since coming to Congress, I have
heard dozens of stories from Kansas
veterans about their troubles with the
VA. They have shared about how they
are required to travel hundreds of
miles for simple medical tests or to
renew their prescriptions, all the while,
driving past dozens of local hospitals
and other health care providers with
the ability and desire to meet their
needs locally. Many Kansas veterans
drive halfway across the State or to
Colorado, Nebraska, or even Texas to
get their simplest health care needs
met.

In fact, just yesterday, my office had
to step in to help a 94-year-old World
War II veteran. The nearest VA hos-
pital was 240 miles away. He just had a
recent serious surgery, and they said,
you have to come into the hospital to
renew your prescriptions.
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Thankfully, I was able to contact the
VA and ensure this veteran could get
his care in his local community, but as
I tell folks in Kansas, you shouldn’t
have to call your Congressman to get
the care you deserve.

With this bill, hundreds of rural Kan-
sas veterans will be able to use their
new veteran choice card or Project
ARCH, call their local doctor, and get
their health care needs met. Just like
Medicare or TRICARE, veterans should
have the choice to schedule their own
appointments, pick their own doctors
in their own communities.

When our veterans come back from
serving and defending our country and
return to communities across the
United States, most of them don’t ask
for much, but I want our veterans to
know that I believe you deserve the
best, not just the mediocre, scandal-
plagued culture we have seen at the
current VA.

This bill is just plain common sense.
It is a big first step towards giving vet-
erans real choice and real account-
ability. As this law is implemented, I
remain committed to continuing to ask
the hard questions and working to re-
turn the VA to its true mission, to
serve our veterans.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maine has 5% minutes re-
maining. The gentleman from Florida
has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. RAHALL).
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Mr. RAHALL. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend Chairman MILLER and Ranking
Member MICHAUD for bringing this Vet-
erans’ Access to Care Through Choice,
Accountability, and Transparency Act

to us today.
In medically-underserved commu-
nities, where health care staffing

shortages have caused delays in ap-
pointments, this conference agreement
will help provide critical investments
so that the VA can begin hiring the
doctors it needs to serve our veterans.

It will help to reduce the backlog in
VA construction and maintenance
projects. It will help to ensure that
veterans unable to get a medical ap-
pointment at a VA facility will be able
to get the care they need from a non-
VA provider.

This legislation can do a lot of good,
but it is only a first step. The bill must
be implemented, regulations issued,
and scarce moneys allocated to ensure
that veterans get the care that this
legislation promises.

We must not lose sight of the rural,
underserved areas in our Nation like in
southern West Virginia, where veterans
are elderly and travel is costly and bur-
densome. We must not lose sight of the
need for medical facilities and health
providers in those areas.

I urge the VA to remember rural vet-
erans as it implements this bill, and I
certainly aim to help to ensure that it
does so. Again, I commend the chair-
man and ranking member for bringing
this legislation to us today.

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
Nebraska (Mr. TERRY), someone who
always has veterans first in his mind.

Mr. TERRY. Mr. Speaker, this bill is
a necessary repair for our vets’ damage
that was caused by VA workers who
were willing to allow veterans to die by
denying them care, ostensibly to re-
ceive a bonus.

Leave no doubt that this is a patch
and that the VA requires a complete
overhaul. For example, 7 years ago, the
VA hospital in Omaha was deemed to
be in such poor condition it needed to
be replaced ASAP. It was put on the of-
ficial list, and in those 7 years since,
the project has actually fallen down
the list, as few projects have been com-
pleted.

The VA is just not able to manage
major projects. The entire Nebraska
delegation wrote then-Secretary
Shinseki over a year ago to meet and
discuss the lack of progress and pos-
sible alternatives, but he refused to
meet with our delegation, even after
repeated requests.

This is evidence of total dysfunction
of this VA in Washington, D.C. My
hope is that the new VA Secretary will
be more accommodating to listen to
the Nebraska delegation whose sole
goal is simply to help our veterans re-
ceive the appropriate care in a building
that meets at least today’s standards.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. BARBER).
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Mr. BARBER. Mr. Speaker, I am
proud and honored to rise today in sup-
port of the Veterans’ Access to Care
Through Choice, Accountability, and
Transparency Act of 2014 and to com-
mend Representative MILLER and Rep-
resentative MICHAUD for their leader-
ship in getting this bill to us and this
conference committee report to us
today.

As the son of a veteran of World War
II, Korea, and Vietnam, I say it is long
overdue that Congress took action to
provide the quality of care that our
veterans have earned. I am here today
to fight for veterans in southern Ari-
zona, of which I represent 85,000, and
veterans all across this Nation.

I have been pushing for better access
to health care for our veterans since I
came to Congress a little over 2 years
ago. This has become even more urgent
given the tragedy, the disgraceful be-
havior that we have uncovered in Phoe-
nix and potentially across veterans
centers in our Nation. To play games
with our veterans to get bonuses is des-
picable, and this bill, I hope, will move
us in a direction of correcting those
terrible actions.

One of the first bills I introduced was
the veterans’ access to health care bill
to ensure that veterans could get
health care they need in their commu-
nities, and this bill, I am glad to say,
includes that provision. I commend the
leader, the chairman, and the ranking
member for their work, and I urge all
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’ for this
important bill for our veterans.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GALLEGO).

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I, too,
rise in support of the conference com-
mittee report, asking all of our fellow
members to support it, and I congratu-
late the chairman with whom I had a
rather spirited conversation on this
floor, as well as the ranking member
on accomplishing the first step, I
think, and it is the first step, but it is
a significant step.

I am particularly proud that two of
the provisions that I came to this floor
to argue for—that being additional fa-
cilities, including an expansion of the
facility in San Antonio, as well as addi-
tional support personnel, medical per-
sonnel, and health care personnel—are
included in this bill.

This bill includes so much more: a
graduate medical education component
and, in addition, educational opportu-
nities for spouses and families. This is
an incredible first step.

I, again, want to underscore my
thanks to the chairman, to the ranking
member, to the members of the con-
ference committee, and this is a great
first step at putting us in the right di-
rection towards finally treating our
veterans with the respect that they not
only deserve, but they have earned
over the period of their service.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker,
much time is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Maine has 2Y2 minutes re-

how
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maining. The gentleman from Florida
has 1 minute remaining.

Mr. MICHAUD. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
PETERS).

Mr. PETERS of California. Mr.
Speaker, I am proud to state my sup-
port for this agreement, the Veterans’
Access to Care through Choice, Ac-
countability, and Transparency Act of
2014, and thank both Chairman MILLER
and Ranking Member MICHAUD for
their leadership on bringing this issue
to a resolution.

Last week, I offered a motion to in-
struct as a way to spur a bipartisan so-
lution and to ensure that vets on the
GI Bill could pay lower instate college
tuition. I am happy that that provision
has been included.

Enacting the measures offered in this
plan will go a long way toward improv-
ing veterans health care though, as ev-
eryone noted, there is much more work
to be done. The more than 200,000 vet-
erans who live in San Diego County de-
serve access to the medical care and
benefits America has promised them
and they have earned.

It is my hope that our action today
will give new hope to the many vets
who felt despair and disappointment at
the way they have been treated by the
VA after all they have sacrificed.
Today, we send a bipartisan message to
them: America keeps its promises to
our veterans.

Mr. MICHAUD. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further speakers, and I am ready to
close.

Mr. Speaker, I would urge my col-
leagues to support the conference re-
port to H.R. 3230. This is a very impor-
tant bill. It is a bill that we have
worked long and hard over the last sev-
eral months. It is one that took into
consideration a lot of the concerns that
Members from both sides and both bod-
ies had, and we came together with
this bill.

I do want to thank Chairman MILLER
for his hard work and dedication to our
veterans and their families. We would
not be here today if it wasn’t his deter-
mination in having strong oversight
hearings over the last couple of months
within our committee.

I also want to thank staffs on both
sides, the majority and minority staff.
I know they have put in thousands of
hours for oversight hearings to work on
this conference report to get us where
we are today. We could not have done
it without our dedicated staffs on both
sides of the aisle going through this
document and making sure that every
Member’s concerns were addressed in
this document.

With that, I want to once again
thank the chairman for your hard work
on this effort and look forward to the
vote on this. I encourage all my col-
leagues to support this bill.

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I, too, would like to say thank you to
the ranking member of the full House
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committee, Mr. MICHAUD, for his tenac-
ity in what he has done to move this
conference report along.

I also want to say thank you to the
ranking member, Mr. BURR, in the Sen-
ate and to Senator SANDERS because, as
we continue to mnegotiate through,
there never was a willingness to quit
by either side.

I am grateful to the 24 other con-
ference committee members who
worked with us, with their input, their
ideas, and their willingness to embrace
this compromise. It was brought forth
by diligent, focused effort and a will-
ingness on all sides to put aside dif-
ferences of opinion and ideology and
focus not on our disagreements, but
how best we can all help our veterans.

While not perfect, this is an example
of all the good work we can accomplish
when we work together, and remember,
it is the veteran who is sacred, not the
VA.

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

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, at
this time, there is no Federal agency more de-
serving of our attention than the U.S. Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs. The VA has served
generations of heroes who have sacrificed on
behalf of our country and we have an obliga-
tion to take care of them when they come
home.

Without a doubt, the American people ex-
pect and veterans deserve the best service
possible and | firmly believe that it is a duty of
all of us in Congress to ensure that no one
betrays the sacred trust owed to our Veterans.

The failure and mismanagement of care for
our veterans that has come to light through
the IG’s investigation over the past two
months must never be repeated, and | trust
that this bill will go far to help reverse the fail-
ures, and ensure better future treatment of
veterans at the VA.

| think this conference report contains provi-
sions that will help provide timely care to vet-
erans, hold the management of the Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs accountable, uphold
the integrity of the department, and improve
education benefits for veterans and their de-
pendants—representing a major step in the
right direction in meeting those obligations.

Specific measures to do so include; pro-
viding $5 billion to the VA to hire additional
physicians and other medical staff, authorizing
a system for the VA to fire or demote manage-
ment level employees for poor performance or
misconduct, and increasing access to non-VA
care for those veterans in dire need.

Yesterday, we were greeted with the good
news of the Senate confirmation of the new
VA Secretary, Robert McDonald. While the
Senate acted swiftly on the confirmation of
McDonald, | was disappointed to see that the
Senate Appropriations Committee  Chair-
woman was unable to bring the FY 2015
MilCon/VA Appropriations bill to floor due to
objections from the Senate Minority. If we truly
wanted to get the ball rolling to make the VA
better the Senate Minority should allow the bill
to come to the floor.

Nevertheless, | also have full expectation
that with the passage of this conference report
it is going to be important that this Congress
hold Secretary McDonald and his subordinates
fully accountable moving forward.
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Many in Congress are concerned about the
cost of this bill. One way to help pay the cost
of improved health care for veterans would be
to improve third party collections.

Section 201 of the bill authorizes an inde-
pendent assessment of a number of VA activi-
ties. Among other provisions, the assessment
would report on ways to increase funds owed
to the VA by third parties.

Over the past dozen years, the GAO and
the VA/OIG have issued more than a dozen
reports outlining the problems with third party
reimbursement. | hope that the assessment
team will not reinvent the wheel.

We already know that the VA has increased
its billings for these services, but its collection
rate has decreased or has remained stagnant.
As a result, in FY13 alone, the VA failed to
collect more than $3 billion in billings. Be-
tween FY07 and FY13, the VA left nearly $23
billion on the table.

The assessment should include specific di-
rectives for the improvement of the entire bil-
lings and collections process—from initial bill-
ing to denied claims to appeals of denied
claims. The private sector seeks to maximize
reimbursement. The VA should do no less.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. MIL-
LER) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the conference report on
H.R. 3230.

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. MILLER of Florida. 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.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

Ordering the previous question on
House Resolution 694;

Adopting House Resolution 694, if or-
dered;

Suspending the rules and adopting
the conference report on H.R. 3230.

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

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H. RES. 676, AUTHORIZATION
TO INITIATE LITIGATION FOR
ACTIONS BY THE PRESIDENT;
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 935, REDUCING REGU-
LATORY BURDENS ACT OF 2013;
AND PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD
FROM AUGUST 1, 2014, THROUGH
SEPTEMBER 5, 2014

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-

tion of the resolution (H. Res. 694) pro-
viding for consideration of the resolu-
tion (H. Res. 676) providing for author-
ity to initiate litigation for actions by
the President or other executive
branch officials inconsistent with their
duties under the Constitution of the
United States; providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 935) to amend the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act to clarify Con-
gressional intent regarding the regula-
tion of the use of pesticides in or near
navigable waters, and for other pur-
poses; and providing for proceedings
during the period from August 1, 2014,
through September 5, 2014, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
195, not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 465]

YEAS—227
Aderholt Flores Luetkemeyer
Amash Forbes Lummis
Amodei Fortenberry Marchant
Bachmann Foxx Marino
Bachus Franks (AZ) Massie
Barletta Frelinghuysen McAllister
Barr Gardner McCarthy (CA)
Barton Gerlach McCaul
Benishek Gibbs MecClintock
Bentivolio Gibson McHenry
Bilirakis Gingrey (GA) McKinley
Bishop (UT) Gohmert McMorris
Black Goodlatte Rodgers
Blackburn Gowdy Meadows
Boustany Granger Meehan
Brady (TX) Graves (GA) Messer
Bridenstine Graves (MO) Mica

Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)

Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)

Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)

Broun (GA) Grimm Miller, Gary
Buchanan Guthrie Mullin
Bucshon Hall Mulvaney
Burgess Hanna Murphy (PA)
Byrne Harper Neugebauer
Calvert Harris Noem
Camp Hartzler Nugent
Campbell Hastings (WA) Nunes
Cantor Heck (NV) Olson
Capito Hensarling Palazzo
Carter Herrera Beutler ~ Paulsen
Cassidy Holding Pearce
Chabot Hudson Perry
Chaffetz Huelskamp Petri
Clawson (FL) Huizenga (MI) Pittenger
Coble Hultgren Pitts
Coffman Hunter Poe (TX)
Cole Hurt Posey
Collins (GA) Issa Price (GA)
Collins (NY) Jenkins Reed
Conaway Johnson (OH) Reichert
Cook Johnson, Sam Renacci
Cotton Jolly Ribble
Cramer Jones Rice (S0)
Crawford Jordan Rigell
Crenshaw Joyce Roby
Culberson Kelly (PA) Roe (TN)
Daines King (IA) Rogers (AL)
Davis, Rodney King (NY) Rogers (KY)
Denham Kingston Rogers (MI)
Dent Kinzinger (IL) Rohrabacher
DeSantis Kline Rokita
Diaz-Balart Labrador Rooney
Duffy LaMalfa Ros-Lehtinen
Duncan (SC) Lamborn Roskam
Duncan (TN) Lance Ross
Ellmers Lankford Rothfus
Farenthold Latham Royce
Fincher Latta Runyan
Fitzpatrick LoBiondo Ryan (WI)
Fleischmann Long Salmon
Fleming Lucas Sanford
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Scalise Stivers Weber (TX)
Schock Stockman Webster (FL)
Schweikert Stutzman Wenstrup
Scott, Austin Terry Westmoreland
Sensenbrenner Thompson (PA) Whitfield
Sessions Thornberry Williams
Shimkus Tiberi Wilson (SC)
Shuster Tipton Wittman
Simpson Turner Wolf
Smith (MO) Upton Womack
Smith (NE) Valadao Woodall
Smith (NJ) Wagner Yoder
Smith (TX) Walberg Yoho
Southerland Walden Young (AK)
Stewart Walorski Young (IN)
NAYS—195
Barber Green, Gene Nolan
Barrow (GA) Grijalva O’Rourke
Bass Gutiérrez Owens
Beatty Hahn Pallone
Becerra Hastings (FL) Pascrell
Bera (CA) Heck (WA) Pastor (AZ)
Bishop (GA) Higgins Payne
Bishop (NY) Himes Pelosi
Blumenauer Hinojosa Perlmutter
Bonamici Holt Peters (CA)
Brady (PA) Honda Peters (MI)
Braley (IA) Horsford Peterson
Brown (FL) Hoyer Pingree (ME)
Brownley (CA) Huffman Pocan
Bustos Israel Polis
Butterfield Jack_son Lee Price (NC)
Capps Jeffries Quigley
g
Cgpuano Johnson (GA) Rahall
Cardenas Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Carson () Keating Richmond
Cartwright Kelly (IL) gag’f al-Allard
Castor (FL) Kennedy
Castro (TX) Kildee Ruppersberger
Chu Kilmer Rush
N . Ryan (OH)
Cicilline Kind Sanchez. Linda
Clark (MA) Kirkpatrick T ’
Clarke (NY) Kuster : N
Clyburn Langevin 2:%:22’5 Loretta
Cohen Larsen (WA) Schak K
Connolly Larson (CT) © “.1 OWsSKY
Schiff
Conyers Lee (CA) Sohneider
Cooper Levin Schrader
Costa Lewis
Courtney Lipinski Schwartz
Crowley Loebsack Scott (VA)A
Cuellar Lofgren Scott, David
Cummings Lowenthal Serrano
Davis (CA) Lowey Sewell (AL)
Davis, Danny Lujan Grisham Shea-Porter
DeFazio (NM) Sherman
DeGette Lujan, Ben Ray  Sinema
Delaney (NM) 51a¥1ghtel“
DeLauro Lynch Smith (WA)
DelBene Maffei Speier
Deutch Maloney, Swalwell (CA)
Dingell Carolyn Takano
Doggett Maloney, Sean Thompson (CA)
Doyle Matheson Thompson (MB)
Duckworth Matsui T}erney
Edwards McCarthy (NY) ~ Titus
Ellison McCollum Tonko
Engel McDermott Tsongas
Enyart McGovern Van Hollen
Eshoo McIntyre Vargas
Esty McNerney Veasey
Farr Meeks Vela
Fattah Meng Velazquez
Foster Michaud Visclosky
Frankel (FL) Miller, George Walz
Fudge Moore Wasserman
Gabbard Moran Schultz
Gallego Murphy (FL) Waters
Garamendi Nadler Waxman
Garcia Napolitano Welch
Grayson Neal Wilson (FL)
Green, Al Negrete McLeod Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—10
Clay Gosar Pompeo
Cleaver Hanabusa Sires
DesdJarlais McKeon
Garrett Nunnelee
O 1623
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms.

SLAUGHTER, Mr. GEORGE MILLER

of California, Ms.

KUSTER, Messrs.

RICHMOND and LANGEVIN changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”
So the previous question was ordered.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

MOMENT OF SILENCE IN REMEMBRANCE OF MEM-

BERS OF ARMED FORCES AND THEIR FAMILIES

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WENSTRUP). The Chair would ask all
present to rise for the purpose of a mo-
ment of silence.

The Chair asks that the House now
observe a moment of silence in remem-
brance of our brave men and women in
uniform who have given their lives in
the service of our Nation in Iraq and
Afghanistan and their families and all
who serve in our Armed Forces and
their families.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HULTGREN). Without objection, 5-
minute voting will continue.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays
196, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 466]

The

YEAS—227
Aderholt Duncan (TN) King (IA)
Amash Ellmers King (NY)
Amodei Farenthold Kingston
Bachmann Fincher Kinzinger (IL)
Bachus Fitzpatrick Kline
Barletta Fleischmann Labrador
Barr Fleming LaMalfa
Barton Flores Lamborn
Benishek Forbes Lance
Bentivolio Fortenberry Lankford
Bilirakis Foxx Latham
Bishop (UT) Franks (AZ) Latta
Black Frelinghuysen LoBiondo
Blackburn Gardner Long
Boustany Garrett Lucas
Brady (TX) Gerlach Luetkemeyer
Bridenstine Gibbs Lummis
Brooks (AL) Gibson Marchant
Brooks (IN) Gingrey (GA) Marino
Broun (GA) Gohmert Massie
Buchanan Goodlatte McAllister
Bucshon Gosar McCarthy (CA)
Burgess Gowdy McCaul
Byrne Granger McClintock
Calvert Graves (GA) McHenry
Camp Graves (MO) McKeon
Campbell Griffin (AR) McKinley
Cantor Griffith (VA) McMorris
Capito Grimm Rodgers
Carter Guthrie Meadows
Cassidy Hall Meehan
Chabot Hanna Messer
Chaffetz Harper Mica
Clawson (FL) Harris Miller (FL)
Coble Hartzler Miller (MI)
Coffman Hastings (WA) Miller, Gary
Cole Heck (NV) Mullin
Collins (GA) Hensarling Mulvaney
Collins (NY) Herrera Beutler Murphy (PA)
Conaway Holding Neugebauer
Cook Hudson Noem
Cotton Huelskamp Nugent
Cramer Huizenga (MI) Nunes
Crawford Hultgren Olson
Crenshaw Hunter Palazzo
Culberson Issa Paulsen
Daines Jenkins Pearce
Denham Johnson (OH) Perry
Dent Johnson, Sam Petri
DeSantis Jolly Pittenger
Diaz-Balart Jordan Pitts
Duffy Joyce Poe (TX)
Duncan (SC) Kelly (PA) Posey

Price (GA)
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon

Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Ellison
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al

Clay
Cleaver
Davis, Rodney

Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi

NAYS—196

Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Jones
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

NOT VOTING—9

DesJarlais
Hanabusa
Hurt
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Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Negrete McLeod
Nolan
O’Rourke
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Nunnelee
Pompeo
Sires
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So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

Stated for:

Mr. HURT. Mr. Speaker, | was not present
for rollcall vote No. 466, a recorded vote on H.
Res. 694. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea.”

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of lllinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 466 | was unavoidably de-
tained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yes.”

———

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 3230,
PAY OUR GUARD AND RESERVE
ACT

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The unfin-
ished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and agree to
the conference report to the bill (H.R.
3230) making continuing appropriations
during a government shutdown to pro-
vide pay and allowances to members of
the reserve components of the Armed
Forces who perform inactive-duty
training during such period, 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 Florida (Mr. MIL-
LER) that the House suspend the rules
and agree to the conference report.

This is a b-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 5,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 467]

YEAS—420
Aderholt Camp Cummings
Amash Campbell Daines
Amodei Cantor Davis (CA)
Bachmann Capito Davis, Danny
Bachus Capps Dayvis, Rodney
Barber Capuano DeFazio
Barletta Cardenas DeGette
Barr Carney Delaney
Barrow (GA) Carson (IN) DeLauro
Barton Carter DelBene
Bass Cartwright Denham
Beatty Cassidy Dent
Becerra Castor (FL) DeSantis
Benishek Castro (TX) Deutch
Bentivolio Chabot Diaz-Balart
Bera (CA) Chaffetz Dingell
Bilirakis Chu Doggett
Bishop (GA) Cicilline Doyle
Bishop (NY) Clark (MA) Duckworth
Bishop (UT) Clarke (NY) Duffy

Black Clawson (FL) Duncan (SC)
Blackburn Clyburn Duncan (TN)
Blumenauer Coble Edwards
Bonamici Coffman Ellison
Boustany Cohen Ellmers
Brady (PA) Cole Engel
Brady (TX) Collins (GA) Enyart
Braley (IA) Collins (NY) Eshoo
Bridenstine Conaway Esty

Brooks (AL) Connolly Farenthold
Brooks (IN) Conyers Farr

Broun (GA) Cook Fattah
Brown (FL) Cooper Fincher
Brownley (CA) Costa Fitzpatrick
Buchanan Cotton Fleischmann
Bucshon Courtney Fleming
Burgess Cramer Flores
Bustos Crenshaw Forbes
Butterfield Crowley Fortenberry
Byrne Cuellar Foster
Calvert Culberson Foxx
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Frankel (FL)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs

Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar

Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grijalva
Grimm
Guthrie
Gutiérrez
Hahn

Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (FL)
Hastings (WA)
Heck (NV)
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holding

Holt

Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huffman
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter

Hurt

Israel

Issa

Jackson Lee
Jeffries
Jenkins
Johnson (GA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jolly

Jordan

Joyce

Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer

Kind

King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline

Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Langevin
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Latham
Latta

Lee (CA)
Levin

Lewis
Lipinski
LoBiondo
Loebsack

Lofgren
Long
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
Matsui
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCarthy (NY)
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McDermott
McGovern
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
Meadows
Meehan
Meeks
Meng
Messer
Mica
Michaud
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod
Neugebauer
Noem
Nolan
Nugent
Nunes
O’Rourke
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor (AZ)
Paulsen
Payne
Pearce
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Perry
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Petri
Pingree (ME)
Pittenger
Pitts
Pocan
Poe (TX)
Polis
Posey
Price (GA)
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble
Rice (SC)
Richmond
Rigell
Roby

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam

Ross

Rothfus
Roybal-Allard
Royce

Ruiz

Runyan
Ruppersberger
Rush

Ryan (OH)
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanchez, Linda

Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Scalise
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schock
Schrader
Schwartz
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Slaughter
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Southerland
Speier
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Terry
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tierney
Tipton
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Welch
Wenstrup
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack

Woodall Yoder Young (AK)
Yarmuth Yoho Young (IN)
NAYS—5
Crawford Kingston Stockman
Jones Sanford
NOT VOTING—T7
Clay Hanabusa Sires
Cleaver Nunnelee
DesJarlais Pompeo
0 1640

So (two-thirds being in the affirma-
tive) the rules were suspended and the
conference report was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
TO MAKE CERTAIN CORRECTIONS
IN THE ENROLLMENT OF THE
BILL H.R. 3230

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I send to the desk a concurrent resolu-
tion and ask unanimous consent for its
immediate consideration in the House.

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution.

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

There was no objection.

The text of the concurrent resolution
is as follows:

H. CoN. RES. 111

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That, in the enrollment of
the bill H.R. 3230, the Clerk of the House of
Representatives shall make the following
corrections:

(1) In section 101(a)(1)(B)(i), insert before
the period at the end the following: ¢, in-
cluding any physician furnishing services
under such program’’.

(2) In section 101(d)(3)(A), insert after
€“1395cc(a))”’ the following: ‘‘and participa-
tion agreements under section 1842(h) of such
Act (42 U.S.C. 13%u(h))”.

(@) In section 101(d)(3)(B)(i), strike ‘‘pro-
vider of service’” and insert ‘‘provider of
services”’.

(4) In section 101(d)(3)(B)(i), insert before
the semicolon the following: ‘“‘and any physi-
cian or other supplier who has entered into a
participation agreement under section
1842(h) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 139%u(h))”.

The concurrent resolution was agreed
to.
A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MILLER of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and insert extraneous material
on the concurrent resolution just
adopted.

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

There was no objection.
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AUTHORIZATION TO INITIATE LITI-
GATION FOR ACTIONS BY THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 694, I call up
the resolution (H. Res. 676) providing
for authority to initiate litigation for
actions by the President or other exec-
utive branch officials inconsistent with
their duties under the Constitution of
the United States, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 694, the
amendment recommended by the Com-
mittee on Rules printed in the resolu-
tion is adopted, and the resolution, as
amended, is considered read.

The text of the resolution, as amend-
ed, is as follows:

H. RES. 676

Resolved, That the Speaker is authorized to
initiate or intervene in one or more civil ac-
tions on behalf of the House of Representa-
tives in a Federal court of competent juris-
diction to seek any appropriate relief regard-
ing the failure of the President, the head of
any department or agency, or any other offi-
cer or employee of the executive branch, to
act in a manner consistent with that offi-
cial’s duties under the Constitution and laws
of the United States with respect to imple-
mentation of any provision of the Patient
Protection and Affordable Care Act, title I or
subtitle B of title II of the Health Care and
Education Reconciliation Act of 2010, includ-
ing any amendment made by such provision,
or any other related provision of law, includ-
ing a failure to implement any such provi-
sion.

SEC. 2. The Speaker shall notify the House
of Representatives of a decision to initiate or
intervene in any civil action pursuant to this
resolution.

SEC. 3. (a) The Office [The Officel of the
General Counsel of the House of Representa-
tives, at the direction of the Speaker, shall
represent the House in any civil action initi-
ated, or in which the House intervenes, pur-
suant to this resolution, and may employ the
services of outside counsel and other experts
for this purpose.

(b) The chair of the Committee on House Ad-
ministration shall cause to be printed in the
Congressional Record a statement setting forth
the aggregate amounts expended by the Office
of General Counsel on outside counsel and other
experts pursuant to subsection (a) on a quar-
terly basis. Such statement shall be submitted
for printing not more than 30 days after the ex-
piration of each such period.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) and
the gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
SLAUGHTER) each will control 30 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the
consideration of H. Res. 676.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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There was no objection.

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

I rise today to discuss the unwar-
ranted, ongoing shift of power in favor
of the executive branch.

Under President Obama, the execu-
tive branch has increasingly gone be-
yond the constraints of the Constitu-
tion. In fact, in a number of instances,
the President’s actions have gone be-
yond his article II powers to enforce
the law and have infringed upon the ar-
ticle I powers of Congress to write the
law.

We are here today because, at the be-
ginning of this Congress, every Member
of this body took an oath of office in
which we swore to ‘‘support and defend
the Constitution of the United States.”
At the beginning of each Presidential
term, the President takes an oath to
“faithfully execute the Office of the
President of the United States and . . .
to the best of my ability, preserve, pro-
tect and defend the Constitution of the
United States.” While these oaths are
slightly different, the object of both
oaths is the same. The President and
Members of Congress have an obliga-
tion to follow and defend the Constitu-
tion.

The text of the Constitution that we
have sworn to defend provides separate
powers for each branch of the Federal
Government. Article I puts the power
to legislate—that is, to write the law—
in the hands of Congress. Article II, on
the other hand, requires that the Presi-
dent ‘‘take care that the laws be faith-
fully executed.” The difference is im-
portant. The Founders knew that giv-
ing one branch the power to both write
and execute the law would be a direct
threat to the liberties of the American
people. They separated these powers
between the branches in order to en-
sure that no one particular person,
whether it be the President or a Mem-
ber of Congress, could trample upon
the rights of the people.

My fear is that our Nation is cur-
rently facing the exact threat that the
Constitution is designed to avoid.
Branches of government have always
attempted to exert their influence on
the other branches, but the President
has gone too far. Rather than faith-
fully executing the law as the Con-
stitution requires, I believe that the
President has selectively enforced the
law in some instances, ignored the law
in other instances and, in a few cases,
unilaterally attempted to change the
law altogether.

These actions have tilted the power
away from the legislature and toward
the Executive. They have also under-
mined the rule of law, which provides
the predictability necessary to govern
a functioning and fair society. By and
large, this country is founded upon the
rule of law, and this tilts that balance.
By circumventing Congress, the Presi-
dent’s actions have marginalized the
role that the American people play in
creating the laws that govern them.
Specifically, the President has waived
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work requirements for welfare recipi-
ents, unilaterally changed immigration
laws, released the Gitmo Five without
properly notifying Congress, which is
the law, and ignored the statutory re-
quirements of the Affordable Care Act.

We have chosen to bring this legisla-
tion forth today to sue the President
over his selective implementation of
the Affordable Care Act because it is
the option most likely to clear the
legal hurdles necessary to succeed and
to restore the balance between the
branches intended by the Founders.
This administration has effectively re-
written the law without following the
constitutional process.

When the executive branch goes be-
yond the constraints of the Constitu-
tion and infringes upon the powers of
the legislative branch, it is important
that the remaining branch of govern-
ment—the judiciary—play its role in
rebalancing this important separation
of powers. After all, the constitutional
limits on government power are mean-
ingless unless judges engage with the
Constitution and enforce those limits.

My friends in the minority do not
seem to believe that the judiciary is up
to its role in rebalancing the separa-
tion of powers. I disagree. Yesterday,
at the Rules Committee, Members of
the minority argued that this lawsuit
is frivolous and a waste of time. They
argued that if this litigation were to go
forward that it would lead to countless
lawsuits between the branches of gov-
ernment.

What my friends in the minority
might fail to tell you—but I will today
on the floor—is that they were for
suing the President before they were
against it. Eight years ago, in 2006,
some Members of the minority, includ-
ing the ranking member of the Rules
Committee—the gentlewoman from
New York—were plaintiffs in a lawsuit
filed by congressional Democrats
against then sitting President George
W. Bush.

That is right. Eight years ago, my
friends across the aisle filed a lawsuit
against the President, brought by
Members of one half of the Congress.
The Democratic ranking member of
the Judiciary Committee, the gen-
tleman from Michigan, who is also a
plaintiff, argued that he was alarmed
by the erosion of our constitutional
form of government and by a President
who shrugged about the law. After con-
sulting with some of the foremost con-
stitutional experts in the Nation, he
said he had determined that there was
one group of people who was injured by
the President’s lack of respect for
checks and balances—the House of Rep-
resentatives.

I want to echo one line that he ar-
gued at the time regarding the separa-
tion of powers:

If a President does not need one House of
Congress to pass the law, what is next?

Perhaps this makes sense.

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD
an editorial from The Huffington Post,
on April 26, 2006, by the ranking mem-
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ber of the Judiciary Committee, the
gentleman from Michigan. It is enti-
tled, ‘‘Taking the President to Court,”
in which he made a compelling argu-
ment as to why Members of the House
could, in fact, have standing to sue the
President.
[From The Huffington Post, July 30, 2014]
TAKING THE PRESIDENT TO COURT

As some of you may be aware, according to
the President and Congressional Repub-
licans, a bill does not have to pass both the
Senate and the House to become a law. For-
get your sixth grade civics lesson, forget the
book they give you when you visit Con-
gress—‘ ‘How Our Laws Are Made,” and for-
get Schoolhouse Rock. These are checks and
balances, Republican-style.

As the Washington Post reported last
month, as the Republican budget bill strug-
gled to make its way through Congress at
the end of last year and beginning of this
year (the bill cuts critical programs such as
student loans and Medicaid funding), the
House and Senate passed different versions
of it. House Republicans did not want to
make Republicans in marginal districts vote
on the bill again, so they simply certified
that the Senate bill was the same as the
House bill and sent it to the President. The
President, despite warnings that the bill did
not represent the consensus of the House and
Senate, simply shrugged and signed the bill
anyway. Now, the Administration is imple-
menting it as though it was the law of the
land.

Several public interest groups have sought
to stop some parts of the bill from being im-
plemented, under the theory that the bill is
unconstitutional. However, getting into the
weeds a bit, they have lacked the ability to
stop the entire bill. To seek this recourse,
the person bringing the suit must have what
is called ‘‘standing,”’ that is they must show
they were injured or deprived of some right.
Because the budget bill covers so many areas
of the law, it is difficult for one person to
show they were harmed by the entire bill.
Thus, many of these groups have only sought
to stop part of it.

After consulting with some of the foremost
constitutional experts in the nation, I deter-
mined that one group of people are injured
by the entire bill: Members of the House. We
were deprived of our right to vote on a bill
that is now being treated as the law of the
land.

So, I am going to court. With many of my
Democratic Colleagues (list appended at the
bottom of this diary), I plan to file suit to-
morrow in federal district court in Detroit
against the President, members of the Cabi-
net and other federal officers seeking to have
a simple truth confirmed: a bill not passed
by the House and Senate is not a law, even
if the President signs it. As such, the Budget
bill cannot be treated as the law of the land.

As many of you know, I have become in-
creasingly alarmed at the erosion of our con-
stitutional form of government. Whether
through the Patriot Act, the Presidents Se-
cret Domestic Spying program, or election
irregularities and disenfranchisement, our
fundamental freedoms are being taken away.
Nothing to me is more stark than this, how-
ever. If a President does not need one House
of Congress to pass a law, what’s next?

The following is a list of co-plaintiffs on
this lawsuit. I would note that I did not in-
vite every Member of the House to join in
the suit, and I am certain many, many more
Members would have joined if asked. How-
ever, this was not possible for various arcane
legal reasons.

The other plaintiffs include Rep. John Din-
gell, Ranking Member on the Energy and
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Commerce Committee; Rep.
gel, Ranking Member on
Means Committee; Rep.

Ranking Member on the Education and
Workforce Committee; Rep. James L. Ober-
star, Ranking Member on the Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee; Rep. Barney
Frank, Ranking Member on the Financial
Services Committee; Rep. Collin C. Peterson,
Ranking Member on the Agriculture Com-
mittee; Rep. Bennie Thompson, Ranking
Member on the Homeland Security Com-
mittee; Rep. Louise M. Slaughter, Ranking
Member on the Rules Committee; Rep.
Fortney ‘“Pete” Stark, Ranking Member on
the Ways and Means Health Subcommittee;
Rep. Sherrod Brown, Representing Ohio’s
13th District.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the liti-
gation considered by this resolution is
a lot different and is a lot stronger
than litigation filed by my friends on
the other side against a previous Presi-
dent. The majority of these lawsuits
was brought by a small group of legis-
lators or individual Members. Today,
the House as an institution will vote to
authorize the suit, which gives this
case, I believe, a far better chance in
court than previous attempts.

My friends in the minority at the
Rules Committee yesterday claimed
that this is all about politics, but the
Republican members of this committee
repeatedly insisted that we disagreed.
The issue is not about partisan poli-
tics. It is not about Republicans and
Democrats. This lawsuit is about the
legislative branch’s standing up for the
laws that have been passed and signed
into law by the legislative branch and
signed by the Executive of this great
Nation. Republicans are motivated to
stand up for the Constitution, the sepa-
ration of powers, and the rule of law.

Any person who believes in our sys-
tem of government should be worried
about the President’s executive over-
reach. This President, as well as future
Presidents—from either party—must
not be allowed to ignore the Constitu-
tion and to circumvent Congress.

Both Republicans and Democrats
have stood up for the legislative branch
in the past. In fact, there have been 44
lawsuits filed in the last 75 years in
which legislators sought standing in
Federal court. Of the 41 filed by plain-
tiffs from a single party, nearly 70 per-
cent were brought by Democrats, rep-
resenting the body.

I submit for the RECORD an editorial
by Kimberley Strassel, from The Wall
Street Journal, dated July 17, 2014,
that further explains why the Demo-
crats were suing the President before
they were against it, and I call on my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
stand up for Congress and to defend our
Constitution against the executive
branch.

[From The Potomac Watch, July 17, 2014]
THE BOEHNER-BASHERS’ TRACK RECORD
(By Kimberley A. Strassel)

In the tiny House Rules Committee room
in Congress on Wednesday, New York Demo-
crat Louise Slaughter let roll her grievances
against House Republicans’ lawsuit against
Barack Obama. It took a lot of coffee.

The suit, which sues the president for uni-
laterally changing a core provision of

Charles B. Ran-
the Ways and
George Miller,
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ObamaCare, is a ‘‘political stunt,” declared
Ms. Slaughter. Republicans have ‘‘timed” it
to ‘“‘peak . . . right as the midterm elections
are happening,” said the ranking Rules
member. Having failed to stop ObamaCare,
they have chosen to ‘“‘run to the judicial
branch.”” And, she lectured, a ‘lawsuit
against the president brought by half of the
Congress’ is ‘‘certainly” not the ‘‘correct
way to resolve’ a ‘‘political dispute.”” As for
the legal merits, well! Ms. Slaughter feted
her witness, lawyer Walter Dellinger, prais-
ing his work on Raines v. Byrd , a 1997 case
in which the Supreme Court found members
of Congress do not have automatic standing
to sue. The courts, she insisted, had no busi-
ness settling such disputes. A lawsuit
against the president, she declared, ‘‘is pre-
posterous.”’

About the only thing Ms. Slaughter didn’t
do in five hours was offer House Speaker
John Boehner her litigation notes. For it
seems to have slipped Ms. Slaughter’s mind—
and the press’s attention—that a mere eight
years ago she was a plaintiff in a lawsuit
filed by congressional Democrats against
George W. Bush. The year was 2006, just as
Democrats were, uh, peaking in their cam-
paign to take back the House.

Democrats were sore that they’d lost a
fight over a budget bill that made cuts to
Medicaid and student loans. They dredged up
a technical mistake—a tiny difference be-
tween the House and Senate version of the
bill. Michigan Democrat John Conyers, rank-
ing member of the House Judiciary Com-
mittee, decided to (how did Ms. Slaughter
put it?) file a lawsuit against the president
brought by half of the Congress. He was
joined as a plaintiff by nearly every other
then-ranking Democratic member and titan
in the House—Charles Rangel, John Dingell,
George Miller, Collin Peterson, Bennie
Thompson, Barney Frank, Pete Stark,
James Oberstar and Ms. Slaughter herself.

In an April 2006 Huffington Post piece ti-
tled ‘“‘Taking the President to Court,” Mr.
Conyers explained that he was ‘‘alarmed by
the erosion of our constitutional form of
government,”” and by a president who
‘“‘shrugged” about ‘‘the law.” After ‘‘con-
sulting with some of the foremost constitu-
tional experts in the nation,”” he had deter-
mined that there was ‘‘one group of people”
who were ‘‘injured” by Mr. Bush’s lack of re-
spect for ‘‘checks and balances’’: Congress.
So he was ‘‘going’”’—or as Ms. Slaughter
might put it, “‘running”’—’’to court.”’

The plaintiffs—including Ms. Slaughter—
meanwhile filed briefs explaining why Raines
v. Byrd (her Dellinger special) should be no
bar to granting them standing. They chided
the defendants for omitting ‘‘any mention”
of Coleman v. Miller, a 1939 case in which the
Supreme Court did grant standing to mem-
bers of a legislature to sue. By Wednesday, it
was Ms. Slaughter who was omitting any
mention that any such decision ever existed.

Then again, there was so much that es-
caped Democrats’ minds at that hearing. Not
one of those present, for instance, recalled
that only two years ago, four of their House
colleagues filed suit against Vice President
Joe Biden (in his capacity as head of the Sen-
ate) challenging as unconstitutional the fili-
buster. Or that Democratic legislators also
filed lawsuits claiming standing in 2011, and
in 2007, and in 2006, and in 2002 and in 2001
and . . . It was left to Florida International
University law professor Elizabeth Price
Foley, another witness, to remind Democrats
that in fact no fewer than 44 lawsuits in
which legislators sought standing had been
filed in federal court since Coleman v. Mil-
ler. Of the 41 filed by plaintiffs with unified
political affiliation, nearly 70 percent were
brought by Democrats. At least 20 of those
came since 2000. The GOP might thank Ms.
Slaughter for the idea.
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Save one crucial difference. It was also left
to Ms. Foley to explain that the reason most
of these prior cases had failed is because
most were, in fact—again, in Ms. Slaughter’s
words—"’political stunts.”” The majority, in-
cluding the Slaughter case, were brought by
ad hoc groups of legislators, sore over a lost
political battle, complaining to courts. The
judiciary wasn’t much impressed.

By contrast—and by far the more notable
aspect of the five long hours of the hearing—
is the care the Boehner team is putting into
its own suit. While Democrats used Wednes-
day to score political points, Republicans
used it to grill their expert witnesses on case
law and constitutional questions. Mr.
Boehner’s decisions to have the House as a
whole vote to authorize the suit, and to nar-
rowly tailor it around a specific presidential
transgression (and one that no private liti-
gant would ever have standing to protest),
are designed to make this a far different and
better breed of a court case.

It’s precisely because Democrats know how
good a point Republicans have about Obama
unilateralism that they are already working
to dismiss the suit as ‘‘political.” And to do
that, Ms. Slaughter must have us forget that
up until, oh, two weeks ago, Democrats were
all about asking the courts to vindicate
Congress’s prerogatives. How times change.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, through
this lawsuit, the United States House
of Representatives will take a critical
and crucial step in reining in the Presi-
dent and in defending the Constitution
so that it will endure for yet another
generation.

I reserve the balance of my time.
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Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, across the country, con-
servative thinkers and legal scholars
are discrediting this lawsuit against
the President. They are exposing it for
what it is: a political stunt timed to
peak in November as Americans are
heading to the polls for the midterm
elections.

For example, Harvard Law Professor
and Former Assistant Attorney Gen-
eral under President George W. Bush
Jack Goldsmith wrote: ‘‘the lawsuit
will almost certainly fail, and should
fail for lack of congressional stand-
ing.”

Even Supreme Court Justice Antonin
Scalia, joined by Chief Justice Roberts
and Justice Thomas, wrote that the
Framers of the Constitution emphati-
cally rejected a ‘‘system in which Con-
gress and the Executive can pop imme-
diately into court, in their institu-
tional capacity, whenever the Presi-
dent . . . implements a law in a man-
ner that is not to Congress’ liking.”

Conservative writer and former Jus-
tice Department official Andrew C.
McCarthy wrote recently that this law-
suit is ‘‘a classic case of assuming the
pose of meaningful action while in re-
ality doing nothing.”

Heavens to Betsy, how much more do
we have to hear that this is not going
to work?

A recent poll by CNN found that 57
percent of Americans oppose the law-
suit. Yes, the majority of the American
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people recognize it for what it is: polit-
ical theater. They recognize this law-
suit is not only a distraction from the
real problems that plague our Nation,
but that it is designed to appease rad-
ical Republicans clamoring for im-
peachment.

The Rules Committee, of which I am
ranking member, was the only com-
mittee to consider this lawsuit. Under
regular order, the House Administra-
tion Committee would have also held
hearings and a markup because they
are the ‘“money’” committee that han-
dles the House’s internal accounts, but
they were not given the chance to do
S0.

Over the past 3 weeks, the Rules
Committee heard testimony from con-
stitutional scholars who debated the
merits of the lawsuit and offered sev-
eral amendments. The minority on our
committee offered nearly a dozen
amendments aimed at bringing some
transparency and accountability to
this process, and they were all voted
down along party lines.

Democrats offered an amendment
that would have required that this po-
litical stunt be funded from the
Benghazi Select Committee’s budget,
another political stunt. After the 14 in-
vestigations of the Benghazi tragedy,
they have allocated $3.3 million to con-
tinue to chase after a nonexistent scan-
dal.

We offered an amendment that would
have ensured that any law firms con-
tracted for this lawsuit were not also
lobbyists trying to influence us at the
same time that they represented us in
court, a clear conflict of interest.

We even offered an amendment that
would have required disclosure of
which programs and budgets in the
Federal budget will be reduced to pay
for the lawsuit. Would the funds come
from the Veterans’ Affairs Committee,
the House Armed Services Committee?
We don’t know, because the majority
has refused to tell us.

Before they vote today, Members of
this House deserve to know exactly
which legislative branch functions will
be curtailed to pay for this folly. Oth-
erwise, how can we cast an informed
vote?

We focused our amendments on cost
because of how important cost is. It is
not, as has been stated here, an imagi-
nary concern. Republicans have wasted
hundreds of billions of dollars in this
month alone passing over $700 billion,
with a B, of unpaid-for tax extenders
on this House floor. Republicans took
$24 billion out of the economy when
they shut down the government to
deny health care to millions. And, ac-
cording to CBS News, the majority has
wasted over $79 million on the more
than 50 votes for the House floor to dis-
mantle, to undermine, and to repeal
the Affordable Care Act.

Where in the world does it stop?

When Republicans defended the dis-
criminatory Defense of Marriage Act
and employed outside counsel in a
similar lawsuit—with the fate that we
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believe this will have—they cost the
American taxpayers $2.3 million. We
learned later that their lawyers
charged $520 an hour—an hour, and at
that rate, they would have been paid $1
million a year for a 40-hour workweek.

So what will this lawsuit cost, Mr.
Speaker? That is what we want to
know. The minority requested this in-
formation. The majority replied: A
lawsuit is a small price to pay.”

We could be spending money on our
crumbling infrastructure, investing in
our education system, making it easier
for our children to go to college, even
building some high-speed rail—we are
about the only country left in the
world that doesn’t have any—or ad-
dressing climate change. We just had a
terrible flood in my district and next
door, where they have lost sewer sys-
tems, water systems. We could be doing
so many other things than simply
throwing this money away.

The idea of fiscal responsibility, of
fiscal tightness, absolutely is deci-
mated in just what I have said already
at this time, the money wasted here,
with nothing for it, when the needs are
so great and the population cries out
for relief. But instead of investing in
our country, the majority insists on
bringing a lawsuit that, if it is success-
ful, will do the opposite of everything
they have been trying to accomplish
since 2010.

Yes, after years of rallying against
the Affordable Care Act, not one of
them would vote for it as it passed the
House, voting to derail it, working
against it—pay attention here—they
are suing the President for not imple-
menting it fast enough. And if that
makes no sense to you, you are not
alone. We don’t understand it either.

Not only is this logic upside-down
and inside out, it is directly against
the feelings of members of their own
party. A recent poll from the Common-
wealth Fund found that 77 percent of
people were pleased with their new cov-
erage. Republicans themselves have a
74 percent satisfaction rate with the
new plans that they have bought.

Now before us, we have a lawsuit that
has been ridiculed and railed against
by conservative thinkers and progres-
sives alike. It is a deplorable waste of
taxpayer funds and would go against
everything the Republicans have been
working for for 4 years. The Repub-
licans that I worked with in this Con-
gress when I first came here would not
even think of this.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE),
the chairman of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman from Texas, the
chairman of the Rules Committee, for
his leadership on this issue.

Without enforcement of the law,
there cannot be accountability under a
law, and political accountability is es-
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sential to a functioning democracy. We
in the House of Representatives who
face reelection every 2 years under the
Constitution are perhaps reminded of
that more often than others. And while
there is at least one political branch
willing to enforce the law, we will not
fail to act through whatever means of
which we can successfully avail our-
selves.

When the President fails to perform
his constitutional duty that he take
care that the laws be faithfully exe-
cuted, the Congress has appropriations
and other powers over the President.
But none of those powers can be exer-
cised if a Senate controlled by the
President’s own political party refuses
to exercise them. Nor would the exer-
cise of those powers solve the problem
at hand, because they would not actu-
ally require the President to faithfully
execute the laws.

And, of course, the most powerful
and always available means of solving
the problem at hand is to vote out of
office supporters of the President’s
abuses of power. In the meantime, how-
ever, the need to pursue the establish-
ment of clear principles of political ac-
countability is of the essence.

Earlier this year, I joined with Rep-
resentative GOwDY to introduce H.R.
4138, the ENFORCE the Law Act, to put
a procedure in place for Congress to
initiate litigation against the execu-
tive branch for failure to faithfully
execute the laws. But while that legis-
lation passed the House with bipartisan
support, the Senate has failed to even
consider it, so today we consider a res-
olution to authorize litigation by the
House to restore political account-
ability and enforce the rule of law.

Although the case law on standing
may be murky, one thing is absolutely
clear: the Supreme Court has never
closed the door to the standing of the
House as an institution.

As President Lincoln said: ‘“‘Let rev-
erence for the laws be . . . enforced in
courts of justice.”

It is the courts’ duty, too, to uphold
reverence for the law, and it is the spe-
cific duty of the courts to call fouls
when the lines of constitutional au-
thority under the separation of powers
established by the Constitution have
been breached.

A lawsuit by the House of Represent-
atives would grant no additional pow-
ers to the judicial branch over legisla-
tion. Indeed, what a statute says or
doesn’t say would remain unaffected.
But it would be the appropriate task of
the Federal courts to determine wheth-
er or not, whatever a statute says, a
President can ignore or alter it under
the Constitution.

The stakes of inaction are high. The
lawsuit will challenge the President’s
failure to enforce key provisions of the
law that has come to bear his name in
the popular mind and was largely
drafted in the White House. What pro-
visions of ObamaCare have been en-
forced have not proved popular, and
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what provisions the President has re-
fused to enforce have been delayed
until after the next Federal elections.

How convenient for the President,
yet how devastating to accountability
in our Republic.

Imagine the future if this new uncon-
stitutional power of the President is
left to stand. Presidents today and in
the future would be able to treat the
entire United States Code as mere
guidelines and pick and choose among
its provisions which to enforce and
which to ignore. The current President
has even created entirely new cat-
egories of businesses to apply his uni-
laterally imposed exemptions.

In that future, if a bill the President
signed into law was later considered to
be bad policy and potentially harmful
to the President’s political party if en-
forced, accountability for signing that
policy into law could be avoided by
simply delaying enforcement until a
more politically opportune time, if at
all. No longer would Presidential can-
didates running for reelection have to
stand on their records, because their
records could be edited at will.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
the gentleman an additional minute.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Sign one bill into
law, enforce another version of it in
practice. Rinse and repeat until the ac-
cumulation of power in the Presidency
is complete.

We should all support this resolution
today, as it aims to unite two-thirds of
the Federal Government in delivering a
simple message: Congress writes the
laws and the President enforces them.
Our own constitutionally required oath
to support the Constitution of the
United States requires no less.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Maryland (Mr. HOYER), the Democratic
whip.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlelady for yielding, and I rise
in opposition to the bill that is before
us.

It is somewhat ironic that the Repub-
licans want to sue the President for
not enforcing a law that they want to
repeal. How ironic. But it is, frankly, a
demonstration of their frustration that
they have been unable politically to at-
tain the objective that they seek. They
therefore repair to the wasting of time
by this Congress and the wasting of the
taxpayers’ money on a hypocritical and
partisan attack against the President,
one that is meant to distract from the
pressing issues of the day, like fixing
our broken immigration system, rais-
ing the minimum wage, or restoring
emergency unemployment insurance
for those seeking jobs.

While the majority of Americans op-
pose this lawsuit gimmick, House Re-
publicans continue to move ahead with
it instead of acting on those policies
and other critical legislation which the
majority of the American public do
support: Make It In America jobs bills,
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Export-Import Bank reauthorization,
terrorism risk insurance, Voting
Rights Amendment Act, continuing
resolutions and appropriations bills.
All of these the American people want
to see us do.

But in polls, they show they don’t
want us to be doing this. They think it
is frivolous. They think it is without
merit. They think it should not be
done.

All the bills that I referenced they
think ought to be done. How sad it is
that we come here and do things the
American public thinks are a waste of
time while not doing things Americans
think are very important.

I tell my friend from Texas, and he is
my friend, none other than Justice
Antonin Scalia has made the point
that the judiciary traditionally does
not hear cases of political disagree-
ment between the other two branches.

0 1715

In fact, in United States v. Windsor,
Justice Scalia said, a ‘‘system in which
Congress and the Executive can pop
immediately into court, in their insti-
tutional capacity, whenever the Presi-
dent implements a law in a manner
that is not to Congress’ liking.”” Scalia
felt that was not justified.

We believe this legislation is not jus-
tified. We further believe that the
American people do not believe this
legislation is justified. We do believe
that the base of the Republican Party
that tried to defeat President Obama in
2012, voted against him in 2008, and dis-
agreed with him on the issues thinks
this is what is available to them.

It is wrong. It is a waste of time. It
is a waste of money. It is a distraction
from the issues that are so important
to our people. This lawsuit is nothing
more than a partisan bill to rally the
Republican base, and for some, it
doesn’t go far enough.

Under President Clinton, Repub-
licans’ playbook was shut down and
then impeach. Under President Obama,
Republicans said that if the Affordable
Care Act were not repealed—not that
they would sue him. They said they
would shut down the government if
they didn’t get their way. They didn’t
get their way, and they shut down the
government.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 1 minute.

Mr. HOYER. They threatened to shut
down the government, and they shut
down the government. And the Amer-
ican people said, that is not what we
want done.

Again, they come to this floor be-
cause they cannot achieve, through
their political process, the ends they
seek. They have voted over 50 times to
repeal or undermine the Affordable
Care Act. They do not want it imple-
mented. Now they want to sue the
President because he is not imple-
menting it fully, and now they are
suing and refusing to say that im-
peachment is off the table.

The

H7091

In fact, their newly elected whip, the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. SCA-
LISE) declined the opportunity to rule
out impeachment on four separate oc-
casions last weekend.

My friends, instead of wasting time
and money on the lawsuit and what
might follow, Congress ought to do
what our constituents sent us here to
do: create jobs, grow the middle class,
invest in an economy where all of our
people can work hard, and make it in
America.

Reject this waste of time. Vote ‘‘no”’
on this unjustified, impractical, losing
proposition for the suit against the
President of the United States.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, we just
heard a lot of revisionist history.

But I will answer the question. And
the answer is that years back, we did
impeach William Jefferson Clinton be-
cause he lied to an FBI agent. He lied
to a Federal grand jury, and he vio-
lated a Federal law, which was a fel-
ony. Oh, by the way, that led to im-
peachment for a felony while in office,
a sitting President.

In this instance, the President of the
United States is not faithfully exe-
cuting the laws of the country, and
that is an entirely different process. So
for the gentleman to suggest that this
is going to lead to that is simply not
true.

I will tell you that William Jefferson
Clinton violated the Federal law as a
felony, and we believe our President,
now Barack Obama, is not faithfully
executing the laws. And anybody could
figure that out who serves as a Member
of Congress.

I would now like to yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. DUNCAN), a member of the Foreign
Affairs, Homeland Security, and Nat-
ural Resources Committees.

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, I would just remind my col-
league from Maryland who just spoke
that, in my humble opinion, HARRY
REID shut down the government.

Mr. Speaker, let me explain for ev-
erybody watching at home across
America what the separation of powers
doctrine means. I know this is obvious
for most Americans because we study
it in school. But since our constitu-
tional scholar President doesn’t seem
to get it, it apparently needs to be ex-
plained again.

Our Constitution says that we, the
legislative branch—this branch—we
write the laws. The President executes
the laws. And the courts settle any dis-
pute we may have. Got it? We write the
laws. The President executes the laws.
The court settles the disputes.

Our Constitution does not say that
the President gets to write his own
laws. Our Founders knew that was a
bad idea. They had seen kings wield
that kind of power, and they knew they
didn’t want that for the new Nation.
They understood that too much power
in the hands of any one person or any
one group of people would inevitably
lead to tyranny.
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As Christian men of the day, they un-
derstood that since the Garden of Eden,
man is fallen, and that fallen men,
once they have a taste of power, they
will always lust for more. They knew
that ‘“Power corrupts; absolute power
corrupts absolutely.”

So in their understanding of fallen
man, the remedy was a system of
checks and balances, and clearly delin-
eated, but separate, powers divided
among three equal branches of govern-
ment. We write the laws. The President
executes them. It should be simple,
right?

Mr. Speaker, we are here today be-
cause the President has failed us in two
directions. He has failed to execute the
laws we have written, and he has re-
written the laws on his own. I believe
that is a breach of his oath of office to
uphold the laws.

So we are gathered here, as the first
branch, the legislative branch, the
branch that is closest to the people, to
seek the judicial branch’s help in rein-
ing in the power of an out-of-control
executive branch, plain and simple. We
are here specifically to bring legal ac-
tion against the President of the
United States to stop him from unilat-
erally rewriting the so-called Afford-
able Care Act.

By the way, that is really a mis-
nomer. There is nothing ‘‘affordable’
about the Affordable Care Act, and the
American people know it. But really,
that is a discussion for another day.

From the individual mandate to the
business mandate to the waivers for
Big Labor to the HHS regulations that
were struck down by the Supreme
Court, to the decision just last week to
exempt the U.S. territories—how many
people is that, 4 million people?—ex-
empt 4 million more people from the
law known as ObamaCare with just the
action of the President’s pen, time and
time and time again, we have seen this
President rewrite the law.

But rewriting ObamaCare isn’t only
one of the ways this President has
abused his power. Look at the mess on
the southern border right now, a mess
of the President’s own making, thanks
to his decision not to enforce the immi-
gration law and his attempt to attempt
to rewrite that law through a failed
DACA regulation and so-called ‘‘pros-
ecutorial discretion.” Last week, I sent
the President 21 tweets which laid out
the things that he could do to stop this
mess at the border that are within the
law, within his purview. And still, he
continues to operate outside the law.

And it is not just the border and
ObamaCare. It is DOMA and the NLRB
and an out-of-control EPA trying to
backdoor cap-and-trade legislation, a
regulatory war on coal, and the waters
of the United States—regulation after
regulation, administrative action after
action with no basis in real, actual
bona fide law that this body has
passed. This administration has chosen
repeatedly to flout laws or to try to re-
write laws without going through the
legislative process that our Founders
set up for us.
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The Constitution, they are laying all
over the place. Get a copy. Look at it.
Understand the separation of powers.

This Congress must use every power
at our disposal to restore balance to
our government and uphold the rule of
law. We have voted repeatedly to use
the power of the purse to cut off fund-
ing for wunconstitutional activities
within this administration. We have
voted repeatedly, Mr. Speaker, to over-
turn bad regulations. We passed the
ENFORCE Act, the REINS Act, and I
have cosponsored numerous other ef-
forts that repair our broken system of
checks and balances in order to stop
the overreaches of this administration.
We must act today, and we must con-
tinue to act until this administration
and this President relent and get it
right.

I support this resolution to take this
President to court.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
the gentleman an additional 30 sec-
onds.

Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina.
Let’s take this President to court be-
cause I believe we need to take what-
ever steps are necessary and in our
power to rein in this administration
and hold them accountable to the
United States Constitution and citi-
zens of the United States of America.

The Founding Fathers gave us this
recourse to restore the balance of
power and uphold the rule of law. That
is why this is so important for the leg-
islative branch to reassert our author-
ity, to make the law so he can enforce
the law.

May God continue to bless this body.
May God continue to bless the men and
women that serve this country. And
may God continue to bless the United
States of America.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS),
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentle-
lady.

Mr. Speaker, Members of the House,
as the former chairman of the House
Judiciary Committee, I rise in strong
opposition to House Resolution 676,
which would authorize the Speaker to
file suit against the President of the
United States for failing to enforce the
Affordable Care Act, which has been at-
tacked more than 51 times unsuccess-
fully in the House.

Now, why do I oppose this seriously
flawed measure? One, the fact that it
addresses a nonexistent problem. Two,
it violates constitutional requirements
and fundamental separation of power
principles. And three, it diverts Con-
gress from focusing on truly critical
matters that require prompt legislative
responses.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to include
in the RECORD a letter received only
today signed by eight constitutional
law scholars explaining the reasons
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why a lawsuit filed pursuant to H. Res.
676 is likely to fail.

JULy 30, 2014.
Hon. JOHN BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SPEAKER BOEHNER, We write as law
professors who specialize in constitutional
law and federal courts to express our view
that the members of the House of Represent-
atives lack the ability to sue the President
of the United States in federal court for his
alleged failure to enforce a federal statute,
even if an Act of Congress were to authorize
such a suit and especially without such legis-
lative authorization. Never in American his-
tory has such a suit been allowed. In fact, in
many cases, the United States Supreme
Court and the United States Court of Ap-
peals for the District of Columbia Circuit
have held that members of Congress lack
standing to sue in federal court. An entire
House of Congress is in no stronger a posi-
tion to sue. Moreover, this is exactly the
type of political dispute which courts have
found to pose a non-justiciable political
question and that should be resolved in the
political process rather than by judges.

In Raines v. Byrd, 521 U.S. 811 (1997), mem-
bers of Congress sued to challenge the con-
stitutionality of the line-item veto. The
Court dismissed the case for lack of standing
and said that the members of Congress ‘‘have
alleged no injury to themselves as individ-
uals, the institutional injury they allege is
wholly abstract and widely dispersed, and
their attempt to litigate this dispute at this
time and in this form is contrary to histor-
ical experience . . . . We therefore hold that
these individual members of Congress do not
have a sufficient ‘personal stake’ in this dis-
pute and have not alleged a sufficiently con-
crete injury to have established Article III
standing.”

After Raines v. Byrd, it is clear that legis-
lators have standing only if they allege ei-
ther that they have been singled out for spe-
cially unfavorable treatment as opposed to
other members of their bodies or that their
votes have been denied or nullified. This is
consistent with a large body of lower court
precedent, primarily from the United States
Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia
Circuit, that requires a showing of nullifica-
tion of a vote as a prerequisite for standing.
The Court of Appeals has stated that a mem-
ber of Congress has standing only if ‘‘the al-
leged diminution in congressional influence

. amount[s] to a disenfranchisement, a
complete nullification or withdrawal of a
voting opportunity.” Goldwater v. Carter,
617 F.2d 697, 702 (D.C. Cir. 1979), vacated and
remanded on other grounds, 444 U.S. 996
(1979); see also Harrington v. Bush, 553 F.2d
190, 213 (D.C. Cir. 1977).

It is just for this reason that the House of
Representatives as a body, like its members
individually, lacks standing to sue. The
claim that the President has not fully en-
forced provisions of the Affordable Care Act,
or other laws, does not amount to a ‘‘dis-
enfranchisement, a complete nullification,
or withdrawal of a voting opportunity.’”’” Con-
gress retains countless mechanisms to en-
sure enforcement of a law, ranging from use
of its spending power to assigning the task
to an independent agency.

On many occasions throughout American
history, the Supreme Court has seen the
need for the federal judiciary to stay out of
disputes between the elected branches of
government. That is exactly the lesson that
the proposed lawsuit would ignore. Thus the
suit likely would be dismissed both for want
of standing and because it poses a non-jus-
ticiable political question. As Justice Scalia
pointed out years ago, courts frequently fail
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to review actions or inaction by the Execu-
tive when a decision involves ‘‘a sensitive
and inherently discretionary judgment call,
. . . the sort of decision that has tradition-
ally been nonreviewable, . . . [and decisions
for which] review would have disruptive
practical consequences.”” Webster v. Doe, 486
U.S. 592, 608 (1988) (Scalia, J., dissenting).
The question presented here poses the very
essence of what the Supreme Court in Baker
v. Carr, 369 U.S. 186, 217 (1962), said is a polit-
ical question because of ‘‘the impossibility of
deciding without an initial policy determina-
tion of a kind clearly for nonjudicial discre-
tion; or the impossibility of a court’s under-
taking independent resolution without ex-
pressing lack of the respect due coordinate
branches of government.” The idea of a judge
telling a President how to exercise his dis-
cretion in enforcing a law cuts at the heart
of separation of powers and thus presents a
question non-justiciable in the courts.

Under long-standing practice and prece-
dents, disputes, such as this one between
members of the House of Representatives
and the President, must be worked out in the
political process, not the courts.
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for identification purposes only.
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Mr. CONYERS. To begin with, H.
Res. 676 seeks to solve a nonexistent
problem because the President has, in
fact, fully met his obligations to fully
execute the laws.

Allowing flexibility in the implemen-
tation of a major new program, even
where the statute mandates a specific
deadline, is neither unusual nor a con-
stitutional violation.

Indeed, in the case of the Affordable
Care Act’s employer mandate, the ad-
ministration acted pursuant to statu-
tory authorization granted to it by
Congress.

Section 7805(a) of the Internal Revenue
Code authorizes the Treasury Secretary to
issue any rules necessary for the enforcement
of the Code, including the provisions that en-
force the employer mandate.
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Exercising discretion in implementing a law
is the reality of administering sometimes com-
plex programs and is inherent in the Presi-
dent’s duty to “take care” that he “faithfully”
execute laws.

This has been especially true with respect
to the Affordable Care Act. The President’s
decision to extend certain compliance dates to
help phase-in the Act is not a novel tactic.

Yet, even though not a single court has ever
concluded that reasonable delay in imple-
menting a complex law constitutes a violation
of the Take Care Clause, the Majority insists
there is a constitutional crisis.

In addition, a suit initiated under H. Res.
676 would itself be unconstitutional and would
violate separation of powers principles.

This is because such a lawsuit would es-
sentially allow federal courts to second-guess
decisions by the Executive Branch in how it
chooses to implement a policy.

The federal judiciary, under the political
question doctrine, avoids answering such
questions precisely because a court is not ap-
propriate forum to resolve issues of complex
policy.

Additionally, it is highly unlikely that Con-
gress could satisfy the standing requirements
of Article Ill of the Constitution that must be
met in order to enforce the Take Care Clause.

To meet those requirements, a plaintiff—
under the Supreme Court's 1997 decision in
Raines v. Byrd—must show, among other
things, that it suffered a concrete and particu-
larized injury.

Injury amounting only to an alleged violation
of a right to have the Government act in ac-
cordance with law—which is what this resolu-
tion contemplates—is not judicially cognizable
for Article Il standing purposes.

This is in stark contrast to cases where
Congress has sought to protect a fundamental
power, like its subpoena authority.

In subpoena enforcement cases, courts
have found standing for one House of Con-
gress to sue because a specific legislative
prerogative was at stake, constituting a suffi-
ciently concrete injury to Congress to confer
Article Il standing.

Article 1lI's standing requirements enforce
the Constitution’s separation-of-powers prin-
ciples. Congress cannot simply legislate away
these constitutional standing requirements.

Finally, H. Res. 676 is obviously just pure
political theater that distracts the public from
the fact that this Republican-controlled House
has failed to address a whole host of critical
issues.

These include immigration reform, extending
unemployment insurance, enhancing environ-
mental protections, ensuring worker safety,
and helping those who are financially strug-
gling.

Coincidentally, H. Res. 676 shares a num-
ber with H.R. 676, the “Expanded and Im-
proved Medicare for All Act,” which | intro-
duced in February of 2013.

H.R. 676 would create a publicly-financed,
privately-delivered health care system that
would greatly improve and expand the already
existing Medicare program.

My legislation would ensure that all Ameri-
cans have access, guaranteed by law, to the
highest quality and most cost effective health
care services regardless of their employment,
income or health care status.

Instead of discussing this and other critical
matters, today we continue to waste precious
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resources on a patently unconstitutional meas-
ure that would authorize a lawsuit destined to
fail.

We owe it to the American people to ad-
dress real, not imaginary, challenges facing
our Nation, including enhancing health care for
all Americans.

| would also note that the litigation referred
to by the gentleman from Texas that | was in-
volved in eight years ago involved a situation
where the House and Senate passed different
versions of the same budget bill that was
signed by the President. That was brought in
our individual capacity as Members, not the
House as a whole, and did not involve the use
of additional taxpayer funds. The resolution
before us today is of course an entirely dif-
ferent matter.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I would like to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
GINGREY).

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of H. Res.
676, a resolution to authorize the House
of Representatives to initiate litiga-
tion against the President, or any exec-
utive branch employee, for failure to
act in accordance with their duties.
Specifically, this resolution deals with
the President’s failure to implement
the employer mandate required by his
own signature law, the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act.

While the scope of the litigation au-
thorized is narrow, it is symbolic of a
much larger problem—the President’s
continued refusal to faithfully execute
the law, choosing, instead, to usurp
Congress’ exclusive constitutional
right to legislate.

Simply because Congress chooses not
to be the President’s rubberstamp does
not bestow upon him the power to cir-
cumvent the law. Conversely, when the
President decides enforcement of a law
might be politically perilous, he can’t
simply choose to ignore it.

Mr. Speaker, this is not about party
politics. This is about the proper role
of government, as defined by our
Founders. The Federal Government
was intentionally designed with three
branches, each with their own separate
powers and the ability to serve as a
check and balance on the other two.
Yet, the President—as a former con-
stitutional law professor—refuses to
recognize his proper role, defying the
law and unilaterally enacting policies,
or ignoring the law, at will.

I took an oath to uphold and defend
the Constitution as a Member of this
institution, and I have taken that oath
seriously every single day.
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Unfortunately, I believe the Presi-
dent’s actions undermine the very
same oath that he has twice taken, so
I urge my colleagues to join me in this
step to uphold the law and protect the
balance of power by supporting the res-
olution.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN
SCHULTZ).
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Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Speaker, I rise this evening in strong
opposition to this resolution that
would propose to have the House sue
the President of the United States.

With only a few hours left before
Congress adjourns for the August dis-
trict work period, we have a full plate
of responsibilities left unfinished.
When I go back home to my district, I
highly doubt that many constituents
will be running up to me to thank me
for Congress passing a resolution to sue
the President of the United States.

I know what I will hear instead: Why
hasn’t the House passed comprehensive
immigration reform to fix our broken
immigration system? Why hasn’t Con-
gress raised the minimum wage so peo-
ple who work full time don’t remain in
poverty? Why haven’t we renewed
emergency unemployment insurance
for more than 3% million Americans,
including nearly 300,000 veterans?

The only answer I will be able to give
them is that Republican leadership in
the House cares more about scoring po-
litical points against this President
than they do about helping America’s
middle class families.

This is a question of priorities. The
American people sent us here to re-
spond to the pressing needs that face
our Nation. It should be a given that
we would use our time to focus on the
most important issues. Instead, we
waste time on suing the President of
the United States while failing to ad-
dress commonsense measures to ensure
economic security for every American.

Not only does this resolution reflect
a very different set of priorities from
the majority of Americans, we are yet
again wasting millions in taxpayer dol-
lars, just like the $3 million wasted in
defending the indefensible and uncon-
stitutional Defense of Marriage Act
and billions of dollars wasted by shut-
ting down the government to try to
take away Americans’ health care ben-
efits.

It is unconscionable that when this
do-nothing Republican Congress finally
decided to do something, it is suing the
President for doing his job when they
refuse to do theirs. I wish I could say
that this was politics at its worst, but
I have heard too many in the Repub-
lican majority raise the specter of im-
peachment not to know better.

Mr. Speaker, I urge opposition to this
time- and taxpayer money-wasting res-
olution and urge Republicans in the
majority to join Democrats and ad-
dress the serious challenges facing our
Nation.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I would like to yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. BOEH-
NER), the Speaker of the House.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague for yielding. I also want
to thank the whole House for its work
to address the American peoples’ con-
cerns about jobs and our economy. All
told, we have sent the Senate now
more than 40 jobs bills, almost all of
them in a bipartisan way.
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From the first day of this Congress, I
have said our focus would be on jobs,
and it has been, but also on that first
day, you may recall that I addressed
the House about the importance of our
oath of office. I noted that it is the
same oath we all take, that it makes
no mention of party, it makes no men-
tion of faction or agenda. The oath
only refers to the Constitution and our
obligation to defend it.

Mr. Speaker, I said that with mo-
ments like this in mind. I said that
knowing there would be times when we
would have to do things we didn’t come
here to do, we didn’t plan to do, and
things that require us to consider in-
terests greater than our own interests.

I have to think this is why, on sev-
eral occasions, members of the minor-
ity party have taken a similar step. In
2011, some of them filed litigation
against the Vice President. They took
similar steps in 2006, 2002, 2001, and so
forth.

Because this isn’t about Republicans
and Democrats—it is about defending
the Constitution that we swore an oath
to uphold and acting decisively when it
may be compromised.

No Member of this body needs to be
reminded of what the Constitution
states about the President’s obligation
to faithfully execute the laws of our
Nation. No Member needs to be re-
minded of the bonds of trust that have
been frayed, of the damage that has al-
ready been done to our economy and to
our people.

Are you willing to let any President
choose what laws to execute and what
laws to change? Are you willing to let
anyone tear apart what our Founders
have built? Think not only about the
specifics of the oath you took, but
think about how you took it: as one
body, standing together.

That is all I am asking you to do
today, to act as one institution defend-
ing the Constitution on behalf of the
people that we serve.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the
distinguished ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Well, Republicans today
are choosing lawsuits over legislating.
They are choosing to sue the President
rather than pursuing legislation to
support American families.

There is no shortage of legislation
awaiting action: immigration reform, a
bipartisan Senate bill held up by the
Speaker who has just spoken; unem-
ployment insurance, a bipartisan Sen-
ate bill has never gotten a vote in this
House held up by this Speaker; the em-
ployment nondiscrimination bill, the
Senate bill not brought up here and
held up by the Speaker; paycheck fair-
ness, not brought up; a minimum wage
bill, not brought up; Ex-Im, caught in
controversy within the Republican con-
ference; a highway bill, another patch,
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the inability of House Republicans to
face up to the need for a long-term
highway bill; and a voting rights re-
form bill sponsored by a senior Repub-
lican, held up by the Speaker of this
House and the conference of the Repub-
licans.

The Republicans in this House are
suing the President because they con-
jure up that the President did not
adopt what Republicans argue is the
correct implementation of a law they
have tried 50 times to destroy. It is the
House Republicans who should be sued,
if that were possible, for their abdica-
tion of their responsibilities to the peo-
ple of this Nation.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I would like to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. RICE).

Mr. RICE of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, my favorite piece of art in
this Capitol is a picture in the rotunda
of our Founding Fathers gathered to-
gether to sign the Declaration of Inde-
pendence, a document that they knew,
when they signed it, they were signing
their own death warrant if they were
caught and tried for treason. They felt
that strongly that they wanted to es-
cape the bonds of a monarch and pur-
sue freedom.

Our forefathers fought a Revolution
against the greatest military power on
Earth to escape the bonds of a mon-
archy. At the end of that bloody Revo-
lution, the last thing they wanted was
another king. They wanted freedom.

To protect that precious freedom,
they designed a government of, by, and
for the people based on a separation of
powers. The legislative branch makes
the laws; the executive branch enforces
laws.

President Obama has decided that he
is not bound by the separation of pow-
ers. He has bragged that if Congress
will not accept his priorities, he has a
pen and a phone, and he will make the
laws himself.

He may have a pen, but the people
have the Constitution left us by our
forefathers. Our forefathers recognized
that one man who can both make the
laws and enforce the laws is a king, not
a President. Thomas Jefferson once
said that freedom does not disappear
all at once, but is eroded imperceptibly
day by day.

The prosperity of our great country
sprang from our freedom. Our form of
government set forth in the Constitu-
tion by our forefathers has protected
that very fragile freedom for 200 years.

Mr. Speaker, my friends across the
aisle worry about the price of a lawsuit
to protect our freedom. Our forefathers
paid dearly for that freedom. Many
gave all they had, even their lives.

Our freedom is in peril, my friends.
We cannot stand by and watch the
President shred our Constitution. I
stand in support of H. Res. 676.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. SCHIFF).

Mr. SCHIFF. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this resolution. The con-
stitutional question raised by this
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measure is whether the House has
standing to sue the President over
what is, in essence, a policy difference.
“Standing” is a constitutionally-de-
fined status and requires that the
plaintiff, among other things, dem-
onstrate a legally recognizable injury.
In the case of a suit between branches
of government, the House would also
have to show that there is no other
remedy.

On both of these counts, this lawsuit
fails. The House cannot speak for the
Senate, which doesn’t agree with its
position, and therefore cannot rep-
resent the legislative branch. Even if it
could, neither body has suffered a rec-
ognizable injury merely because some
Members of the Congress do not like
how the President has interpreted a
law passed by a different Congress.

Moreover, this Congress has a rem-
edy if it doesn’t like the way that the
President has implemented the Afford-
able Care Act: it can change the law.
That would be a far better approach,
one more consistent with our separa-
tion of powers than this expensive and
ill-conceived lawsuit.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to re-
ject this effort.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, the
Speaker does not have a good record
when it comes to wasting taxpayer dol-
lars on frivolous lawsuits. When the
Justice Department concluded that the
Defense of Marriage Act could not be
defended in court, the House wasted
$2.3 million trying to defend the inde-
fensible and lost in the Supreme Court.

Now, the Speaker wants to waste
more of the taxpayers’ money on a
meritless lawsuit against the President
for not ‘‘taking care that the law be
faithfully executed.”

What did the President do? In imple-
menting the Affordable Care Act,
which the Republican-led House has
voted to repeal 50 times, he postponed
implementation of one provision by a
year, a provision the Republicans and
the House opposed.

Now, they want to waste money to go
to court to say the President had no
power to postpone this provision for a
year, although no one opposed Presi-
dent Bush when he postponed imple-
mentation of a provision of the Medi-
care drug act for a year.

It is well-settled that it is within the
discretion of Presidents in imple-
menting a law to postpone implemen-
tation of part of it in order to get it
done right, but this leads to another
absurdity of the case. Let’s assume the
Republicans get the House to go into
court and somehow overcome the
standing question—which they will
not. What is the remedy they will
seek?

By the time it got to court, the pro-
vision in question will have already
been implemented, so the Republicans
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want to waste $5 million or $6 million
in taxpayers’ money to go into court
and say, Judge, please order the Presi-
dent to implement what he has already
implemented. Totally ridiculous.

So what have we got? We have a Con-
gress that has passed no highway bill,
no minimum wage bill, no unemploy-
ment extension bill, no pay equity for
women bill, no action on campaign fi-
nance reform, no action to reduce the
burdens of student loans, no action to
make sure that women continue to
have access to contraceptive services
despite the Supreme Court’s Hobby
Lobby decision, no action on all the
emergencies that face the American
people, but we are going to waste
money and time on a meritless lawsuit
that will go nowhere, but will simply
serve the single function of diverting
attention from all the real problems
the House Republicans want to con-
tinue to ignore.

This is not a proper use of the tax-
payers’ money. More wasted money for
political purposes. For shame.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to ask how much time remains on
both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 4 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from New
York has 8 minutes remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tlewoman very much, and I rise to op-
pose H. Res. 676, which is seeking an
unconstitutional right to sue the Presi-
dent for doing his duty and following
the law.

The underbelly of this resolution
would, in essence, put fire in the hearts
and minds of Americans when we find
out that this legislation is to under-
mine the President and any of his offi-
cers and employees from doing their
jobs.
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This is a failed attempt to impeach
the President. I am willing to say that
word because the President has been
following the law. The law passed, and
it gives him discretion to interpret the
Affordable Care Act to make it best
work for the American people. As has
been stated, if you want to change the
law, go to the floor of the House. But in
actuality, this resolution smacks
against the Constitution which says
there are three equal branches of gov-
ernment. Therefore, the Executive has
the right to perform his duties.

I ask my colleagues to oppose this
resolution for it is, in fact, a veiled at-
tempt for impeachment, and it under-
mines the law that allows the Presi-
dent to do his job. It is a historical fact
that President Bush pushed this Nation
into a war that had little to do with ap-
prehending terrorists. We did not seek
an impeachment of President Bush be-
cause as an Executive, he had his au-
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thority. President Obama has the au-
thority.

I would ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle to, in essence,
provide the opportunity for us to do
valid things for the American people—
improve the minimum wage, paycheck
fairness—and stop undermining the au-
thority as indicated in the Comnstitu-
tion that gives equal authority to the
three branches of government.

We can pass laws. We have the ability
to pass laws, and citizens have the
right to go into court on their inde-
pendent standing. The courts have
often said that the Congress has no
standing. The House of Representatives
has no independent standing, as evi-
denced by many cases that we have al-
ready taken to court and determined
that Congress has no standing.

The doctrine of standing is a mix of
constitutional requirements, derived
from the case or controversy provision
in article III, and prudential consider-
ations, which are judicially created and
can be modified by Congress.

That dictates on how you gain stand-
ing, and I would say the constitu-
tionally based elements require that
plaintiffs have suffered a personal in-
jury-in-fact, which is actual, immi-
nent, concrete, and particularized. The
injury must be fairly traceable to the
defendant’s conduct and likely be re-
dressed by the relief requested from the
court.

Let me be very clear. We in Congress
can make no argument that the Presi-
dent has injured us. We can make no
independent argument of that, and so I
ask my colleagues to oppose this reso-
lution and do not accept a veiled at-
tempt at impeachment when our Presi-
dent is doing his duty and following
the law under the Constitution of the
United States of America.

Mr. Speaker, | rise to speak in opposition to
H. Res. 676, providing for authority to initiate
litigation for actions by the President or other
Executive Branch officials inconsistent with
their duties under the constitution of the
United States.

We could be doing some very important leg-
islation to help the American people from
Texas to the tip of Maine, like Comprehensive
Immigration Reform, the Appropriations Border
Supplemental, comprehensive tax reform, the
Export-lmport Bank Reauthorization, or the
Voting Rights Act, yet my Republican col-
leagues insist on wasting valuable time.

The Congressional Black Caucus did a Spe-
cial Order earlier this week entitled: the GOP’s
March Towards Impeachment, and that is
where we appear to be headed.

But first let me make a distinction between
impeachment and a lawsuit initiated by the
House, qua House of Representatives, via H.
Res. 676.

Article 1, Section 4 of the United States
Constitution states:

The President, Vice President and all civil
Officers of the United States, shall be re-
moved from Office on Impeachment for and
Conviction of, Treason, Bribery, or other high
Crimes and Misdemeanors.

In any impeachment inquiry, the Members
of this branch of government must confront
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some preliminary questions to determine
whether an impeachment is appropriate in a
given situation.

The first of these questions is whether the
individual whose conduct is under scrutiny
falls within the category of President, Vice
President, or “civil Officers of the United
States” such that he is vulnerable to impeach-
ment.

A preliminary question is whether the con-
duct involved constitutes “treason, bribery, or
other high crimes or misdemeanors.”

Now Mr. Speaker, whether we get to this
point where we are actually considering im-
peachment of the President is a question that
only the GOP majority can answer. It appears
that we are heading in that direction—even in
the face of doubt from numerous experts as to
whether the effort will succeed or not.

Indeed, it is a matter of historical fact that
President Bush pushed this nation into a war
that had little to do with apprehending the ter-
rorists of September 11, 2001; and weapons
of mass destruction, “WMD’s” have yet to be
found.

House Democrats refused to impeach Presi-
dent Bush.

Let me state that again: House Democrats
refused to impeach President George W.
Bush.

Now | wish to turn to the resolution which
the GOP Majority intends to put before this
body in a last-ditch effort to stir their base be-
fore November.

Former Solicitor General Walter Dellinger
testified before the Rules Committee two
weeks ago and had this to say about the po-
tential lawsuit:

The House of Representatives lacks au-
thority to bring such a suit. Because neither
the Speaker nor even the House of Rep-
resentatives has a legal concrete, particular
and personal stake in the outcome of the
proposed lawsuits, federal courts would have
no authority to entertain such actions.

Passage of the proposed resolution does
nothing to change that. If federal judges
were to undertake to entertain suits brought
by the legislature against the President or
other federal officers for failing to admin-
ister statutes as the House desires, the result
would be an unprecedented aggrandizement
of the political power of the judiciary.

Such a radical liberalization of the role of
unelected judges in matters previously en-
trusted to the elected branches of govern-
ment should be rejected.

My colleagues on the other side argue that
lawsuits by Congress to force the administra-
tion to enforce federal laws will prevent the
President from exceeding his constitutional au-
thority,

But the Supreme Court has constantly held
that the exercise of executive discretion being
taken by President Obama is within the Presi-
dent’s powers under the Constitution.

The doctrine of standing is a mix of constitu-
tional requirements, derived from the case or
controversy provision in Article 1ll, and pruden-
tial considerations, which are judicially created
and can be modified by Congress.

The constitutionally based elements require
that plaintiffs have suffered a personal injury-
in-fact, which is actual, imminent, concrete
and particularized. The injury must be fairly
traceable to the defendant’s conduct and likely
to be redressed by the relief requested from
the court.
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CONSTITUTIONAL REQUIREMENTS

To satisfy the constitutional standing re-
quirements in Article Ill, the Supreme Court
imposes three requirements.

The plaintiff must first allege a personal in-
jury-in-fact, which is actual or imminent, con-
crete, and particularized.

Second, the injury must be “fairly traceable
to the defendant’s allegedly unlawful conduct,
and” third, the injury must be “likely to be re-
dressed by the requested relief.”

PRUDENTIAL REQUIREMENTS

In addition to the constitutional questions
posed by the doctrine of standing, federal
courts also follow a well-developed set of pru-
dential principles that are relevant to a stand-
ing inquiry.

Similar to the constitutional requirements,
these limits are “founded in concern about the
proper—and properly limited—role of the
courts in a democratic society,” but are judi-
cially created.

Unlike their constitutional counterparts, pru-
dential standing requirements “can be modi-
fied or abrogated by Congress.”

If separation-of-powers principles require
anything, it is that each branch must respect
its constitutional role.

When a court issues a decision interpreting
the Constitution or a federal law, the other
branches must abide by the decision.

The executive branch’s ability to fulfill its ob-
ligation to comply with judicial decisions
should not be hampered by a civil action by
Congress pursuant to this bill as my amend-
ment to H.R. 4138, the ENFORCE ACT made
clear.

And Mr. Speaker, a basic respect for sepa-
ration of powers should inform any discussion
of a lawsuit from both a constitutional stand-
point and a purely pragmatic one.

In our constitutional democracy, taking care
that the laws are executed faithfully is a multi-
faceted notion.

And it is a well-settled principle that our
Constitution imposes restrictions on Congress’
legislative authority, so that the faithful execu-
tion of the laws may present occasions where
the President declines to enforce a congres-
sionally enacted law, or delays such enforce-
ment, because he must enforce the Constitu-
tion—which is the law of the land.

This resolution, like the bill we considered in
the Judiciary Committee on which | serve and
before this body, the H.R. 4138, The EN-
FORCE Act, has problems with standing, sep-
aration of powers, and allows broad powers of
discretion incompatible with notions of due
process.

The legislation would permit one House of
Congress to file a lawsuit seeking declaratory
and other relief to compel the President to
faithfully execute the law.

These are critical problems. First, Congress
is unlikely to be able to satisfy the require-
ments of Article Il standing, which the Su-
preme Court has held that the party bringing
suit have been personally injured by the chal-
lenged conduct.

In the wide array of circumstances incident
and related to the Affordable Care Act in
which the resolution would authorize a House
of Congress to sue the president, that House
would not have suffered any personal injury
sufficient to satisfy Article llI's standing re-
quirement in the absence of a complete nul-
lification of any legislator’s votes.

Second, the resolution violates separation of
powers principles by inappropriately having
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courts address political questions that are left
to the other branches to be decided.

And Mr. Speaker, | thought the Supreme
Court had put this notion to rest as far back
as Baker v. Carr, a case that hails from 1962.
Baker stands for the proposition that courts
are not equipped to adjudicate political ques-
tions—and that it is impossible to decide such
questions without intruding on the ability of
agencies to do their job.

Third, the resolution makes one House of
Congress a general enforcement body able to
direct the entire field of administrative action
by bringing cases whenever such House
deems a President’s action to constitute a pol-
icy, of non-enforcement.

This bill attempts to use the notion of sepa-
ration of powers to justify an unprecedented
effort to ensure that the laws are enforced by
the President—and | say one of the least cre-
ative ideas | have seen in some time.

Mr. Speaker, | ask my colleagues to delib-
erate before we are at a bridge too far.

Mr. SESSIONS. I reserve the balance
of my time.

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

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank my good friend, the gentle-
woman from New York for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution is a
waste of time and money. We are sent
to Congress to make progress on behalf
of the people of this Nation, yet House
Republicans spend all of their time and
energy fighting this President. Why?

The Republicans need to jump off the
bandwagon of political attacks and
come together to jump-start the econ-
omy. While Americans were unem-
ployed, they did nothing to put them
back to work. When people were losing
their homes, they did little to protect
them from foreclosure. While hunger
and poverty are on the rise in this
country, they have hardly mentioned
the disappearing middle class.

From his first day in office, Repub-
licans in the House, in this House, have
never supported this President. Every
olive branch he has extended was bro-
ken.

But today, Mr. Speaker, they have
reached a low, a very low point. This
resolution to sue the President just
goes a little too far. It is a shame and
a disgrace that we are here debating
the suing of the President. The Amer-
ican people deserve better. We can do
better. We can do much better.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds to the gentleman.

Mr. LEWIS. I urge each and every
one of my colleagues to have the raw
courage—nothing but courage—to op-
pose this insulting and offensive reso-
lution. It has no place on this floor.
Let us get back to the work that we
were elected to do.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair would advise Members to speak
within the time yielded to those Mem-
bers.

The gentlewoman from New York has
5% minutes remaining.

The
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Mr. SESSIONS. With the gentle-
woman having 5% minutes left, I will
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. COHEN),
the ranking member of the Judiciary
Committee on the Constitution and
Civil Justice.

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the time.

I find it interesting that this is all
about President Obama engaging in an
executive overreach. Look at the sta-
tistics. During President Obama’s first
term and comparing him to prior Presi-
dents, President Bush issued 173 execu-
tive orders, President Clinton 200,
President Reagan 213, and President
Obama only 147. And during this part of
President Obama’s second term, he has
thus far issued only 36 executive or-
ders, while President Bush, during his
second term, issued 116; Clinton, 164;
and Reagan, 168. So I ask you, based on
the statistics, is that overreach? No, it
is underreach. It is underreach.

MiTcH MCCONNELL said upon Presi-
dent Obama’s inauguration the job was
to see that this man wasn’t reelected.
Now the job seems to be to see that the
attack on the President can be such
that the Republicans take the Senate
and hopefully set the stage for 2016 of
the Presidency. This unquestionably is
impeachment lite. It is an attempt to
put the President in a situation in a
lawsuit that, if successful, which I find
hard to believe, would be the founda-
tion for impeachment.

This President has done nothing that
is impeachable, nothing that merits
this type of action, nothing that merits
this type of disrespect. He should be re-
spected as our President and supported,
and we should work to create jobs, pass
an infrastructure bill, pass a minimum
wage bill, and extend unemployment
insurance.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I would like to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Lewisville, Texas
(Mr. BURGESS), a member of the Rules
Committee.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my chairman for yielding me the time.

There are plenty of places in the Af-
fordable Care Act where it is full of
drafting errors and stuff that, quite
frankly, just wasn’t quite ready for
prime time, but, Mr. Speaker, there is
no ambiguity over this issue.

When the President delayed the insti-
tution of the employer mandate on
July 2, 2013, it couldn’t have been
clearer. Let me give you an example.
The effective date for the individual
mandate as written in law, and this is
for the individual mandate:

The amendments made by this section
shall apply to taxable years ending after De-
cember 31, 2013.

Pretty clear.
straightforward.

The effective date for the employer
mandate, section 1514 of the law, effec-
tive date:

The amendments made by this section
shall apply to months beginning after De-
cember 31, 2013.

““Shall apply.” Seems
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It really does seem straightforward.
There is no ambiguity there. I would
just ask the question: Is there a list of
laws that must be followed and those
that may or may not be followed de-
pending upon whatever the will of the
President is that day?

I would remind my colleagues the
words of Abraham Lincoln:

The best way to end a bad law is to enforce
it strictly.

We should do the same.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, may
I inquire how much time I have?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from New York has 3% min-
utes remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. I yield 1%2 minutes
to the gentleman from South Carolina
(Mr. CLYBURN).

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlelady for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, we in this body are
called upon to represent the wishes of
the American people. The last national
election, President Obama was re-
elected by the American people by an
overwhelming majority. What we find
today are the people who opposed his
reelection, the people who for years
now have been wishing upon him fail-
ure, are attempting to do with this
lawsuit what they could not do at the
polling places.

Rather than address the problems of
the American people, repair our crum-
bling infrastructure, getting afford-
ability for our young people to attend
colleges and universities and other
postsecondary education, here we are
trying to find a way to discover some
peg upon which to hang an impeach-
ment resolution. That is what this is
all about.

I would hope that we would hurry up
and return dignity to this body and
stop these charades that are inflaming
the American people in a way that
they are undeserving of.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to advise the gentlewoman that I
have no additional speakers except my-
self to close, so I reserve the balance of
my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, I am
prepared to close, and I yield myself
the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we are about to bring to
a close this sorry spectacle of legisla-
tive malpractice. It really saddens me
to think that we have arrived at this
point in this legislative year when we
are about to go home for 5 weeks of
legislative work in the district when
we should be here on the floor taking
care of the very many issues that peo-
ple have talked about all day.

But most importantly, this lawsuit
goes against everything that the ma-
jority has been working for for the last
4 years. They have tried over 50 times,
spending $79 million, to repeal the Af-
fordable Care Act. And no one, frankly,
listening to this is now going to believe
that there is this great change of heart
and they are so broken up that it
wasn’t implemented in time and by the

H7097

book that you are going to try to sue
the President of the United States. I
don’t think even to kids watching Ses-
ame Street that would make any sense.
In fact, the strongest arguments about
it really come from the majority’s own
party. It is sadly a partisan political
election year stunt, and it has no place
in this House.

As I said earlier today, when I first
came here, the bipartisanship was so
wonderful and strong that the New
York delegation, all of us, stood to-
gether on issue after issue. I miss that
terribly and long for it to come back.

In the meantime, I ask my colleagues
to vote against this disgraceful resolu-
tion.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, our system of govern-
ment is in a bad place when one branch
of government is compelled to sue an-
other branch of government for failing
to play its proper constitutional role.
We shouldn’t be in that situation, but
we are. The President should have ful-
filled his oath to faithfully execute the
laws as written by Congress and signed
by this President. Unfortunately, this
lawsuit is necessary because the Presi-
dent has not implemented the law as
passed and chose to pick and choose
how he would have the law affect the
American citizens.

This resolution will help guarantee
that the legislation passed by Congress
and signed by the President is faith-
fully executed according to the rule of
law and not according to the whim of
one person, that being the President of
the United States. Also, no President
should be allowed to pick and choose
which laws matter and which ones do
not.

It is unfortunate that some Members
of Congress believe this body should be
irrelevant. It is unfortunate that they
believe any President should be able to
enforce the law or not enforce the law
as that President chooses.

The American people elect their
Member of Congress. They live under
the laws that are written. They make
their plans and follow through based
upon what the laws are, and they live
under these rules of law, and they need
to be able to count on them. When
Members of Congress believe the laws
that we pass no longer matter, they are
also saying that the beliefs of the
American people do not matter.

O 1800

When we allow the President to sin-
glehandedly determine what the law is,
the Constitution, our separation of
powers, and the American people be-
come irrelevant. That is why the Presi-
dent’s system of unilateral governance
cannot stand. It must be stopped. Even
if it takes a lawsuit to do so, that is
what we think the Federal judiciary is
there to do: to resolve differences based
upon the law. If the President’s goal
was to goad the House into defending
the Constitution and the role of the
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government, he certainly had suc-
ceeded when he said: Why not just sue
me?

Our Constitution must be defended
and the role of the American people in
the lawmaking process must be under-
stood and guaranteed. This resolution
is an important step in doing that.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this resolution.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | submit an
exchange of letters between Chairman of the
Committee on House Administration, CANDICE
MILLER, and myself regarding the Committee
on House Administration’s jurisdictional inter-
ests in this resolution as well as Chairman
MILLER'S desire to waive House Administra-
tion’s consideration of H. Res. 676. These let-
ters were also included in House Report 113-
561, which was filed on July 28, 2014.

JULY 24, 2014.
Hon. PETE SESSIONS;
Chairman, The Committee on Rules,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SESSIONS: On July 24, 2014,
the Committee on Rules ordered reported H.
Res. 676, a resolution providing for authority
to initiate litigation for actions by the
President or other executive branch officials
inconsistent with their duties under the Con-
stitution of the United States. As you know,
the Committee on House Administration was
granted an additional referral upon the bill’s
introduction pursuant to the Committee’s
jurisdiction under rule X of the Rules of the
House of Representatives over the allowance
and expenses of administrative officers of
the House.

Because of your willingness to consult
with my committee regarding this matter, I
will waive consideration of the bill by the
Committee on House Administration. By
agreeing to waive its consideration of the
bill, the Committee on House Administra-
tion does not waive its jurisdiction over H.
Res. 676.

I request that you include this letter and
your response as part of your committee’s
report on the bill and the Congressional
Record during consideration of the legisla-
tion on the House floor.

Thank you for your attention to
these matters.

Sincerely,
CANDICE S. MILLER,
Chairman, Committee on
House Administration.
JULY 24, 2014.
Hon. CANDICE S. MILLER
Chairman, Committee on House Administration,
Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN MILLER: Thank you for
your letter regarding H. Res. 676, resolution
providing for authority to initiate litigation
for actions by the President or other execu-
tive branch officials inconsistent with their
duties under the Constitution of the United
States, which the Committee on Rules or-
dered reported on July 24, 2014.

I acknowledge your committee’s jurisdic-
tional interest in this legislation and appre-
ciate your cooperation in moving the bill to
the House floor expeditiously. I agree that
your decision to forego further action on the
bill will not prejudice the Committee on
House Administration with respect to its ju-
risdictional prerogatives on this or similar
legislation.

I will include a copy of your letter and this
response in the Committee’s report on the
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bill and the Congressional Record when the
House considers the legislation.
Sincerely,
PETE SESSIONS,
Chairman, House Committee on Rules.

Ms. CORRINE BROWN of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, today on the House Floor, the Re-
publican leadership is taking a dangerous and
unprecedented action by bringing up H. Res
676, a bill to move forward with a lawsuit
against President Barack Obama.

Beyond a doubt, the move to sue the Presi-
dent is yet another example of the failed lead-
ership of the Republican Party. If the Repub-
licans had acted on critical issues to move our
country forward instead of wasting time and
taxpayer money by taking over 50 senseless
votes to repeal the Affordable Care Act or
shutting down the Federal government, the
President would not have needed to use Ex-
ecutive authority in the first place.

With fewer than 150 bills enacted into law to
date, the 113th Congress is on course to be
the least productive in our nation’s history. Un-
deniably, this Republican led Congress is the
worst, and least productive, in our nation’s his-
tory.

Instead of spending time passing partisan
bills that attack working Americans, weaken
environmental protections and retreat on edu-
cation and job training opportunities, this Con-
gress should be working to create jobs and
strengthen the middle class, not wasting tax-
payer dollars on yet another political stunt.

Congress should instead be focusing on the
issues that matter: creating jobs, fixing our
broken immigration system, restoring unem-
ployment insurance for 3 million Americans,
and raising the minimum wage to help workers
and their families to have access to opportuni-
ties. Along with my Democratic colleagues, |
strongly urge House Republicans to work with
Democrats to help create jobs and opportuni-
ties for the American people, not engage in
political tricks.

Ms. ESHOO. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
opposition to the unprecedented Republican
plan to sue the President of the United States.

At a time when Congress should be focus-
ing on strengthening the middle class and ex-
panding opportunities for all Americans, our
Republican colleagues in the House accuse
the President of unconstitutionally abusing his
executive power by delaying the requirement
in the Affordable Care Act that larger compa-
nies provide health insurance to their employ-
ees.

At a time when student debt exceeds credit
card debt in our country, when mothers are
the primary breadwinner yet receive unequal
pay, and when job creation is stagnating, our
Republican colleagues have proposed a base-
less, shameful lawsuit that further erodes the
public’s confidence in the United States Con-
gress and a functioning American democracy.

The lawsuit is fundamentally flawed in sev-
eral ways:

First, Republicans argue that the President
acted outside of his authority with respect to
implementing the ACA.

Claims that the President is ignoring the law
are unmerited. Records show that the Presi-
dent is using the same flexibility that presi-
dents of both parties have long utilized to
phase in new programs and policies and en-
sure that statutes are implemented in work-
able, sensible ways, minimizing disruption to
individuals, families and businesses.
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Everything we do in Congress bears the
mark of humanity. No law is perfect and occa-
sionally, presidents must make reasonable,
short-term accommodations to reality.

Second, the courts are not the appropriate
place to work out political disagreements be-
tween one half of one House of Congress and
the Administration.

The Affordable Care Act was passed by the
House and the Senate and signed into law by
the President. | understand that many House
Republicans hate the law; they’ve made that
abundantly clear in the more than 50 times
they have voted to repeal it.

After unsuccessfully attempting to repeal the
law through regular order, House Republicans,
grasping at straws, have opted to give away
the mighty powers of the legislative branch to
the judicial branch. If Congress starts relying
on judges to check executive power, instead
of the tools the Constitution grants us, this
body will transfer enormous authority to the ju-
dicial branch.

And to add insult to injury, the entire cost of
this political misadventure will be paid for by
the taxpayers.

Repeated attempts to maintain regular order
regarding cost transparency have been
rebuffed.

Ranking Member SLAUGHTER of the Rules
Committee sent a letter to Chairman SEs-
SIONS, asking for a cost estimate of the law-
suit. No useful information has been provided.

Ranking Member BRADY of the House Ad-
ministration Committee sent a letter to Speak-
er BOEHNER asking for regular order and
transparency with the use of taxpayer money.
No useful information has been provided.

Amendment after amendment was offered
by the Minority Members of the Rules Com-
mittee to provide transparency to the expendi-
tures which would come out of legislative
branch funds. All were voted down on party
lines.

This lawsuit is further proof of House Re-
publicans’ contempt and disregard for the pri-
orities of the American people—an effort to
pander to the most extreme, rightwing voters
at taxpayer expense and our nation’s well-
being.

Mr. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise today in
strong opposition to H. Res. 676. This legisla-
tion, which authorizes a lawsuit that the Re-
publican Party plans to bring against President
Obama, is a waste of time and a waste of
money.

Congress has two days before the August
recess and instead of bringing up unemploy-
ment insurance, the Bring Jobs Home Act, the
Fair Minimum Wage Act, the Paycheck Fair-
ness Act, the Bank on Students Emergency
Loan Refinancing Act, the Employment Non-
Discrimination Act, universal pre-K legislation
reauthorization of the America COMPETES
Act, reauthorization of the Export Import Bank
reauthorization of the Terrorism Risk Insur-
ance Act, legislation addressing global climate
change, legislation to fund the federal govern-
ment after September 30th of this year, gun
control, comprehensive immigration reform, or
any number of other issues that have stalled
in the House since the Republicans took con-
trol in 2010, this is what the Republican major-
ity has chosen to pass.

The proposed lawsuit has dubious legal
standing and no evident merit at all. Every ad-
ministration has used the executive authority
delegated to it by the Constitution and by the
Congress, in the implementation and execu-
tion of our nation’s laws. In fact, Supreme
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Court Justice Antonin Scalia said “The fram-
ers of the Constitution emphatically rejected a
system in which Congress and the Executive
can pop immediately into court, in their institu-
tional capacity, whenever the President . . .
implements a law in a manner that is not to
Congress’s liking.”

I hope that the American people will see this
action for what it is—a stunt—an attempt to
placate a radical wing of the Republican Party.
The majority should be embarrassed to use
Congressional time for this rather than for real,
pressing issues.

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| rise in support of the 3.5 million Americans
who have lost their unemployment benefits
over the past seven months and the one mil-
lion Dreamers whose aspirations continue to
be tragically denied and in strong opposition to
the Majority’s endless parade of political
stunts, now best highlighted by the present
legislation, H. Res. 676, a resolution giving
one chamber of Congress the authority to sue
the President.

As the American people’s elected represent-
atives, we have a duty to debate and vote on
pressing legislation, such as long-term unem-
ployment insurance and comprehensive immi-
gration reform.

Instead, the Majority is wasting the Amer-
ican people’s time and precious tax dollars on
this political stunt that will inevitably fail. Any
first-year law student would be able to tell the
Majority that our chamber would lack standing
before any court under the U.S. Constitution
because there’s simply no injury.

Just nine days ago, Judge William
Griesbach agreed, dismissing a suit brought
before the Eastern District Court of Wisconsin
by Senator RON JOHNSON against the U.S. Of-
fice of Personnel Management over its imple-
mentation of the Affordable Care Act because
the Senator lacked standing.

To quote Judge Griesbach, “Under our con-
stitutional design, in the absence of a concrete
injury to a party that can be redressed by the
courts, disputes between the executive and
legislative branches over the exercise of their
respective powers are to be resolved through
the political process, not by decisions issued
by federal judges.”

One of our nation’s most noted jurists, Su-
preme Court Justice Antonin Scalia agrees.
He wrote last year in his opinion in United
States v. Windsor, regarding the dangers of
resolving a political question before a court,
that the framers of the Constitution unequivo-
cally rejected a “system in which Congress
and the Executive can pop immediately into
court, in their institutional capacity, whenever
the President . . . implements a law in a man-
ner that is not to Congress’s liking.”

Our Constitution provides the Executive
wide discretion in the implementation of fed-
eral law. In 2006, then-President George W.
Bush extended the deadline and waived pen-
alties for certain seniors who failed to sign up
in time for the new Medicare prescription drug
program.

At that time, or in the following year when
control of this chamber changed hands, nei-
ther Democrats nor Republicans contemplated
suing President Bush over his use of execu-
tive discretion.

If the Majority is dissatisfied with current
federal law, it should use its authority granted
under Atrticle | to amend it.

Otherwise, the Majority should do what
every elected official under our present gov-

ernment has done since 1788—go before the
American people and openly debate the merits
of their agenda—which today includes the
unashamed denial of millions of Americans es-
sential unemployment benefits or the million
young persons raise in our country the oppor-
tunity to become Americans.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 694,
the previous question is ordered on the
resolution, as amended.

The question is on the resolution.

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

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays
201, not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 468]
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Turner Webster (FL) Womack
Upton Wenstrup Woodall
Valadao Westmoreland Yoder
Wagner Whitfield Yoho
Walberg W@lliams Young (AK)
Walden Wilson (SC) Young (IN)
Walorski Wittman
Weber (TX) Wolf
NAYS—201

Barber Green, Al Negrete McLeod
Barrow (GA) Green, Gene Nolan
Bass Grijalva O’Rourke
Beatty Gutiérrez Owens
Becerra Hahn Pallone
Bera (CA) Hastings (FL) Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Heck (WA) Pastor (AZ)
Bishop (NY) Higgins Payne
Blumenauer Himes Pelosi
Bonamici Hinojosa Perlmutter
Brady (PA) Holt Peters (CA)
Braley (IA) Honda Peters (MI)
Broun (GA) Horsford Peterson
Brown (FL) Hoyer Pingree (ME)
Brownley (CA) Huffman Pocan
Bustos Israel Polis
Butterfield Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Capps Jeffries Quigley
C@puano Johnson (GA) Rahall
Cardenas Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Carney Jones Richmond
Carson (IN) Kaptur _
Cartwright Keating glolfzb al-Allard
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) .
Castro (TX) Kennedy gzgﬁersbergel
gli.glline gﬁ?r?:r Ryan (OH)
Clark (MA) Kind Sa%“’hez’ Linda
Clarke (NY) Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta
Clay Kuster S

. arbanes
Cleaver Langevin Schakowsky
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Sohiff
Cohen Larson (CT) Schneider
Connolly Lee (CA) Schrader
Conyers Levin Sohwartz
Cooper Lewis
Costa Lipinski Scott (VA)_
Courtney Loebsack Scott, David
Crowley Lofgren Serrano
Cuellar Lowenthal Sewell (AL)
Cummings Lowey Shea-Porter
Davis (CA) Lujan Grisham Sherman
Davis, Danny (NM) Sinema
DeFazio Lujan, Ben Ray  Slaughter
DeGette (NM) Smith (WA)
Delaney Lynch Speier
DeLauro Maffei Stockman
DelBene Maloney, Swalwell (CA)
Deutch Carolyn Takano
Dingell Maloney, Sean Thompson (CA)
Doggett Massie Thompson (MS)
Doyle Matheson Tierney
Duckworth Matsui Titus
Edwards McCarthy (NY) ~ Tonko
Ellison McCollum Tsongas
Engel McDermott Van Hollen
Enyart McGovern Vargas
Eshoo McIntyre Veasey
Esty McNerney Vela
Farr Meeks Velazquez
Fattah Meng Visclosky
Frankel (FL) Michaud Walz
Fudge Miller, George Wasserman
Gabbard Moore Schultz
Gallego Moran Waters
Garamendi Murphy (FL) Waxman
Garcia Nadler Welch
Garrett Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Grayson Neal Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—6
DesJarlais Hanabusa Pompeo
Foster Nunnelee Sires
0 1828

Mr. GUTHRIE changed his vote from
unayw to uyea.aa

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

Stated against:

YEAS—225
Aderholt Gibbs Messer
Amash Gibson Mica
Amodei Gingrey (GA) Miller (FL)
Bachmann Gohmert Miller (MI)
Bachus Goodlatte Miller, Gary
Barletta Gosar Mullin
Barr Gowdy Mulvaney
Barton Granger Murphy (PA)
Benishek Graves (GA) Neugebauer
Bentivolio Graves (MO) Noem
Bilirakis Griffin (AR) Nugent
Bishop (UT) Griffith (VA) Nunes
Black Grimm Olson
Blackburn Guthrie Palazzo
Boustany Hall Paulsen
Brady (TX) Hanna Pearce
Bridenstine Harper Perry
Brooks (AL) Harris Petri
Brooks (IN) Hartzler Pittenger
Buchanan Hastings (WA) Pitts
Bucshon Heck (NV) Poe (TX)
Burgess Hensarling Posey
Byrne Herrera Beutler Price (GA)
Calvert Holding Reed
Camp Hudson Reichert
Campbell Huelskamp Renacci
Cantor Huizenga (MI) Ribble
Capito Hultgren Rice (SC)
Carter Hunter Rigell
Cassidy Hurt Roby
Chabot Issa Roe (TN)
Chaffetz Jenkins Rogers (AL)
Clawson (FL) Johnson (OH) Rogers (KY)
Coble Johnson, Sam Rogers (MI)
Coffman Jolly Rohrabacher
Cole Jordan Rokita
Collins (GA) Joyce Rooney
Collins (NY) Kelly (PA) Ros-Lehtinen
Conaway King (IA) Roskam
Cook King (NY) Ross
Cotton Kingston Rothfus
Cramer Kinzinger (IL) Royce
Crawford Kline Runyan
Crenshaw Labrador Ryan (WI)
Culberson LaMalfa Salmon
Daines Lamborn Sanford
Dayvis, Rodney Lance Scalise
Denham Lankford Schock
Dent Latham Schweikert
DeSantis Latta Scott, Austin
Diaz-Balart LoBiondo Sensenbrenner
Duffy Long Sessions
Duncan (SC) Lucas Shimkus
Duncan (TN) Luetkemeyer Shuster
Ellmers Lummis Simpson
Farenthold Marchant Smith (MO)
Fincher Marino Smith (NE)
Fitzpatrick McAllister Smith (NJ)
Fleischmann McCarthy (CA) Smith (TX)
Fleming McCaul Southerland
Flores McClintock Stewart
Forbes McHenry Stivers
Fortenberry McKeon Stutzman
Foxx McKinley Terry
Franks (AZ) McMorris Thompson (PA)
Frelinghuysen Rodgers Thornberry
Gardner Meadows Tiberi
Gerlach Meehan Tipton

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
468 had | been present, | would have voted
“no.”
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REDUCING REGULATORY BURDENS
ACT OF 2013

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and include extra-
neous materials on H.R. 935.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WOODALL). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Resolution 694, I call up the bill
(H.R. 935) to amend the Federal Insecti-
cide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act
and the Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act to clarify Congressional intent
regarding the regulation of the use of
pesticides in or near navigable waters,
and for other purposes, and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 935

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 ‘“‘Reducing
Regulatory Burdens Act of 2013”°.

SEC. 2. USE OF AUTHORIZED PESTICIDES.

Section 3(f) of the Federal Insecticide,
Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C.
136a(f)) is amended by adding at the end the
following:

¢“(b) USE OF AUTHORIZED PESTICIDES.—EX-
cept as provided in section 402(s) of the Fed-
eral Water Pollution Control Act, the Ad-
ministrator or a State may not require a
permit under such Act for a discharge from
a point source into navigable waters of a pes-
ticide authorized for sale, distribution, or
use under this Act, or the residue of such a
pesticide, resulting from the application of
such pesticide.”’.

SEC. 3. DISCHARGES OF PESTICIDES.

Section 402 of the Federal Water Pollution
Control Act (33 U.S.C. 1342) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

‘‘(s) DISCHARGES OF PESTICIDES.—

‘(1) NO PERMIT REQUIREMENT.—Except as
provided in paragraph (2), a permit shall not
be required by the Administrator or a State
under this Act for a discharge from a point
source into navigable waters of a pesticide
authorized for sale, distribution, or use
under the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act, or the residue of such a
pesticide, resulting from the application of
such pesticide.

‘‘(2) EXCEPTIONS.—Paragraph (1) shall not
apply to the following discharges of a pes-
ticide or pesticide residue:

““(A) A discharge resulting from the appli-
cation of a pesticide in violation of a provi-
sion of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide,
and Rodenticide Act that is relevant to pro-
tecting water quality, if—

‘(i) the discharge would not have occurred
but for the violation; or

‘(ii) the amount of pesticide or pesticide
residue in the discharge is greater than
would have occurred without the violation.

‘(B) Stormwater discharges subject to reg-
ulation under subsection (p).

“(C) The following discharges subject to
regulation under this section:

‘(i) Manufacturing or industrial effluent.

‘“(ii) Treatment works effluent.

‘‘(iii) Discharges incidental to the normal
operation of a vessel, including a discharge
resulting from ballasting operations or ves-
sel biofouling prevention.”’.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 694, the gen-
tleman from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS) and the
gentlewoman from Maryland (Ms.
EDWARDS) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio.

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

I rise in strong support of H.R. 935,
the Reducing Regulatory Burdens Act
of 2013.

The reason we are back here on the
floor for this bill today is pure politics.
In the last Congress, this bill then was
H.R. 872. It was introduced on a bipar-
tisan basis, with overwhelming bipar-
tisan support, and it passed on the sus-
pension calendar with two-thirds of
this body in support of it. In this Con-
gress, H.R. 935—the exact same bill—
was again introduced on a bipartisan
basis, with bipartisan support, and it
was voice-voted out of the Transpor-
tation and Agriculture Committees.

However, earlier this week, partisan-
ship reared its ugly head, and Members
who were on record as voting in sup-
port of this legislation or in having
agreed to it by voice vote were urged to
change their votes from ‘“‘yes” to ‘‘no”
in order for it not to be agreed on by
two-thirds of this body. This is par-
tisanship at its ugliest. The principles
and policy of this legislation have not
changed over the last few years. In-
stead, the politics of it did.

I introduced H.R. 935 to clarify con-
gressional intent regarding how the use
of pesticides in or near navigable
waters should be regulated. It is the
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act—also know as
FIFRA—and not the Clean Water Act,
which has long been the Federal regu-
latory statute that governs the sale
and use of pesticides in the United
States. In fact, FIFRA regulated pes-
ticide use long before the enactment of
the Clean Water Act. However, more
recently, as the result of a number of
lawsuits, the Clean Water Act has been
added as a new and redundant layer of
Federal regulation over the use of pes-
ticides.

I will not repeat the history I gave in
Monday’s debate of how the EPA came
to impose this unnecessary second
layer of Federal regulation, but I think
it is important for everyone to realize
that this regulatory burden is impact-
ing not just farmers, but cities, coun-
ties, and homeowners.

Federal and State agencies are ex-
pending vital funds to initiate and
maintain Clean Water Act permitting
programs governing pesticide applica-
tions, and a wide range of public and
private pesticide users are now facing
increased financial and administrative
burdens in order to comply with the
new permitting process. This is adding
another layer to an already big and
growing pile of unfunded regulatory
mandates being imposed on the regu-
lated community. Despite what some
would have you believe, all of this ex-
pense comes with no additional envi-
ronmental protection.
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The cost of complying with the
NPDES permit regulations and the
fears of potential liability are forcing
mosquito control and other pest con-
trol programs to reduce operations and
redirect resources to comply with the
regulatory requirements. This may be
having an adverse effect on public
health. In many States, routine pre-
ventative programs have been reduced
due to the NPDES requirements. This
most likely impacted and increased the
record-breaking outbreaks of the West
Nile virus around the Nation in 2012.
H.R. 935 will enable communities to re-
sume conducting routine preventative
mosquito and other pest control pro-
grams in the future.

H.R. 935 exempts from the NPDES
permitting process a discharge to
waters involving the application of a
pesticide authorized for sale, distribu-
tion, or use under FIFRA, where the
pesticide is used for its intended pur-
pose and the use is in compliance with
pesticide label requirements. This is
appropriate because pesticide registra-
tion and enforcement programs under
FIFRA take into account environ-
mental and human health risks just
like the Clean Water Act does.

H.R. 935 was drafted very narrowly
with technical assistance from the
United States EPA to return pesticide
regulation to where it was before the
court got involved. It leaves FIFRA as
the appropriate and adequate regu-
lating statute. Well over 150 organiza-
tions, representing a wide variety of
public and private entities and thou-
sands of stakeholders, have signed a
letter supporting a legislative resolu-
tion of this issue.

I will insert the letter in the RECORD.
Just to name a few of these organiza-
tions, they include the American Mos-
quito Control Association, the Na-
tional Association of State Depart-
ments of Agriculture, the National
Water Resources Association, the
American Farm Bureau Federation,
the National Farmers Union, Farm
Family Alliance, the National Rural
Electric Cooperative Association,
CropLife America, and Responsible In-
dustry for a Sound Environment.

In addition, I will submit for the
RECORD a letter from the National Alli-
ance of Forest Owners, who expressed
support for H.R. 935. NAFO represents
private forest owners and managers of
over 80 million acres of private
forestland in 47 States, supporting 2.4
million jobs.

Finally, I will submit for the RECORD
a letter of support, plus a rebuttal
paper, prepared by the American Mos-
quito Control Association, which re-
buts the inaccuracies of several state-
ments made by several Members on the
House floor Monday evening.

JULY 28, 2014.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVES: The undersigned
organizations ask for your vote in support of
H.R. 935, the Reducing Regulatory Burdens
Act, today. The bill will be on the floor of
the House of Representatives on suspension
this evening.
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Pesticide users must now comply with the
added requirement that certain pesticide ap-
plications—already stringently regulated
under the Federal Insecticide Fungicide and
Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)—obtain a Clean
Water Act (CWA) National Pollutant Dis-
charge Elimination System (NPDES) permit
issued by the Environmental Protection
Agency (EPA) or delegated states. The legis-
lation would clarify that federal law does not
require water permits for FIFRA-compliant
pesticide applications.

The new water permit for pesticides pro-
vides virtually no environmental benefit be-
cause all pesticide applications are already
stringently regulated through FIFRA, in-
cluding applications to and near water. Com-
pliance requirements under the permit im-
pose significant resource and liability bur-
dens on thousands of small businesses,
farms, municipalities, counties, and the
state and federal agencies legally responsible
for protecting public health. Most notably,
the permit potentially exposes all pesticide
users to citizen law suits under the CWA.

In the 112th Congress, the Reducing Regu-
latory Burdens Act—then, H.R. 872—passed
the House of Representatives on suspension.

Now, in the 113th Congress, the Act has
been reintroduced as H.R. 935. Strong bipar-
tisan support was again demonstrated by the
bill’s recent passage out of both the House
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure and the House Committee on Agri-
culture.

Pesticides play a critical role in protecting
crops from destructive pests, controlling
mosquitoes and other disease-carrying pests,
and managing invasive weeds that choke our
waterways and shipping lanes, impede power
generation, and damage our forests and
recreation areas. We believe that the water
permit for pesticides jeopardizes these pro-
tections and the economy as regulators and
businesses expend time and resources on im-
plementation and compliance all for no addi-
tional environmental benefits. We urge you
to vote in support of H.R. 935, the Reducing
Regulatory Burdens Act.

Sincerely,

Agribusiness Council of Indiana, Agricul-
tural Alliance of North Carolina, Agricul-
tural Council of Arkansas, Agricultural Re-
tailers Association, Alabama Agribusiness
Council, American Farm Bureau Federation,
Alabama Farmers Federation, American
Mosquito Control Association, American
Soybean Association, Aquatic Plant Manage-
ment Society, Arkansas Forestry Associa-
tion, Biopesticide Industry Alliance, Cali-
fornia Association of Winegrape Growers,
Cape Cod Cranberry Growers Association,
The Cranberry Institute, CropLife America,
Council of Producers & Distributors of
Agrotechnology, Edison Electric Institute,
Family Farm Alliance, Far West Agri-
business Association.

Florida Farm Bureau Federation, Florida
Fruit & Vegetable Association, Georgia Agri-
business Council, Golf Course Superintend-
ents Association of America, Hawaii Cattle-
men’s Council, Hawaii Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, Idaho Potato Commission, Idaho Water
Users Association, Illinois Farm Bureau, I1li-
nois Fertilizer & Chemical Association, Kan-
sas Agribusiness Retailers Association, Lou-
isiana Cotton and Grain Association, Lou-
isiana Farm Bureau Federation, Maine Po-
tato Board, Michigan Agribusiness Associa-
tion, Minnesota Agricultural Aircraft Asso-
ciation, Minnesota Pesticide Information &
Education, Minor Crops Farmer Alliance,
Missouri Agribusiness Association, Missouri
Farm Bureau Federation.

Montana Agricultural Business Associa-
tion, National Agricultural Aviation Asso-
ciation, National Alliance of Forest Owners,
National Alliance of Independent Crop Con-
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sultants, National Association of State De-

partments of Agriculture, National Associa-

tion of Wheat Growers, National Corn Grow-
ers Association, National Cotton Council,

National Council of Farmer Cooperatives,

National Farmers Union, National Pest Man-

agement Association, National Potato Coun-

cil, National Rural Electric Cooperative As-
sociation, National Water Resources Asso-
ciation, Nebraska Agri-Business Association,

North Carolina Agricultural Consultants As-

sociation, North Carolina Cotton Producers

Association, North Central Weed Science So-

ciety, North Dakota Agricultural Associa-

tion, Northeast Agribusiness and Feed Alli-
ance.

Northeastern Weed Science Society,
Northern Plains Potato Growers Associa-
tion, Ohio Professional Applicators for Re-
sponsible Regulation, Oregon Potato Com-
mission, Oregonians for Food & Shelter, Pes-
ticide Policy Coalition, Plains Cotton Grow-
ers, Inc., Professional Landcare Network,
RISE (Responsible Industry for a Sound En-
vironment), South Dakota Agri-Business As-
sociation, South Texas Cotton and Grain As-
sociation, Southern Cotton Growers, Inc.,
Southern Crop Production Association,
Southern Rolling Plains Cotton Growers,
Southern Weed Science Society, Texas Ag
Industries Association, Texas Vegetation
Management Association, United Fresh
Produce Association, U.S. Apple Association,
USA Rice Federation.

Virginia Agribusiness Council, Virginia
Forestry Association, Washington Friends of
Farm & Forests, Washington State Potato
Commission, Weed Science Society of Amer-
ica, Western Growers Association, Western
Plant Health Association, Western Society
of Weed Science, Wild Blueberry Commission
of Maine, Wisconsin Farm Bureau Federa-
tion, Wisconsin Potato and Vegetable Grow-
ers Association, Wisconsin State Cranberry
Growers Association.

NATIONAL ALLIANCE OF FOREST OWNERS,

July 30, 2014.

Hon. BOB GIBBS,

Chairman, Subcommittee on Water Resources
and Environment, Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, House of Rep-
resentative, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN GIBBS: On behalf of the Na-
tional Alliance of Forest Owners (NAFO), I
write to express NAFO’s support for your
bill, H.R. 935, the Reducing Regulatory Bur-
dens Act. NAFO represents private forest
owners and managers committed to pro-
moting economic and environmental benefits
of privately-owned working forests. NAFO
membership encompasses more than 80 mil-
lion acres of private forestland in 47 states,
support 2.4 million U.S. jobs. NAFO seeks to
sustain the ecological, economic and social
values of forests and to assure an abundance
of healthy and productive forest resources.

In many parts of the country, wetland
areas form an integral part of working for-
ests. Congress has recognized in section 404
of the Clean Water Act that forest manage-
ment maintains the wetlands function and
has provided a permit exemption for normal
silviculture activities. Judicious use of her-
bicides once or twice over 30 years helps en-
sure a healthy and vigorous forest stand is
regenerated after a harvest.

Herbicide use must now comply with the
added requirement that certain pesticides
obtain a Clean Water Act (CWA) National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) permit issued by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency (EPA) or dele-
gated states. This NPDES permit for herbi-
cides provides virtually no additional envi-
ronmental benefit because applications are
already stringently regulated by EPA under
the Federal Insecticide Fungicide and
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Rodenticide Act (FIFRA). The permit must
be renewed every five years and exposes all
pesticide users to citizen law suits under the
CWA.

Your legislation would clarify that federal
law does not require water permits for
FIFRA-compliant herbicide applications. We
believe this clarification will provide cer-
tainty to forest managers and others who
rely on these products. We appreciate your
leadership to pass this important legislation.

Sincerely,
DANIEL SAKURA,
Vice President for Government Affairs.
AMCA,
July 30, 2014.

DEAR MEMBER OF CONGRESS, I am writing
on behalf of the American Mosquito Control
Association (AMCA) to request your support
for H.R. 935, which is of vital importance to
the public health mission of the nation’s
mosquito control agencies.

Threats to the public from existing and
new and emerging mosquito-borne diseases
persist and have amplified. West Nile virus
(WNv) is now endemic throughout the United
States and annually causes local epidemics
and fatalities. Eastern equine encephalitis
(EEE) continues as a significant health risk,
especially to children. Now, a new mosquito-
borne virus, chikungunya virus (CHK), has
emerged in the Western Hemisphere, causing
hundreds of thousands of human cases in the
Caribbean and Central America. Recently,
locally transmitted cases of CHK have oc-
curred in Florida, and this disease now
threatens numerous other states as well.

Effective, local mosquito control programs
are the best line of defense against these
mosquito-borne diseases. Yet these programs
face challenges, not the least of which is the
financial burden caused by the imposition of
permit requirements under the Clean Water
Act National Pollutant Discharge Elimi-
nation System (NPDES). This NPDES per-
mit requirement mandates that mosquito
control agencies’ limited financial resources
be shifted away from actual mosquito sur-
veillance and control activities to adminis-
trative and compliance monitoring activi-
ties.

Mosquito control products are already very
well regulated under FIFRA. NPDES compli-
ance by public health agencies does not, in
fact, add any additional environmental ben-
efit, but does add unnecessary costs. The im-
pact of those added costs will be felt by peo-
ple at most risk to mosquito-borne diseases.

The solution is the elimination of this du-
plicative regulatory burden by supporting
and passing H.R. 935, the Reducing Regu-
latory Burdens Act. This legislation clarifies
that no additional federal NPDES permits
are required when pesticide applicators are
using those products in accordance with the
federal mandates established by the US En-
vironmental Protection Agency’s Office of
Pesticide Programs that are already speci-
fied on the product label.

We respectfully request your support of
H.R. 935.

Sincerely,
STEVE MULLIGAN,
AMCA President.

AMCA,
July 30, 2014.

On the House floor this week, Representa-
tive DeFazio said that his local mosquito
control district applied for their permit on-
line and has been able to operate just fine be-
fore and after the NPDES permits went into
effect. It is our understanding that Rep.
DEFAZIO does not live in a mosquito control
district.

However, he has contacted the 4 Rivers
Vector Control District in Bend, Oregon to
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spray his vacation home. 4 Rivers VCD told
him the permit would be a financial burden
on their operation and they we were already
regulated under FIFRA.

Rep. DEFAZIO’s staff has called the North
Morrow Vector Control and the Baker Valley
Vector Control managers in Oregon who ex-
plained the negative impacts the permit was
having on their districts. The managers of
those districts have met with Rep. DeFazio’s
staff repeatedly in Washington D.C. over the
past several years regarding the burden
NPDES is having on mosquito control and
provided written information (AMCA brief-
ing papers) during those meetings.

It is our understanding that many Oregon
Mosquito and Vector Control Districts have
similarly written him about NPDES impacts
on their districts at various times when
there has been a push for legislation.

Rep DEFAZIO stated on the floor that any-
one with a computer can easily get a NPDES
permit online, with no fee, and no waiting
period. This is not an accurate statement in
the State of Oregon and most other states in
the country.

Instead, operators seeking to register
under the Oregon permit must take the fol-
lowing steps so that uninterrupted coverage
continues:

Write a Pesticide Discharge Management
Plan.

Obtain a Department of Environmental
Quality (DEQ) application form through the
mail or in person from a DEQ regional office,
or download the application from the DEQ
website.

Submit the application and maps of the
treatment area, by mail, no less than 45 days
before a planned pesticide application. There
is no online application system.

Pay the permit fee is $903, and you must
continue to pay an annual fee.

Failure to pay applicable fees may result
in denial of an application or termination of
coverage under this permit.

Submit an Annual Report. This cannot be
submitted online, and there is no acknowl-
edgement from the state that your Annual
Report has been received.

The free, online permit only applies to the
EPA’s pesticide general permit that covers
discharges in areas where EPA is the NPDES
permitting authority. This only includes
four states (Idaho, Massachusetts, New
Hampshire, and New Mexico), Washington,
D.C., all U.S. territories except the Virgin Is-
lands, most Indian Country lands, and fed-
eral facilities in four additional states (Colo-
rado, Delaware, Vermont, and Washington).

NPDES permits do not reduce the amount
of pesticides being used, or bring about addi-
tional water monitoring. Integrated Mos-
quito Management strategies used by mos-
quito control programs for over a century,
new technology, safer products, and our dedi-
cation to a healthy environment is what re-
duces adverse effects to Waters of the U.S.

The California NPDES permit is the strict-
est in the nation requiring post-treatment
water testing, but after the initial samples
showed that mosquito control did not ad-
versely affect water quality, that provision
of the California permit has been eliminated.

Our pesticides are vigorously tested by the
Environmental Protection Agency to be used
over, near, and in water without causing ad-
verse affects to the environment. When used
according to the label, the EPA has built in
a significant margin of safety.

Pesticides are detected in many of our na-
tion’s waters, but the technology used today
can detect pesticides at miniscule amounts;
this does not mean that pesticides are
present at levels toxic to people, aquatic
plants or animals.

Why would environmental groups want
pesticide applicators regulated under the
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CWA? Because it leaves municipal mosquito
control programs vulnerable to lawsuits
where fines may exceed $35,000/day. Under
FIFRA they would need to demonstrate that
the pesticides caused harm or were mis-
applied; because our pesticides are specific to
mosquitoes and used in low doses by quali-
fied applicators that would be extremely dif-
ficult. However, under the CWA, all they
have to prove is a paperwork violation.

Communities without established Mos-
quito Control Districts are being deprived of
the economic and health benefits of mos-
quito control. Historically, a local con-
tractor could be hired to provide spraying
services with the understanding that if he/
she follows the FIFRA label he/she will be in
compliance with the law.

Now, these local applicators must apply for
a NPDES permit, create a Pesticide Dis-
charge Management Plan, publish a Notice
of Intent to apply pesticides, and wait for ap-
proval from the State or EPA. In most states
the permits are not free. The steep fines
under the Clean Water Act and the cum-
bersome administrative process have caused
local applicators to discontinue mosquito
control services.

Mr. GIBBS. This is a good bill that
reduces burdensome regulations with-
out rolling back any environmental
safeguards.

Don’t just ask the environmental
community about what it takes to
comply with the current duplicative
Clean Water Act regulation of pes-
ticides. Ask your farmers and your
mosquito control agencies in your cit-
ies and your counties. Then look at
your States’ Web sites to see what it
takes to apply for the NPDES permit
for pesticide applications. We did that.
It costs over $200 in my State of Ohio,
and in Oregon, it is over $900. That does
not count the time of an applicant to
complete the process or the time of a
regulator to evaluate the application—
all to regulate again something that is
already adequately regulated under
FIFRA.

I urge all Members to support this bi-
partisan bill, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I rise in opposition to H.R. 935.

In the 112th Congress, the Republican
leadership moved similar legislation
under the guise that, unless Congress
acted, the process for applying a pes-
ticide would be so burdensome that it
would grind to a halt an array of agri-
cultural and public health-related ac-
tivities.

Now, some may say that this may be
a bit of hyperbole to describe the im-
pacts of the Environmental Protection
Agency’s pesticide general permit.
However, if you were to compare the
concern expressed before the Agency’s
draft permit went into effect with the
almost nonexistent level of concern ex-
pressed after almost 3 years of imple-
mentation, you would likely question
why we are here this evening debating
this bill.

Contrary to the rhetoric, the EPA
and the States have successfully draft-
ed and implemented a new pesticide
general permit, a PGP, for the last 2l
yvears that adopted several common-
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sense precautionary measures to limit
the contamination of local waters by
pesticides. They do so in a way that al-
lows pesticide applicators to meet
their vital public health, agricultural,
and forestry-related activities in a
cost-effective manner.

This sky has not fallen. Farmers and
forestry operators have had two suc-
cessful growing seasons, and public
health officials successfully addressed
multiple threats of mosquito-borne ill-
ness while, at the same time, com-
plying with the sensible requirements
of both the Clean Water Act and the

Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and
Rodenticide Act, FIFRA.

I say ‘‘sensible” because, as we
should clearly understand, the in-

tended focus of the Clean Water Act
and FIFRA are very different. FIFRA
is intended to address the safety and
effectiveness of pesticides on a na-
tional scale, preventing unreasonable
adverse effects on human health and
the environment through uniform la-
bels indicating approved uses and re-
strictions. Very sensible. However, the
Clean Water Act is focused on restoring
and maintaining the integrity of the
Nation’s waters, with a primary focus
on the protection of local water qual-
ity—two very distinct purposes.

It is simply incorrect to say that ap-
plying a FIFRA-approved pesticide in
accordance with its labeling require-
ments is a surrogate for protecting
local water quality. As any farmer
knows, complying with FIFRA is as
simple as applying a pesticide in ac-
cordance with its label. Farmers do not
need to look to the localized impact of
the pesticide on local water quality.

So why are groups, ranging from the
American Farm Bureau Federation to
CropLife America, so adamantly op-
posed to this regulation?

Let’s explore that.

One plausible answer is that these
groups do not want to come out of the
regulatory shadows that have allowed
unknown individuals to discharge un-
known pesticides, in unknown quan-
tities, with unknown mixtures, and at
unknown locations.

I wonder how the American public
would react to the fact that, for dec-
ades, pesticide sprayers could apply
massive amounts of potentially harm-
ful materials almost completely below
the radar.

In fact, prior to the issuance of the
pesticide general permit, the only hard
evidence on pesticide usage in this
country came from a voluntary sam-
pling of the types and amounts of pes-
ticides that were purchased from the
commercial dealers of pesticides. No
comprehensive information was avail-
able or required on the quantities,
types, or locations of pesticides applied
in this country.

Based on that practice, I guess we
should not be surprised that, for dec-
ades, pesticides have been detected in
the majority of our Nation’s surface
and groundwater, which leads me to
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question how eliminating any report-
ing requirement on the use of pes-
ticides is protective of human health
and the environment. All this would do
is make it harder to locate the sources
of pesticide contamination in our Na-
tion’s rivers, lakes, and streams, and it
would make the accountability for
these discharges even more difficult. If
this legislation were to pass, we would
require more disclosure of those who
manufacture pesticides than those who
actually release these dangerous
chemicals into the real world.

During the debate this past Monday,
several speakers questioned the envi-
ronmental and public health benefits of
the Clean Water Act for the application
of pesticides. However, many of these
benefits are so obvious that it is not
surprising they may have otherwise
gone overlooked.

First, it is the Clean Water Act, not
FIFRA, that requires pesticide applica-
tors to minimize pesticide discharges
through the use of pesticide manage-
ment measures, such as integrated pest
management. I find it very difficult to
argue that using an appropriate
amount of pesticides for certain appli-
cations would be a problem.

Second, it is the Clean Water Act,
not FIFRA, that requires pesticide ap-
plicators to monitor for and report any
adverse incidents that result from
spraying.

0O 1845

I would think that monitoring for
large fish or wildlife kills would actu-
ally be a mutually agreed-upon benefit.

Also, it is the Clean Water Act and
not FIFRA that requires pesticide ap-
plicators to keep records on where and
how many pesticides are being applied
throughout the Nation. Again, if data
is showing that a local water body is
contaminated by pesticides, I would
think the public would want to quickly
identify the likely sources of pesticide
that is causing the impairment.

Finally, and perhaps most important,
I am unaware that, despite repeated re-
quests to both EPA and the States, of
any specific example where the current
Clean Water Act requirements have
prevented a pesticide applicator from
performing their services.

So despite claims to the contrary,
the Clean Water Act has not signifi-
cantly increased the compliance costs
to States or individual pesticide spray-
ers, nor has it been used as a tool by
outside groups or the EPA to ban the
use of pesticides.

So let me summarize just a few
points.

One, the Clean Water Act does pro-
vide a valuable service in ensuring that
an appropriate amount of pesticides
are being applied at the appropriate
times and that pesticides are not hav-
ing an adverse impact on human health
or the environment.

Number two, to the best of my
knowledge, the pesticide general per-
mit has imposed no impediment on the
ability of pesticide applicators to pro-
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vide their valuable service to both ag-
ricultural and public health commu-
nities. In fact, most pesticide applica-
tions are automatically covered by the
pesticide general permit, either by no
action or by filing of an electronic no-
tice of intent.

Three, Federal and State data make
clear that application of pesticides in
compliance with FIFRA alone, as was
the case for many years, was insuffi-
cient to protect water bodies through-
out the Nation from being contami-
nated by pesticides. So, if we care
about water quality, more needed to be
done.

I can see no legitimate reason why
we would want to allow any user of po-
tentially harmful chemicals to return
to the regulatory shadows that existed
prior to the issuance of Clean Water
Act pesticide general permits. It has
caused no known regulatory, adminis-
trative, or significant financial burden,
and it has been implemented
seamlessly across country. As was stat-
ed during the debate on Monday, this
legislation is seeking to address a pre-
tend problem that simply does not
exist.

I urge a ‘“‘no” vote on H.R. 935, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I may consume.

Well, as a farmer, I take a little bit
of offense to some of the remarks that
we are applying pesticides in the shad-
OWS.

Pesticides cost money and, as farm-
ers, we do not control what we get for
our products, our commodities. We are
raising corn and soybeans. We are at
the mercy of the commodities market,
so we have to do everything we can do
on the cost side. And we certainly
aren’t going to waste a valuable input
cost: pesticide, herbicide, and insecti-
cide. So that is just an erroneous state-
ment. That is just not true. Farmers of
today are professionals, high capital
cost operations, and it just makes no
sense that we would waste those in-
puts.

On the issue about finding pesticide
residues in water bodies, there is an
issue that we call legacy issue, mean-
ing that there was pesticides used
many years ago that didn’t break down
in the environment, weren’t biodegrad-
able, and there is essentially a bank of
residue left, and you get those legacy
issues. The pesticides we are using
today are much safer. The industry,
the technology has improved dras-
tically, and a lot of these pesticides, if
not all, are more biodegradable.

Also, keep in mind, under FIFRA, the
EPA approves the label. That is the ap-
proval of the process and the applica-
tion and the amount that can be used.
In most States, if not all States, most
of these pesticides are being applied,
have to be applied by certified applica-
tors, and they are licensed. So they are
filling out some paperwork and have to
do due diligence.

This bill really does add a lot of du-
plication, because we went to a couple
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of States, and if you are applying a pes-
ticide near a water body or a wetland—
and that is open for definition how
close that may be—you have to go on-
line and apply for the permit. In some
States, you have to apply for, you have
to submit a management plan. You
have to list where you are going to be
applying the pesticide, the location.

So, basically, let’s take this down to
a homeowner level. A homeowner
maybe wants to spray their yard for
dandelions. If they are maybe reason-
ably close to a water body, or maybe
not—that is open for discussion—they
have to go online and, like I said, in
Oregon, they have got to apply for a
permit and submit a management plan
and pay over a $900 fee. In my State of
Ohio, it is over $200.

I think that is a little bizarre, as
long as they are applying it to the
label under EPA approval.

So let’s also talk about mosquito
control districts. We had a huge out-
break of West Nile virus in 2012. That
was a big mosquito year. I guess last
year wasn’t as much. This year, the de-
bate is going to be out on that.

But we were hearing evidence that,
because of the permitting require-
ments, that some of our mosquito con-
trol districts—and the American Mos-
quito Control Association actually sur-
veyed their members. Some of them
were actually kind of holding back and
doing the preventative programs.

I know of one large metropolitan
area in the southern part of this coun-
try that had to declare an emergency.
And the irony of this, when they de-
clare an emergency, they don’t have to
get any permits. It was so bad, they
had to do aerial spraying, so that was
putting the environment even at more
risk. When you go from land applica-
tion up to aerial, you can imagine the
possible results that could happen of
contamination—and with no permit re-
quirement.

So we do have evidence, there was
some talk on Monday night in this de-
bate that the one gentleman on the
other side of the aisle was talking
about: My mosquito control district,
there is no issue—no issue, no problem.

Well, we talked to his mosquito con-
trol district and it is a problem, and
they have been talking to them for the
last several years that this is a prob-
lem.

I would also contend, I did some re-
search, checked around with some of
our local spraying outfits, the grain
elevators that do spraying. They don’t
know about this new rule yet because
the EPA, in a lot of States, hasn’t noti-
fied, they haven’t implemented it. I
think maybe because they know there
is legislation hanging out there. So a
lot of our entities don’t know about it
yet. Some of the larger, obviously,
mosquito control districts and larger
operations might know.

But the reason, when you talk about
it has been nearly 3 years, which is
more like 2 years, and there hasn’t
been a problem as we might think
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there should be a problem is because a
lot of them aren’t doing the NPDES
permits because they are not aware of
that fact yet.

So at some point, if we don’t fix this,
the hammer is going to come down and
you are going to hear about it from
farmers, mosquito control districts,
and individual homeowners.

So I just want to make that clear
that this bill is duplicative, and they
are under a lot of regulation, and the
EPA approves the label. If you are not
applying a pesticide under the label re-
quirements, then you have got a prob-
lem.

But we don’t need to open this up to
farmers and landowners and mosquito
control districts to lawsuits and other
problems. So what this is really boiling
down to today is, now I am starting to
see this is a revenue stream into the
EPA for these outrageous costs of the
NPDES programs.

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

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2% minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).

Mr. PETERSON. I thank the gentle-
lady.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support
H.R. 935, the Reducing Regulatory Bur-
dens Act, which will relieve farmers,
foresters, and other pesticide applica-
tors from a potentially costly regu-
latory burden that would do little, if
anything, to protect the environment.
The legislation simply makes clear
congressional intent by amending both
the Clean Water Act and the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide
Act, FIFRA, to prohibit permits for
pesticide application when pesticides
are applied consistent with FIFRA.

This legislation is necessary fol-
lowing a 2006 decision by the Sixth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals that overturned
an EPA rule which specifically exempt-
ed permitting of certain pesticide ap-
plications under the Clean Water Act.
The Court’s decision preempts FIFRA
by the Clean Water Act for the first
time in the history of either statute.

Clean Water Act permitting require-
ments place a significant burden and
responsibilities on the States and the
EPA. These National Pollution Dis-
charge Elimination System permits do
not reduce the amount of pesticides
being used or bring about additional
water monitoring.

I know many of my colleagues share
my concern about the regulations com-
ing from the EPA, and frankly, the last
thing we need to do, we need the EPA
to do, or the lawyers or the judges who
don’t understand agriculture, is to
have them tell farmers how to farm or
add another meaningless paperwork ex-
ercise to their workload. The courts
are not the place to make agriculture
policy, and this legislation takes a step
to address that.

Additionally, this bill is identical to
legislation passed by the House last
Congress with broad and strong bipar-
tisan support. So I urge my colleagues
to show that same support today.
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Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, may I in-
quire how much time I have left?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio has 18% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
remainder of my time to the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LLUCAS), the chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee, and
ask unanimous consent that he be per-
mitted to control that time.

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

There was no objection.

(Mr. LUCAS asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of this legislation.

This legislation was the product of
collaborative work done by two House
committees, along with technical as-
sistance from the Obama administra-
tion’s Environmental Protection Agen-
cy. This is the way legislation should
be handled, and I am proud of our ef-
forts in the House.

To refresh our memories, this prob-
lem stems from an uninformed court
decision in the Sixth Circuit Court of
Appeals. This decision invalidated a
2006 EPA regulation exempting pes-
ticides regulations that are in compli-
ance with the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act from hav-
ing to also comply with a costly and
duplicative permitting process under
the Clean Water Act.

I want to be clear, our pesticides are
vigorously tested by the EPA to be
used over, near, and in water without
causing adverse effects to the environ-
ment. When used according to the
label, the EPA has built in a signifi-
cant margin of safety. Communities
without established mosquito control
districts are being deprived of the eco-
nomic and health benefits of mosquito
control.

Historically, a local contractor could
be hired to provide spraying services
with the understanding that, if they
followed the FIFRA label, they would
be in compliance with the law. Now
these local applicators must apply for
an NPDES permit, create a Pesticide
Discharge Management Plan, publish a
notice of intent to apply pesticides,
and wait for approval from the State or
EPA. In most States, the permits are
not free. The steep fines under the
Clean Water Act and the cumbersome
administrative process have caused
local applicators to discontinue mos-
quito control services.

The effort to have these same prod-
ucts today doubly regulated through
the Clean Water Act permitting proc-
ess is unnecessary, costly, and, ulti-
mately, undermines public health. It
amounts to a duplication of regulatory
compliance costs for a variety of public
agencies and doubles their legal jeop-
ardy. Think about that—doubles their
legal jeopardy.

I encourage my colleagues to vote in
support of this legislation.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the
gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
CRAWFORD) for debate purposes.

Mr. CRAWFORD. I thank the chair-
man of the Agriculture Committee, and
I certainly appreciate the chairman of
the Subcommittee on Waterways for
his leadership.

I rise today in support of H.R. 935.

Mr. Speaker, the last thing we need
in agriculture right now is more regu-
lation. Pesticides are and have been an
integral part of insuring that our Na-
tion continues to produce the world’s
most abundant, safe, and affordable
food supply. As it stands today, pes-
ticides already go through a minimum
of 125 safety tests before being reg-
istered for use. On top of that, they are
subject to strict labeling and usage re-
quirements, as the Agriculture Com-
mittee chairman alluded to in his re-
marks.

Passage of H.R. 935 will clarify con-
gressional intent that Clean Water Act
permits are not required for lawful pes-
ticide applications and protect pes-
ticide users from abusive lawsuits.
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Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I now yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT).

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R.
935, which prevents wasteful and dupli-
cative regulations that could ulti-
mately expand the EPA’s reach further
into every part of our country.

Federal law already requires the EPA
to ensure that pesticides cause ‘‘no un-
reasonable adverse effect” to humans
or the environment. Labels attached to
pesticides that are related to its use
are crafted to minimize such impacts.
The label, in effect, is the law today.
When a person does not follow the
label, regardless of additional permits,
they are violating the law.

Yet activists believe requiring water
permits, even when a user abides by
the pesticide label, will somehow
strengthen our water quality. States
continue to spend more and more
money and man hours implementing
and enforcing a water permit process
that most regulators do not believe
does anything to further protect the
water quality. That is why H.R. 935 is
S0 important.

This bill removes a pointless paper-
work exercise and burden through
NPDES permits that do nothing but
create additional hurdles between con-
sumers and the benefits of products
like pesticides provide.

Registration and labeling of a pes-
ticide already does as much as any ad-
ditional NPDES permit would require.
In fact, EPA’s own analysis suggests
that the NPDES permits program for
pesticides is the single greatest expan-
sion in the program’s history, covering
over 5.5 million pesticide applications
per year by 365,000 applicators.

If H.R. 935 is not implemented, the ef-
fects of the EPA’s overregulation
would be felt across the State of Geor-
gia. For example, county officials will
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have one more hurdle to overcome
when trying to control the mosquito
population and the outbreak of West
Nile virus. These counties are forced to
address an additional bureaucratic hur-
dle before they are able to address a se-
rious health threat to our citizens, a
hurdle that provides no additional ben-
efits.

With this unprecedented expansion,
all stakeholders are affected, including
State agencies, cities, counties, mu-
nicipalities, research scientists, forest
managers—and every American will
pay for this. Last Congress, we passed
this same legislation, 292-130, and I ask
Congress to, again, do the same thing.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to clear up a couple of points
here.

For the record, 45 States actually
manage their own pesticide programs.
So it is not the responsibility of the
Federal Government or the EPA.

In fact, contrary to what we have
heard here tonight, Mr. Speaker, small
applicators are already covered. They
don’t need to do anything. They are
covered already under the permitting
process.

And then just to be clear, in fact, in
the management of those 45 States—a
State like Idaho, for example, cur-
rently has 122 active permits, and there
has been no charge for that permit. It
is free from the Federal Government.
And that is true for actually a number
of States.

Now, we have heard about the dra-
matic effect that the regulations would
have. But, in fact, for almost 3 years
now, there has been no drama. The
process has worked well. And confusing
the FIFRA process and the purposes of
the Clean Water Act, I think in some
ways, is what brings us here today. As
I said earlier, they are very distinct.
And, in fact, just because we need to
cover applying pesticides and control-
ling the way that those are applied and
the application doesn’t absolve us of a
responsibility also to make certain
that our water bodies are clean.

There is another myth, actually, that
has been put forward here that we have
heard. And that is that maintaining
the Clean Water Act would subject pes-
ticide applicators to litigation and in-
crease citizen suits. In fact, this is
false. If a pesticide applicator abides by
the terms of the Clean Water Act, the
pesticide general permit—which ap-
plies in accordance with the FIFRA
label and minimizes the use of the pes-
ticide and conducts routine monitoring
of acute impacts—they are, by the
terms of the Clean Water Act, immune
from lawsuits by any party.

Another myth that we have just
heard here is that the permitting proc-
ess, Mr. Speaker, the FIFRA require-
ments and the Clean Water Act, are du-
plicative. As I have said earlier, FIFRA
addresses the safety and effectiveness
on a national scale, preventing unrea-
sonable adverse impacts on human
health and the environment through
uniform labeling requirements. In con-
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trast, the Clean Water Act is focused
on restoring and maintaining the in-
tegrity of local water bodies, with di-
rect considerations on the potential
impact of additional pollutants to spe-
cific waters. So measuring the human
health and environment with uniform
labeling and protecting the waters are
two separate purposes.

Another myth that we have heard
here is that most of the pesticides that
are contained in the existing studies
are legacy pesticides that are no longer
used domestically. There is no evidence
of pesticide contamination by cur-
rently used pesticides. This is abso-
lutely false.

Although the U.S. Geological Survey
did publish a report in 2006 that docu-
mented how pesticides were detected in
every stream tested by the USGS, in-
cluding pesticides such as DDT and
chlordane that were previously banned
as recently as 2014, the USGS has pub-
lished several research studies showing
how more recently developed pesticides
and insecticides are being detected as
widespread in streams in high corn and
soybean regions of the United States.

So we have heard a lot of mythology
here, but it is important for Congress
to deal in reality. So I just wanted to
clear those things for the record.

And I would inquire of the gentleman
if he has additional requests for time
because I am prepared to close.

Mr. LUCAS. I do, indeed, have one
further request, and then I will yield
back to my friend from Ohio, who will
close.

Ms. EDWARDS. I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, with that,
I yield 4% minutes to the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. YOHO).

(Mr. YOHO asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. YOHO. I thank the chairman for
yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the
legislation. This evening, we are, once
again, considering H.R. 935, the Reduc-
ing Regulatory Burdens Act. Many of
you will remember that the House
voted in support of this legislation 3
yvears ago. That bill, H.R. 872, passed
the House floor on suspension with a
vote of 292-130.

This same language was included in
the 2012 farm bill that was reported out
of the Agricultural Committee, as well
as the 2013 farm bill, which the House
sent to the farm bill conference. It was
included in the committee-reported
text of the fiscal year 2012 Interior and
Environment Appropriations bill. Un-
fortunately, due to the opposition from
a couple of our friends in the Senate,
we have been unable to get this bill to
the President’s desk, which we know,
once done, will guarantee his signa-
ture.

As many of you may recall, this lan-
guage was drafted at our request for
technical assistance by the EPA gen-
eral counsel. The problem we asked the
EPA to help resolve stems from an un-
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informed court decision in the Sixth
Circuit. This decision nullified a 2006
EPA regulation that exempted certain
pesticides from having to comply with
a costly and duplicative permitting
process under the Clean Water Act.

My colleague, the gentlewoman from
Maryland, gave a very nice speech. And
she mentioned several times the poten-
tial problem of contaminating creeks,
the potential problems of this pesticide
causing all of these problems that we
haven’t seen. We don’t have the facts
on that, and to regulate something
that is already regulated—and I must
caution everybody how these drugs and
how these pesticides come out. They go
through extensive testing. Millions of
dollars are spent by these industries.
And the intent by those pressing to
have federally registered pesticides
regulated through the Clean Water Act
is unnecessary, it is costly, and it ulti-
mately undermines public health. It
amounts to a duplication of compli-
ance costs for a variety of public agen-
cies, adding to their legal jeopardy and
threatening pesticide applicators, in-
cluding mosquito control districts,
with fines set at $37,500 per day per vio-
lation. All I can say is, welcome to
going out of business if you are in the
private sector.

Across the country, several mosquito
control districts may have to cease op-
erations due to these costs. If this oc-
curs, it would expose large portions of
the population to mosquitoes carrying
a number of dangerous and exotic dis-
eases, such as West Nile virus. Hos-
pitalization and rehab costs ranging
from the tens of thousands into the
millions of dollars, lost productivity, a
decrease in tourism, and negative im-
pacts on horses and livestock produc-
tion are but a few of the costs that will
further strain public health resources.

Being a veterinarian for the last 30
years, I have seen effects of mosquito-
borne diseases. In addition, the West
Nile virus causes deaths, from alli-
gators to humans. Also, diseases such
as Bastern encephalitis are transmit-
table to people, along with dengue
fever, which is moving its way up from
the Caribbean through the peninsula of
Florida, and it will, no doubt, get up
further to the mainland of the United
States of America, in addition to the
heartworm disease in our pets.

This unnecessary mandate applies
not only to local and State interests
but also to Federal agency lands lo-
cated in States directly regulated by
the EPA. For example, Federal agen-
cies, such as the Army Corps of Engi-
neers, authorize the use of some of
their lands for many purposes, includ-
ing recreation and agriculture. These
uses often require pesticide applica-
tions to prevent mosquito-borne trans-
mitted diseases and for other purposes.

Although the local mosquito control
district may be the entity actually ap-
plying the pesticide, the Army Corps
District is required to obtain the per-
mit and sign off on related reports,
thereby pointlessly driving up costs to



H7106

the Federal Government. We have
agencies suing government agencies.

Further, experience has shown that
the Corps is unwilling to assume per-
mit responsibility for activities that it
is not actually performing. This is a
regulatory burden that Congress never
intended, and I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to enter into the RECORD a letter
from 144 environmental organizations,
community-based organizations around
the country that oppose H. Res. 935.

BEYOND PESTICIDES, BEYOND
Toxics, CATA—THE FARMWORKER
SUPPORT COMMITTEE, CENTER FOR
BIOLOGICAL DIVERSITY, DEFEND-
ERS OF WILDLIFE, EARTHJUSTICE,
ENDANGERED SPECIES COALITION,
FARMWORKER  ASSOCIATION OF
FLORIDA, GREENPEACE, LOUISIANA
ENVIRONMENTAL ACTION NETWORK,
LEAGUE OF CONSERVATION VOT-
ERS, LOWER MISSISSIPPI RIVER-
KEEPER, NATURAL RESOURCES DE-
FENSE COUNCIL, NORTHWEST CEN-
TER FOR ALTERNATIVES TO PES-
TICIDES, NORTHWEST ENVIRONMEN-
TAL ADVOCATES, NORTHWEST EN-
VIRONMENTAL DEFENSE CENTER,
PESTICIDE ACTION NETWORK, SAN
FRANCISCO BAYKEEPER, SIERRA
CLUB, SURFRIDER FOUNDATION,
WATERKEEPER ALLIANCE, WATER-
KEEPERS CAROLINA,

July 25, 2014.
Re Oppose H.R. 935 (‘‘Reducing Regulatory
Burdens Act of 2013”")

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of our
millions of members and supporters nation-
wide, we urge you to oppose H.R. 935 (‘‘Re-
ducing Regulatory Burdens Act of 2013"),
which would prevent the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency from protecting water sup-
plies from direct applications of pesticides.

Nearly 150 human health, fishing, environ-
mental, and other organizations have op-
posed efforts like H.R. 935 that would under-
mine Clean Water Act permitting for direct
pesticide applications to waterways. We at-
tach a list of these groups for your reference,
as well as a one-page fact sheet with more
information on the issue.

Regulating pesticide discharges to water-
ways under the Clean Water Act is critical.
Despite current regulation under the Federal
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act,
pesticides continue to impair our waterways
in significant quantities and have caused
real harm to public health and ecosystems.
H.R. 935 would render ineffective the Clean
Water Act pesticide general permit that took
effect in 2011 (‘‘pesticide general permit’’).
This permit is necessary to protect our wa-
terways, public health, and fish and wildlife.

There have been mischaracterizations of
the existing permit that we must correct:

The pesticide general permit has no sig-
nificant effect on farming practices. The per-
mit in no way affects land applications of
pesticides for the purpose of controlling
pests. Irrigation return flows and agricul-
tural stormwater runoff will not require per-
mits, even when they contain pesticides. Ex-
isting agricultural exemptions in the Clean
Water Act remain.

The pesticide general permit allows for
spraying to combat vector-borne diseases
such as the West Nile virus. According to the
Environmental Protection Agency, the per-
mit ‘“‘provides that pesticide applications are
covered automatically under the permit and
may be performed immediately for any de-
clared emergency pest situations.”
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The pesticide general permit—which has
been in place for more than two and a half
years now—simply lays out commonsense
practices for applying pesticides directly to
waters that currently fall under the jurisdic-
tion of the Clean Water Act. Efforts to block
this permit are highly controversial, as evi-
denced by the attached list of groups op-
posed.

Please protect the health of your state’s
citizens and all Americans by opposing H.R.
935.

Sincerely,

Marty Hayden, Vice President, Policy &
Legislation, Earthjustice; Scott
Slesinger, Legislative Director, Nat-
ural Resources Defense Council; Sara
Chieffo, Legislative Director, League of
Conservation Voters; Dalal Aboulhosn,
Senior Washington Representative, Si-
erra Club; Jeannie Economos, Pesticide
Safety & Environmental Health
Project Coordinator, Farmworker As-
sociation of Florida; Nelson
Carrasquillo, Executive Director,
CATA—The Farmworker Support Com-
mittee; Mary Beth Beetham, Director
of Legislative Affairs, Defenders of
Wildlife; Jay Feldman, Executive Di-
rector, Beyond Pesticides; Brett Hartl,
Endangered Species Policy Director,
Center for Biological Diversity; Nina
Bell, Executive Director, Northwest
Environmental Advocates; Rick Hind,
Legislative Director, Greenpeace.

Pete Nichols, National Director, Water-
keeper Alliance; Heather Ward, Execu-
tive Director, Waterkeepers, Carolina;
Mark Riskedahl, Executive Director,
Northwest Environmental Defense Cen-
ter; Tara Thornton, Program Director,
Endangered Species Coalition; Marylee
Orr, Executive Director, Louisiana En-
vironmental Action Network; Paul Orr,
Riverkeeper, Lower Mississippi
Riverkeeper; Jason Flanders, Program
Director, San Francisco Baykeeper;
Kristin S. Schafer, Policy Director,
Pesticide Action Network; Lisa Arkin,
Executive Director, Beyond Toxics;
Gus Gates, Oregon Policy Manager,
Surfrider Foundation; Kim Leval, Ex-
ecutive Director, Northwest Center for
Alternatives to Pesticides.

WHO OPPOSES EFFORTS TO UNDERMINE CLEAN

WATER ACT PERMITTING FOR DIRECT PES-

TICIDE APPLICATIONS?

The below organizations have signed let-
ters opposing legislation that guts Clean
Water Act safeguards protecting commu-
nities from toxic pesticides:

Alaska Community Action on Toxics, Alta-
maha Riverkeeper and Altamaha
Coastkeeper, Atchafalaya Basinkeeper, Apa-
lachicola Riverkeeper, Assateague
Coastkeeper/Assateague Coastal Trust,
American Bird Conservancy, American Riv-
ers, Audubon California, Better Urban Green
Strategies, Beyond Pesticides, Big Black
Foot Riverkeeper, Biscayne Bay
Waterkeeper, Black Warrior Riverkeeper,
Blackwater Nottoway Riverkeeper Program,
Buffalo Niagara Riverkeeper, Butte Environ-
mental Council, Californians for Alter-
natives to Toxics, Californians for Pesticide
Reform, California Sportfishing Protection
Alliance, Cape Fear River Watch, Cascobay
Baykeeper, Catawba Riverkeeper Founda-
tion, Inc., Center for Biological Diversity,
Center for Environmental Health, Center on
Race, Poverty & the Environment, Charles-
ton Waterkeeper, Choctawhatchee
Riverkeeper, Clean Water Action, Clean
Water Network, Coast Action Group, Colo-
rado Riverkeeper, Cook Inletkeeper, Inc.,
Defenders of Wildlife, Detroit Riverkeeper,
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Dolphin Swimming and Boating Club, The
Earth Cause Organization, Earthjustice, Em-
erald Coastkeeper, Endangered Species Coa-
lition, Environment America, Environment
California, Environmental Protection Infor-
mation Center, Environmental Advocates,
Flint Riverkeeper, Food & Water Watch,
Forestland Dwellers, French Broad
Riverkeeper, Friends of the Earth, Friends of
Five Creeks, Friends of Gualala River,
Friends of the Petaluma River, Galveston
Baykeeper, Geos Institute, Golden Gate Au-
dubon Society, Grand Riverkeeper, Grand
Traverse Baykeeper, Gunpowder
Riverkeeper, Hackensack Riverkeeper, Inc.,
Haw Riverkeeper/Haw River Assembly,
Housatonic River Initiative, Hurricane
Creekkepper/Friends of Hurricane Creek,
Hudson Riverkeeper, Humboldt Baykeeper,
Idaho Conservation League, Indian
Riverkeeper, Inland Empire Waterkeeper,
Kansas Riverkeeper, Klamath Forest Alli-

ance, Klamath Riverkeeper, Lake George
Waterkeeper, Lake Pend Oreille
Waterkeeper, Lawyers for Clean Water,

League of Conservation Voters, Long Island
Soundkeeper, Louisiana Bayoukeeper, Lou-
isiana Environmental Action Network,
Lower Mississippi Riverkeeper, Lower Neuse
Riverkeeper, Lower Susquehanna
Riverkeeper, Madrone Audubon Society, Mil-
waukee Riverkeeper, Mothers of Marin
Against The Spray, Narragansett Baykeeper,
National Audubon Society, National Envi-
ronmental Law Center, Natural Resources
Defense Council, Neuse Riverkeeper Founda-
tion, New York/New Jersey Baykeeper,
Northcoast Environmental Center, Northern
California River Watch, Northwest Environ-
mental Defense Center, Northwest Center for

Alternatives for Pesticides, Ogeechee
Riverkeeper, Orange County Coastkeeper,
Oregon Wild, Oregon Toxics Alliance,

Ouachita Riverkeeper, Pacific Coast Federa-
tion of Fishermen’s Associations, Pamlico-
Tar Riverkeeper, Patuxent Riverkeeper,
Peconic Baykeeper, Pesticide Action Net-
work, Pesticide-Free Sacramento, Pesticide-
Free Zone, Pesticide Watch, Planning and
Conservation League, Potomac Riverkeeper,
Public Employees for Environmental Re-

sponsibility, Puget Soundkeeper Alliance,
Quad Cities Riverkeeper, Raritan
Riverkeeper, Riverkeeper, Rogue

Riverkeeper, Russian River Watershed Pro-
tection Committee, Russian Riverkeeper,
Sacramento Audubon Society, Inc., Safe Al-
ternatives for Our Forest Environment, Safe-
ty Without Added Toxins, Saint John’s Or-
ganic Farm, Saint Louis Confluence
Riverkeeper, San Diego Coastkeeper, San
Francisco Baykeeper, San Francisco League
of Conservation Voters, San Francisco To-
morrow, Santa Monica Baykeeper, Santee
Riverkeeper, Satilla Riverkeeper, Save Our
Wild Salmon Coalition, Savannah
Riverkeeper, Shenandoah Riverkeeper, Si-
erra Club, Silver Valley Waterkeeper, Spo-
kane Riverkeeper, St. Johns Riverkeeper,
Stop the Spray East Bay, Tennessee
Riverkeeper, The Bay Institute, Toxics Ac-
tion Center, Tualatin Riverkeepers, Upper
Neuse Riverkeeper, Upper Watauga
Riverkeeper, Waterkeeper Alliance, West/
Rhode Riverkeeper, Western Nebraska Re-
sources Council, Xerces Society for Inverte-
brate Conservation, Yadkin Riverkeeper.

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Again, I think it is important for us
to deal in facts and not in mythology.
And a couple of the facts are these:

In 2008, States reported to the EPA—
that is, State reporting agencies—that
16,819 miles of rivers and streams, 1,766
square miles of bays and estuaries, and
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260,342 acres of lakes are impaired or
threatened by pesticides. So it is sim-
ply not the fact, Mr. Speaker, that
there is no identified pesticide con-
tamination in our water bodies. It is
simply not true.

I just want to note also for the
record, Mr. Speaker, that, again, there
has been no evidence at all that, again,
despite the repeated request of the
EPA and State-run permit programs,
that there are specific examples where
the application of the Clean Water Act
requirements have prevented a pes-
ticide applicator from performing their
services. So if there was a problem and
a burden, then identify it. And there
simply has been no identification of
such a problem.

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I want to re-
view our recent history. Just on Mon-
day of this past week, the House of
Representatives actually defeated the
bill that we are considering tonight,
H.R. 935, under suspension of the rules.
So having gone through that defeat, to-
night we have debated the merits again
of that same piece of legislation under
a rule that does not allow any amend-
ments to improve the bill to be offered,
debated, or voted on. Tomorrow, the
House will, once again, vote on passage
of H.R. 935, the bill that failed under a
suspension of the rules on Monday.

This legislation will undermine one
of our Nation’s most successful envi-
ronmental laws, the Clean Water Act,
in limiting the potential contamina-
tion of our Nation’s waters by pes-
ticides.

Contrary to some of the rhetoric—
some of which we have heard tonight,
Mr. Speaker—the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency has successfully drafted
and implemented a new pesticide gen-
eral permit for the last 2% years.
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That regulation has several common-
sense precautionary measures that
limit contamination of local waters by
pesticides—we have heard from the
States even since 2008 that pesticide
contamination in thousands of miles of
streams, rivers, and estuaries are in
fact contaminated by pesticide—while
it would allow pesticide applicators to
meet their vital public health, agricul-
tural, and forestry-related activities in
a cost-effective manner.

Now, last Congress, Mr. Speaker, the
House narrowly approved a similar bill,
H.R. 872, under suspension of the rules
by a vote of 292-130, under the guise of
regulatory uncertainty under a yet-un-
seen Clean Water Act permit program.

However, since that time, the EPA
has issued a reasonable and protective
Clean Water Act permit program that
preserves vital farming, forestry, and
mosquito control activities at the same
time as protecting our Nation’s waters.
So a year passed, and we have imple-
mented a program that is underway
now.

Mr. Speaker, the Clean Water Act is
a key to those of us who value clean
drinking water and fishable, swim-
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mable waters or who represent States
that depend on tourism, like my home
State of Maryland, since we have the
fourth longest coastline in the conti-
nental United States, the Chesapeake
Bay—which is the largest estuary in
the United States—and several of its
tributaries, including the Anacostia,
Patuxent, Potomac, and Severn Rivers
that flow through the Fourth Congres-
sional District.

The shoreline of the Chesapeake and
its tidal tributaries stretch for over
2,000 miles, and thousands of streams,
rivers, and acres of wetlands provide
the freshwater that flows into the bay.

Thanks to the Clean Water Act, over
the past 40-plus years, billions of
pounds of pollution have been kept out
of our rivers, and the number of waters
that meet clean water goals nationwide
has doubled, with direct benefits for
drinking water, public health, recre-
ation and wildlife.

The act represents a huge step for-
ward by requiring States to set clean
water standards to protect uses such as
swimming, fishing, and drinking and
for the regulation of pollution dis-
charges.

Mr. Speaker, we cannot possibly
want to return to a laissez-faire policy
that provided no accountability to who
was using what pesticides, where they
were using those pesticides, and in
what amounts and resulted in thou-
sands of miles of streams and lakes
being contaminated by pesticides.

I would urge my colleagues to take
the commonsense approach that the
EPA has taken and to, on both sides of
the aisle, vote ‘“‘no’’ on H.R. 935 and to
once again vote down legislation that
is looking to solve a problem, Mr.
Speaker, that simply does not exist.

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

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, how much
time does my side have remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Oklahoma has 8% minutes
remaining.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 8%
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. GIBBS).

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, this bill
does not deregulate pesticides as has
been suggested by some speakers. Pes-
ticides have been regulated under
FIFRA for decades, and this bill does
not change that.

This bill makes it clear that if you
are a mosquito control agency, a farm-
er, or a citizen that is applying a pes-
ticide and you are complying with
FIFRA, you do not need an NPDES per-
mit.

Now, there are a couple facts that
came out here tonight that the other
side said that, without this bill, it is
not necessary because you don’t have
to get a permit to go out and apply pes-
ticides. Well, if you are applying near a
water body or a wetland, you do have
to get an NPDES permit from the
court decision.

This was not an EPA decision. This
was a court decision that looked at it
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in a narrow vision, and it was a very
ill-advised court decision, and I would
say when you look at proposed rules
out there about waters in the United
States, it is up to debate what is near
or close to a water body, so that is a
fact that we would have that.

Mr. Speaker, I want to share a per-
sonal experience. Several years ago,
my soybean crop—it was a Friday, late
Friday afternoon, working with my
certified pesticide applicator, we dis-
covered that my soybean crop had just
been attacked by spider mites, an in-
sect, and we had to make application,
insecticide application, to take care of
it.

That application was made on a Fri-
day night. If I had to apply for an
NPDES permit, fill out the form, put in
the management plan, submit it to the
State, it comes back—I don’t know if
we would have got it until Tuesday. I
would have lost—the damage to my
soybean crop would have been substan-
tial.

So the issue out here that there is no
cost happening, there will when this
thing gets fully implemented because,
in practice, this court decision has not
been fully implemented in practice
across the country, but that will be
coming if we fail to enact H.R. 935.

This bill removes the needless and
duplicative regulation that threatens
public health and imposes an expensive
burden on public and private entities
trying to safely approve pesticides.

This is a bipartisan bill. It has passed
out of this House last Congress by a
two-thirds majority. We had partisan
antics going on Monday night. We had
people switch their votes under pres-
sure for partisan reasons, and that is
not good government.

This bill will help protect the envi-
ronment and human safety when you
especially look at West Nile virus and
all the other mosquito diseases we are
finding that are coming about.

We have to allow our certified pes-
ticide applicators, our mosquito con-
trol districts to do their job, and if the
private sector wants to go in here and
have to do all this extra permitting—
we are not talking—when you hear
about general permit, you think, oh, I
just get a permit for the season, and I
am good to go.

That is not what the general permit
means. What it means is you have to
go every time you do an application, if
it is near or close to a wetland or water
body, apply for a permit, put in that
permit where the location is going to
be, probably the date.

Well, say it is raining that day or it
is too windy. Do you have to reapply
for your permit? That is kind of up in
the air still, so there are a whole bunch
of issues out there, plus the costs, the
time to do it, the bureaucracy, the red
tape, and the costs.

Mr. Speaker, I think the one that is
really bizarre is if you are a home-
owner and you want to apply a pes-
ticide to your yard and if you are near
a water body or a wetland, whatever,
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you have to apply for a permit because
of this court decision.

This will bog down the NPDES per-
mit process, and it will delay and add
costs, and it puts farmers in jeopardy
to get their crops to maintain and get
the yields we need to produce the
wholesome food supply in this country
that our agricultural community pro-
duces and our mosquito control dis-
tricts that protect many of our citizens
from West Nile virus and other mos-
quito-borne diseases.

So this is critical that these bills
pass because we are getting close to
the time when we are going to see very
much damage being done. We saw a lit-
tle bit of it in 2012, in at least one large
metropolitan area, when they had to
spray for mosquitoes aerially when
they declared an emergency when it
got so far out of hand because they
didn’t do the preventative measures.

So, Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to
pass this bill, send it to the Senate,
and hopefully, the Senate takes it up
and passes it to protect the environ-
ment and health and human safety of
the citizens of this country.

Mr. LUCAS. Mr. Speaker,
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 694,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill.

The question is on the engrossment
and third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1(c) of rule XIX, further
consideration of H.R. 935 is postponed.

I yield

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that when the House ad-
journs today, it adjourn to meet at 9
a.m. tomorrow.

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

There was no objection.

——

HONORING THE LIFE OF ARKAN-
SAS POLICE OFFICER AND LAW
ENFORCEMENT TRAINING ACAD-
EMY INSTRUCTOR MARK WIL-
LIAMS

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

Mr. COTTON. Mr. Speaker, today, I
want to honor the life of longtime Ar-
kansas police officer and Law Enforce-
ment Training Academy instructor,
Mark Williams.

Born and raised in El1 Dorado, Mark
began his law enforcement career in his
hometown with the El Dorado Police
Department in 1977, serving as a patrol-
man, detective, and sergeant.

Mark also served as a supervisor in
the Hope Police Department’s Patrol
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Division before joining the faculty of
the Arkansas Law Enforcement Train-
ing Academy in 1994, where he trained
new police officers until his retirement
in 2013.

Mark’s commitment to Arkansas
didn’t end there. He was also a gifted
musician, who served as an Artist in
Education, playing his guitar to enter-
tain and educate children across south
Arkansas.

I extend my deepest condolences to
Mark’s wife, children, and grand-
children on their loss. May they find
comfort in knowing that Mark’s legacy
lives on with the thousands of Arkan-
sas police officers he trained over near-
ly two decades at the academy and in
the countless children and Arkansans
he inspired with his music.

———

HONORING THE 138th ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE FOUNDING OF THE
UNITED STATES COAST GUARD
ACADEMY

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to honor the 138th anniversary of
the founding of the Revenue Cutter
School of Instruction, the predecessor
of today’s Coast Guard Academy, on
July 31, 1876.

On that day, the Academy’s first
training exercise was held aboard the
two-masted topsail schooner Dobbin,
with a class of nine cadets. The class
boarded the Dobbin in Baltimore,
Maryland, for a 2-year training mission
led by Captain John Henriques. Train-
ing aboard the ship emphasized sea-
manship and navigation, as it still does
each summer when cadets still sail on-
board the Coast Guard Barque Eagle.

Today, the Coast Guard Academy, lo-
cated in New London, Connecticut,
since 1910, is the home to a corps of
nearly 1,000 cadets, 200 of whom grad-
uate each year.

The Coast Guard Academy produces
almost half of the service’s corps of
commissioned officers and has grad-
uated distinguished leaders such as
Thad Allen, Bob Papp, and the present
commandant of the Coast Guard, Ad-
miral Paul Zukunft, who lead our
Coast Guard and serve the Nation.
Today, it is led by the first woman offi-
cer to lead a United States military
academy, Admiral Sandra Stosz.

As a cochair of the Congressional
Coast Guard Caucus and the represent-
ative of Connecticut’s Second District,
home to the Coast Guard Academy, I
am honored to recognize its distin-
guished beginnings and the long-
standing traditions of leadership and
excellence which continue to serve our
country.

———
MEDICARE’S 49TH BIRTHDAY

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DESANTIS). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2013, the
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gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the minority leader.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers of the House, I rise today to cele-
brate the 49th anniversary of the Medi-
care bill. The impact of Medicare on
the lives of millions of Americans over
the past 49 years has been extraor-
dinary. As a result of this program, Mr.
Speaker, millions of Americans have
lived longer, more productive, and
healthier lives.

I am very fortunate and honored to
be able to say that I was one of the few
Members still here who cast a vote for
Medicare in 1965. Earlier that year, 1
joined with the gentleman from Cali-
fornia, Cecil King, and I introduced, as
my very first piece of legislation, a bill
that would have provided health care
under Social Security and an increase
of benefits.

Mr. Speaker, I said at that time:

Our senior citizens have far too long been
neglected in this, the most prosperous soci-
ety on Earth. Many of them, after leading
productive lives prior to their twilight years,
have been so overburdened with medical
costs that they have been denied the rewards
that should come with retirement.

I am proud to say that in my nearly
five decades since the enactment of
Medicare, the program has accom-
plished its mission of providing retire-
ment security for America’s seniors
and care for those suffering from dis-
abilities and debilitating diseases; yet
Medicare continues to face threats
from some of the same opponents that
have opposed its enactment back in
1965.

They continue to seek to cut Medi-
care’s guaranteed benefits and push
seniors into private plans, which value
profits over health outcomes.
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Today we present another path for-
ward, one in which Medicare’s benefits
are protected by expanding health care
security and insurance coverage to
more Americans, not fewer.

Since 2003, I have introduced H.R. 676,
the Expanded and Improved Medicare
for All Act, which would create a na-
tional publicly funded, privately deliv-
ered single-payer health care system.
Studies have shown that enacting H.R.
676 would save nearly a half trillion
dollars by slashing the administrative
waste associated with the private
health care system.

Another $100 billion would be saved
by using the purchasing power of the
Federal Government to reduce pharma-
ceutical prices to the levels that exist
in other industrialized nations.

Lastly, by slowing the growth of
health care costs, H.R. 676 would save
$5 trillion over the next decade, there-
by ensuring that the guarantee of af-
fordable public health insurance will be
there to be enjoyed by future genera-
tions.

And so for all of these reasons, H.R.
676 is one of my most important pieces
of legislation in my way of thinking,
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and I am proud that it now has 60 co-
sponsors. I want to thank the gentle-
woman from  Massachusetts (Ms.
CLARK) for being the 60th sponsor. But
I would be remiss if I did not reiterate
my strong support for President
Obama’s landmark health care legisla-
tion, the Affordable Care Act.

The Affordable Care Act’s results
speak for themselves. As of this month,
the percentage of uninsured Americans
is now the lowest on record. The Af-
fordable Care Act has protected as
many as 129 million Americans with
preexisting conditions from being de-
nied health care coverage or being
charged higher premiums. It has pro-
vided free preventive health care serv-
ices such as mammograms, birth con-
trol, and immunizations to the 100 mil-
lion Americans who are on private in-
surance or Medicare. Around 60 million
Americans have gained expanded men-
tal health benefits. And since the Af-
fordable Care Act was enacted, almost
8 million seniors have saved nearly $10
billion on prescription drugs as the
health care law closes Medicare’s
doughnut hole.

But, as with any complex law, imple-
mentation can be difficult and there
will be unforeseen issues. Those issues
have been seized by some opponents
against expanding health care who
hope to eliminate health insurance for
those who cannot afford it. This is un-
acceptable.

While we must continue to defend the
Affordable Care Act, we must also
work to ensure that any future changes
to the Affordable Care Act take us in
the direction of the universal health
care enjoyed by virtually all of the
citizens of other industrialized coun-
tries.

I hope Members of Congress and the
American public will join me to fight
for a day when, in the wealthiest coun-
try on Earth, no one has to suffer and
die unnecessarily because their health
care system prioritizes corporate prof-
its over their health.

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

———
STUCK IN THE SENATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. WOODALL) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate you being down with me here to-
night. It took me awhile to get my ma-
terials over here because the topic I
have tonight is the topic of what this
House has been doing to make a dif-
ference in the life of families across
this country. That is the good news. I
have to confess, I am here with good
news/bad news tonight.

This is the stack of bills that this
House has passed, again, to make a dif-
ference in the lives of families, to
makes a difference in small businesses,
to grow the economy, to create jobs,
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the bills this House has passed collabo-
ratively that sit collecting dust in the
United States Senate. That is the bad
news part of tonight.

It is fair enough if folks think this
process is broken. It is fair enough if
folks think there is too much partisan-
ship in Washington, but what we have
here are the successes. What we have
here are not the hypothetical ‘‘if only”’
bills. What we have here are the bills
that have actually left this House and
sit in the United States Senate. It is
356 bills, Mr. Speaker, 356 bills that
have left this House that sit collecting
dust in the Senate. We did a hashtag,
Mr. Speaker: #StuckInTheSenate. We
all remember, ‘I am just a bill sitting
on Capitol Hill,” that Saturday morn-
ing cartoon. This is not a dictatorship.
We had that conversation a little bit
earlier this afternoon. It is not a dicta-
torship. It is a collaborative effort, and
the House has collaborated to pass over
356 bills that have gone to the Senate
to do nothing.

Now, again, it is good news/bad news
day. Let me start with something that
is good news, because if folks don’t be-
lieve there is opportunity for success, I
could imagine how folks would give up,
not just folks here in this Chamber,
but folks across the country, families
across the country.

This, Mr. Speaker, you may remem-
ber it, H.R. 803, the Workplace Innova-
tion and Opportunity Act. This passed
the House. It passed the Senate. It was
signed by the President. This has be-
come law. This was a bill to consoli-
date a variety of workplace training
programs. We talk so much about a
trained workforce, how it is we get
Americans who may be transitioning in
their life, are transitioning home from
Iraq or Afghanistan, transitioning from
an industry that is in decline to an in-
dustry that is growing, how do we get
those folks trained.

I credit Dr. VIRGINIA FoxX with this.
She is one of my colleagues here in the
House. I serve with her on the Rules
Committee, but she also serves on the
Education and the Workforce Com-
mittee. She has been working to try to
consolidate programs, take money
from programs that were not effective
and move the money to programs that
were effective. Imagine that. Imagine
that. Here she is, a conservative Re-
publican, and what she was trying to
do was take money from places that
weren’t working and put it into places
where it would make a difference for
moms and dads and kids. And she did
it. She did it.

Now, what we passed out of the
House was strong, Mr. Speaker. We
went out and we found every single
program that was failing in America
and we brought them together and put
them into a single pot and sent it over
to the Senate. The Senate said: No, we
don’t think all of those programs are
failing. We don’t want to move that big
of a package. We want to do something
smaller. They ended up consolidating
about half of what we consolidated in
the House.
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But guess what. When you elect ROB
WOODALL dictator, then I get to have it
my way every day. Until then, this is a
collaborative effort here: the House,
the Senate, and the President.

So we worked with the Senate, and
we worked out our differences. We
found that package of consolidation
that we could all live with, and we sent
it to the President and we got a signa-
ture. That is what the American people
expect. That is what my constituents
expect. They expect us to work to-
gether to get things done, not sacri-
ficing principle, not compromising on
values, but finding consensus because
we all agree that American workers
need help. We all agree that moms and
dads in transition need to find a better
way to feed their families.

We can spend tax dollars better. We
found a way to do that here. I call it
common sense, Mr. Speaker. It is not
supposed to take a rocket scientist to
sort some of these issues out. It is sup-
posed to be common sense.

Did I mention #StuckInTheSenate,
Mr. Speaker? If I didn’t, I want to men-
tion it right now because here is one
that really gets me.

We were just talking about hiring
more moms and dads. It is called the
Hire More Heroes Act. Do you remem-
ber it, Mr. Speaker? We passed it out of
this House with over 400 votes. Now,
young high school students, middle
school students, they might not know
how many Members there are in the
House. There are 435 Members in this
House, and more than 400 of them said
we should pass the Hire More Heroes
bill, but it is stuck in the Senate. Over
400 folks voted ‘‘yes,” only one voted
“no,” so I don’t want to hear about bi-
partisanship in the House. I don’t want
to hear about Republican this and
Democratic that.

Mr. Speaker, 400-plus folks said let’s
pass this bill. I will tell you what it
does. The Hire More Heroes Act says
one of the highest rates of unemploy-
ment we have in this country are men
and women in uniform coming home
from overseas. It says that we have
small employers in this country, and as
you know, Mr. Speaker, most of the
employment in this country is not
driven by the big guys. It is driven by
small employers. We heard from small
employers in this country who said: I
want to hire those veterans, but I am
worried about that 50-employee thresh-
old that throws me into this brand-new
round of ObamaCare regulations.

Guess what this House did, Mr.
Speaker. More than 400 out of 435 got
together and they said, if you are a
small business owner in America and
you want to put unemployed veterans
to work but you don’t because you are
worried about some Federal Govern-
ment regulation dealing with
ObamaCare, we will waive that regula-
tion for you. Hire all of the veterans
you want to, and be not afraid of Fed-
eral Government regulation.

Think about that. Think about that.
It is what I think about. It is why I ran
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for Congress. It is why my friends on
the other side of the aisle ran for Con-
gress. We came to make a difference—
to make a difference. Who among us
doesn’t want to see unemployed vet-
erans get a job? Who among us doesn’t
want to see small businesses succeed?
We came together, more than 400 of us,
to pass the Hire More Heroes Act, but
it is stuck in the Senate.

Why? Why? Over 400 of us, almost
every Democrat—we lost one—but
every Republican, almost every one of
us voted ‘‘yes’ to make a difference for
small businesses, get them the labor
that they need and make a difference
for veterans looking for a job.

That was a good bill, Mr. Speaker,
and still is, and it is stuck in the Sen-
ate. It is not stuck because we can’t
come to agreement on it, Mr. Speaker.
It is not stuck because Republicans are
intransigent. It is stuck because the
Senate can’t get these bills moving.

Mr. Speaker, I am not asking folks to
just come together and do what I want
them to do. What I am talking about
are things that we are celebrating in
this institution. I am not talking about
things that squeaked through by the
skin of their teeth. I am not talking
about Republican proposals that we
jammed through with the might of the
majority. I am talking about common-
sense proposals that make a difference
in people’s lives.

I will give you another one. How
about H.R. 4414, Mr. Speaker? It is the
Expatriate Health Coverage Clarifica-
tion Act of 2014. That doesn’t sound
very exciting, does it? And you know
what, it is not very exciting for about
99 percent of Americans. But for Amer-
icans who have to work overseas and
who have seen their health insurance
policies canceled, quadrupled in price,
folks who have struggled to find cov-
erage, what this says is, if you don’t
live in America but you are working
for an American company, really, you
can sort out your insurance needs on
your own over there. If you don’t live
in America, you don’t have to comply
with all these needs because—guess
what—if you are doing business in Lon-
don, the health care system is different
in England.
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If you are doing business in Paris,
the health care system is different in
France. If you are doing business in
Moscow, the health care system is dif-
ferent in Russia. The rules we passed
here won’t work in those places. It is
commonsense.

Had we not jammed that bill through
Congress, that Affordable Care Act,
maybe we would have gotten to that,
but I don’t know. It is a small group of
people.

We passed a solution—let’s look—269-
150. I dare say those folks who voted
“no” wouldn’t say they opposed the
policy, they would say they just
thought it was a symbol of under-
mining ObamaCare in some way, they
didn’t want to undermine the Presi-
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dent. I say nonsense about under-
mining the President. I want to make a
difference in the lives of families.

Ninety-two days, Mr. Speaker, 92
days this bill has been sitting in the
Senate.

Now, that is a minor piece of legisla-
tion, Mr. Speaker, that could make a
big impact, but for a small number of
people. What about things that make a
big impact for a large number of peo-
ple? What about those things?

The REINS Act, Mr. Speaker, H.R.
367, the REINS Act says—and it is a
crazy bill, I will confess—it says before
you pass a regulation, you need to con-
sider the economic impact of that regu-
lation. Now, while that is common-
sense back home in Atlanta, it may
seem crazy here in Washington, D.C.

Before you pass a regulation, weigh
the pros and the cons to see if it is a
good idea or not, weigh those pros and
the cons. It is a REINS Act because we
are just out of control here with regu-
lation and we need to have a thought-
ful conversation about it.

H.R. 1105, the Small Business Capital
Access and Job Preservation Act. Try-
ing to find ways for our small busi-
nesses to get access to the capital they
need in what have been incredibly tight
credit markets.

H.R. 2374, the Retail Investor Protec-
tion Act.

Time and time again, Mr. Speaker,
we are passing bills—they are all here,
they are all sitting on HARRY REID’S
desk over in the Senate—passing bills
in an effort to make a difference in
people’s lives. If it didn’t matter, we
wouldn’t be interested in doing it. I
don’t have a bill in this stack that is
about making a political statement. I
don’t have a bill in this stack that is
about trying to be one up on the other
guy, trying to embarrass somebody,
trying to call somebody out. What I
have in this stack—did I mention there
are 356 bills in this stack?—what I have
in this stack are bills that could make
a difference to a struggling economy
today—today. I say today. These bills
passed a week ago, a month ago, a year
ago or more. They could make a dif-
ference. They are
#StuckInTheSenate—356 bills.

I have got the great honor tonight,
Mr. Speaker—I am not alone in this en-
deavor, haven’t been alone in passing
356 bills. It has been a team sport from
day one, team sport from day one—Re-
publicans, Democrats, folks from the
North, folks from the South, folks rep-
resenting families from across the
country.

Tonight, I have got Mr. ROTHFUS
here, an 18-month Member of this insti-
tution, who came, I wager, not to make
a point, but to make a difference, and
has been doing that every day he has
been in this Chamber.

I would be happy to yield to the gen-
tleman.

Mr. ROTHFUS. I thank the gen-
tleman from Georgia for organizing
this very informative Special Order to-
night.
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You are right: I came here to make a
difference. I came here to be part of a
team that wants to relight America,
relight the job market, relight oppor-
tunity, relight the American Dream,
because people are hungry for it. They
see this town that is out of control,
they look at this town, and if they visit
this town, they marvel at the growth
that is happening in Washington, D.C.

I challenge everybody who visits
Washington to count the construction
cranes they see and the explosive
growth and the high-end shops that
open here and the concentration of
wealth and power in this town. It is a
scandal to the rest of the country. I see
these construction cranes here on
Pennsylvania Avenue. I would like to
see those construction cranes back in
Pennsylvania, Mr. Speaker.

But this is a very important discus-
sion we are having about the actions
that this House is taking to relight the
American economy and how it gets
snuffed out in the Senate.

As we have reviewed this evening,
Mr. Speaker, the House has continued
to pass legislation that would move our
country ahead, grow our economy, add
more jobs, and increase wages and
prosperity. Then there is the brick wall
across the other side of the Capitol.

Nowhere is the Senate’s inaction
more evident than in the budgeting and
appropriations process we have here in
Washington, D.C. The Senate and
House have together managed to pass
all 12 appropriations bills and complete
the appropriations process on time by
September 30 only four times since
1977. It is shocking.

This House, Mr. Speaker, has been
working to correct this problem. I
want to recognize the hard work of the
House Appropriations Committee and
my colleagues from both sides of the
aisle.

This year, the Appropriations Com-
mittee has already passed 11 out of the
12 appropriations bills out of com-
mittee. Seven of those bills have al-
ready passed the House here, most of
them with strong bipartisan majori-
ties.

How many bills, how many appro-
priations bills has the Senate passed?
Zero. They have yet to pass a single
one.

The Senate’s failure to do its work is
disappointing, but it is not surprising.
That is why I introduced the Congres-
sional Pay for Performance Act earlier
this year.

The bill is simple. The House and
Senate must each pass a budget and all
annual appropriations bills by August 1
or have their pay withheld until the
job is done. It applies that fundamental
lesson that we learn in our first job: if
you don’t do your work, you don’t get
paid until you do. That is the lesson
that millions of young Americans
learned working their first job this
summer. It is the lesson I learned on
my first paper route. I didn’t get paid
if T didn’t deliver the newspaper. It is
past time for Members of Congress to
live by that lesson.
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Beyond the Senate’s failure to exe-
cute their constitutionally prescribed
job of appropriations, the House has
passed, as you noted, more than 350
bills, including many jobs bills, that
Senator REID allows to collect dust in
the Senate. Over 98 percent of these
bills have passed with bipartisan sup-
port, both Republicans and Democrats.

As of this morning, Mr. Speaker, 195
of these bills passed without opposi-
tion. House Democrats introduced 60 of
these bills that now gather dust in the
Senate. Again and again, the Senate
refuses to act.

Mr. WOODALL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. ROTHFUS. I am happy to yield
to the gentleman from Georgia.

Mr. WOODALL. I may have mis-
understood what you said, because
what my constituents believe is that it
is partisanship that has shut this down.
That it is Republicans fighting with
Democrats and Democrats fighting
with Republicans.

We are talking about over 350 bills
that are sitting in the Senate that
have passed this House, that we have
come together on this House, you are
saying 60 of those were introduced by
Democrats?

Mr. ROTHFUS. Sixty of those bills,
Mr. Speaker—you look at the stack of
paper that the gentleman from Georgia
has with him here today—Mr. Speaker,
60 of those bills were introduced by
Democrats, and yet they gather dust in
the Democrat-controlled Senate.

Mr. WOODALL. I thank the gen-
tleman.
Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, we

passed dozens of energy-related bills
designed to increase production, reduce
prices, add family sustaining jobs, and
promote American energy independ-
ence. Bills like the Natural Gas Pipe-
line Permitting Reform Act, the En-
ergy Consumers Relief Act, the North-
ern Route Approval Act, which is going
to get the Keystone XL pipeline going,
passed in May of 2013, 241-175. It has
been sitting over in the Senate for 434
days.

We have passed dozens of regulatory
reform bills to promote job growth and
keep an out-of-touch and out-of-control
Washington, D.C., bureaucracy in
check. Those like the REINS Act that
the gentleman from Florida men-
tioned. A very simple bill. If a regu-
latory agency puts out a regulation on
the economy that is going to cost more
than $50 million to implement, sup-
pressing job growth, bring it back here
for an up-or-down vote. Let’s restore
the constitutional responsibility for
both the Senate and the House, who
have that responsibility for making the
law. Let us take accountability for
that. If there is a regulation that mer-
its approval, we are going to vote for
it. It is called being accountable. But
you can’t fire these bureaucrats who
come up with these regulations that
have a negative impact on our econ-
omy.

We have also passed the Achieving
Less Excess in Regulation and Requir-
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ing Transparency Act, known as the
ALERRT Act. It is an effort to improve
thoughtful consideration of the con-
sequences of regulation.

I offered an amendment to the
ALERRT Act. The amendment requires
the capital bureaucrats to acknowledge
whether their regulations will have a
negative impact on jobs or wages in a
particular industry.

Any such regulation will be subject
to additional review to ensure that the
benefits justify the costs to families
and communities. The principle is sim-
ple: if Washington bureaucrats are
going to implement rules that take
wages or jobs away from hardworking
Americans, they should take responsi-
bility for and justify their decisions. It
is important that regulators think
through the impacts, costs, and bur-
dens that red tape imposes on families
and communities, and it is time for the
Senate to come to the support of those
individuals and those communities and
take up the ALERRT Act.

We have passed several tax-related
bills to help individuals keep more of
their hard-earned money and to help
small businesses add jobs and increase
wages, like the Child Tax Credit Im-
provement Act and the Student and
Family Tax Simplification Act.

We have also heard stories of people
whose hours have been cut because of
the 30-hour work week in the Presi-
dent’s health care law. But the House
has acted. That is why we passed the
Save American Workers Act to restore
the traditional 40-hour work week and
help those who want the opportunity to
work more hours and see their wages
go up.

The Senate has to act. Time and
again, Mr. Speaker, the House has
acted but the Senate has not.

I really thank the gentleman from
Georgia for shining a light on what is
going on at this Capitol, the produc-
tion that is coming out of this side of
the Capitol and then hits the wall on
the other side. It is time for the Senate
to act, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. WOODALL. I would like to ask
the gentleman if he would stay just 1
more minute. I see you are down here
with three lovely young women from
the next generation of Americans.
When they grow up, they are going to
be the leaders of this country.

You mentioned energy in your pres-
entation. I have got to be honest with
you, I didn’t come to deal with those
big issues that are sometimes amor-
phous. I came to deal with the issues
that make a difference in families’
lives today, tomorrow, and in the next
generation.

We talk about energy, we talk about
streamlining production, we talk about
the Keystone pipeline, but I live in
Georgia. We are not drilling any wells
in Georgia. I can’t tell much of a dif-
ference at the price of the pump. I
don’t have that many families who say:
This is going to make a difference in
my pocketbook, this is going to make
a difference for a job right here in At-
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lanta, Georgia. But you come from a
different part of the country.

Can you see the difference that these
bills make, not from a Republican/
Democrat partisan perspective, but
from a real world difference, real dol-
lars in families’ pockets back home?

Mr. ROTHFUS. Absolutely, Mr.
Speaker. The gentleman from Georgia
notes that western Pennsylvania has a
growing energy industry. We are seeing
a tremendous number of jobs coming
in, family sustaining jobs.

Bear in mind, Mr. Speaker, when
somebody gets a job in that field and
they start to get that paycheck—and
every American who gets a paycheck
sees this—there is some stuff that is
taken out. There is a FICA charge, a
Medicare tax charge, and Federal
taxes.

Mr. Speaker, that is how we are pay-
ing for Social Security, that is how we
are paying for Medicare. When people
pay their income taxes, it is how we
pay for the defense of our country. This
is a dangerous world, Mr. Speaker.

We need to have an economy that is
generating the kind of jobs where peo-
ple can get back to work and get those
salaries and wages so that when they
pay taxes, they are paying for Social
Security, Medicare, and veterans bene-
fits. We have got a boom like you have
never seen before, Mr. Speaker.

The gentleman from Georgia has all
these bills there that show the work
that this House is doing, all to help
this economy get growing again.

If you want to be paying for Social
Security, if you want to be paying for
Medicare, if you want to be paying for
veterans benefits, we have got to grow
this economy at 4 percent, at 5 percent,
yes, at 6 percent. So many people, Mr.
Speaker, have said, that is not going to
happen, we can’t get there. It hap-
pened. It happened in the 1980s, it hap-
pened in the 1990s. We can do this. We
are a blessed land, Mr. Speaker, and in
western Pennsylvania we see that.

O 2000

We are having a big debate right now
with respect to the President’s green-
house gas emissions, and there is testi-
mony being taken across the country,
including in Pittsburgh. We have to use
our resources.

Under his plan, in 2008, when the
President was running for his seat, he
promises, ‘‘Electricity rates will nec-
essarily skyrocket.”

No single person should have the au-
thority to impose a policy on a country
that would cause electricity rates to
necessarily skyrocket. That is why the
REINS Act is so important. That is
why Senator REID has to move the
REINS Act to the floor of the Senate,
to have this Congress have a voice. Our
Constitution has an executive branch,
a legislative branch, and a judicial
branch. The legislative branch is where
those policy decisions should be made.

Mr. WOODALL. I am looking at the
Northern Route Approval Act poster
you have got behind you, and I am
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looking at the ‘‘days in the Senate”
column. It says it has been 434 days
that that bill has been in the Senate.

You are a new Member in this body.
I have only had a voting card for 3
years. I know it is a collaborative proc-
ess, but as I look at that 434 days in the
Senate, does it mean that we have sent
over a proposal to expand energy pro-
duction to make those family-pro-
viding jobs that you mention and the
Senate didn’t like our idea, and so they
sent us back a different proposal, and
we have dropped the ball? Is that a pos-
sibility?

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, the gen-
tleman from Georgia is asking ques-
tions about what is happening on the
Senate side. They are simply not act-
ing.

It was 241-175. I think the last time I
counted, there are some 234 Repub-
licans in this House. It was 241, so
there are Democrats voting for this
bill.

There is almost universal support for
Keystone XIL. The President could
allow it to go forward. Thousands of
jobs are in the waiting—thousands of
jobs where people would be paying So-
cial Security tax and Medicare tax and
increasing the supply of North Amer-
ican energy being able to be refined in
this country, which means American
jobs refining that.

So what is happening over there in
the Senate? It is not coming up. We get
phone calls all the time from our con-
stituents, and it is important that con-
stituents call their Members of Con-
gress, who are their employees. We are
the employees of the American people.
The Senators are the employees of the
American people because they pay our
paychecks.

Their hard-earned tax dollars are
what fund the paychecks for Senators
and the paychecks for the Members of
this House. We are the employees of
the American people.

So we welcome phone calls from our
bosses, our employers out there. They
need to be calling their employees in
the Senate and saying: Why aren’t you
approving the Keystone XL pipeline?
We need those jobs. Why aren’t you ap-
proving the REINS Act?

We don’t think one person should
make the decision that would turn off
the lights in this country, turn off the
lights at power plants, turn off the
lights in coal mines, turn off the lights
in factories because the prices are
going too high.

When the President said that elec-
tricity rates will necessarily sky-
rocket, if you are opening up a plant
and you are looking at that, that is a
cost. If the income doesn’t exceed the
cost, that factory isn’t going to get
built.

So there are folks across the coun-
try—entrepreneurs—who want to get
things going. They want to hire people,
but then they look at the cost, and
they say: no, we are going to put our
money elsewhere.

We need people investing in this
country because that is what is going
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to cause this country to boom again,
and look at some of the tax bills we
passed out of this House, which wait in
the Senate—where is the Keystone XL
pipeline? Where is the Northern Route
Approval Act right now?

I can’t answer the question that the
gentleman from Georgia asks, but I
think maybe the Senators could an-
swer that question if their bosses—the
people who pay their salaries—would
call them.

Mr. WOODALL. The gentleman said
it so well. This isn’t about one person.
This isn’t about one Chamber. This
isn’t about one part of the government.
We are all in this together. Families in
western Pennsylvania and families in
north Georgia are in this together. We
will rise or fall as a Nation together.

I go back to what you said when you
first took the well. There are so many
awful stories about Washington, D.C.,
and the way that we work together.
Some of them are true, and many of
them are just lore, but I believe you
said—and my staff handed it to me
after you said it—that about 254 of the
356 bills that are stuck in the Senate
passed this House either unanimously
or with more than two-thirds of the
Members voting in favor of them.

I don’t know everything about west-
ern Pennsylvania, but I know you don’t
get elected to Congress there because
you are interested in propounding wild
views that make no difference to peo-
ple. You get elected there because you
care about people and you want to do
the things that matter. You know who
the boss is, and it is those folks back
home.

When I think that about this stack of
bills, it would be so easy for people to
dismiss it as: well, those are those
crazy Republican ideas, and this is just
some sort of political stunt.

How many times have we heard that
it is a political stunt? Why are those
guys talking about those bills? It is be-
cause of what you said. Sixty of these
bills introduced by Democrats passed
this Chamber, and 2564 of these bills
stuck in the Senate passed with two-
thirds of us coming together—or
more—to send them over to the Senate.

We have an obligation to work to-
gether. The answer to the question is
that, after 434 days, the Senate hasn’t
said no. The Senate hasn’t said: we
have a better idea, so we will send this
back to you. The Senate didn’t say:
you are focused on the wrong pathway;
let’s look at a different route approval.

The Senate did nothing.

Mr. ROTHFUS. You raise a good
point because the way the process is
supposed to work, one side of our Cap-
itol—the House—will pass the bill or
maybe the Senate will pass a bill, and
then there might be a slightly different
bill passed out of the other Chamber,
and then the two sides would come to-
gether in a conference, and there would
be some negotiating. There is some
compromise going on.

Prior to coming to Congress, I had a
job of negotiating contracts. Your cli-
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ent would tell you when you go into
that negotiating room: whatever you
do, make sure you get A and B into
that contract.

So you know what your marching or-
ders are, but you understand the other
side has come in, and they have been
told by their client: make sure you get
C and D in that contract, whatever you
do.

The art is that the two of you get to-
gether and you negotiate. You go back
and forth. Are you going to get 100 per-
cent? You never do. That is negoti-
ating. That is life, but here, we passed
these bills. We are waiting to nego-
tiate. They are not even acting.

I go back to the appropriations proc-
ess, which is fundamentally broken.
Since 1977, you have only four times
that the House and the Senate got this
job done by September 30. That is a
scandal.

Everybody in this country Kknows
that April 15 is an important date. You
have got to pay your taxes that day.
You can’t call the IRS and say: Hey,
can I get a continuing resolution on
that? Can I have 3 weeks?

The gentleman from Georgia pointed
out that I have two of my young chil-
dren with me. We know that the Tues-
day before Labor Day, school starts.
Am I supposed to able to call the prin-
cipal and say: hey, we’re not ready?
Can I have a continuing resolution on
that summer, so we can have 3 more
weeks to get ready?

It shouldn’t happen. The spending
bills will be passed, whether it is
through a continuing resolution that
will extend it until December or Janu-
ary or February or March. Why can’t it
get done by September 30? It is an act
of the will.

If the other side of the Congress—the
Senate—hasn’t passed any, where can
you even begin to have that negotia-
tion between the two different ideas
and what is in those bills? We would
love to negotiate with Senator REID.

We would love to negotiate. In fact,
it has worked. I think you pointed out
the SKILLS Act which, again, the
House passed some 16 months ago. It
took a while for the Senate to get
going. It finally did. We passed the
Water Resources Reform and Develop-
ment Act last summer. We finally got
it to the Senate and got together. It
got done.

We passed a temporary patch for the
highway trust fund that we sent over
to the Senate. The Senate had some
other ideas, so they are making some
changes, but this is the process that is
supposed to work. One House moves;
the other House moves. They are not
even moving, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. WOODALL. I think about those
seven appropriations bills you talked
about. I want to remember the num-
bers. We have gotten 12 out of com-
mittee. We passed seven on the floor of
the House. We have sent those over to
the Senate.

Again, I don’t know if the Senate is
going to take our ideas or reject our
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ideas or come up with their own ideas,
but they have done none of those
things. They haven’t taken our ideas,
they haven’t rejected our ideas, and
they promulgated absolutely no ideas
of their own.

I don’t enjoy being down here. This is
not #kickthesenate. This is
#StuckInTheSenate. It is not that
there is not a way forward. You have
described the way forward. It is not all
my way. It is not all your way. It is not
all anyone’s way. It is a negotiated
pathway forward.

When I ran for Congress, that is what
I expected. When my constituents sent
me here, that is what they expected.

Mr. ROTHFUS. It isn’t my way or
the highway, but if you have one part
of this Congress—the Senate—not even
acting, what is the communication
there? It is no way.

We invite the Senate to act. We in-
vite the Senate to come and start to
talk about the Keystone XL pipeline
and the thousands of jobs that are
waiting, talk about the REINS Act,
talk about the ALERRT Act to require
the bureaucrats in this wealthy and
powerful Capitol to take a look at the
regulations that they are putting out
and making an assessment whether
those regulations are going to hurt
wages or jobs.

I talk to people who are capped at
29%% hours. They can’t get above 30
hours, Mr. Speaker, so we passed legis-
lation that, again, sits in the Senate.
We need to boom this economy again.
That is how you pay for the critical
programs that we have.

We have to use the God-given re-
sources we have in this country—yes,
prudently, smartly, and in a respon-
sible way. There are ways to do that.

We have made tremendous progress
in this country over the last 50 years. 1
am from Pittsburgh, and they talk
about, back in the day, that you had to
bring two shirts to work because, by
noon, your shirt would be dirty.

We are making tremendous progress
with the environment. I have another
bill that I am trying to get this House
to move, so we can send it over to the
Senate to help that progress continue,
called the SENSE Act, H.R. 3138.
Again, I hope to get this House to move
it, but we have to get the Senate to
act.

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my friend for
focusing on those commonsense points.

Again, when I open up the newspaper,
what I hear is it is about partisan non-
sense and it is about election-year poli-
tics. When we are talking about over
350 bills and we are talking about 60 of
those bills being introduced by Demo-
crats, but passed with Democrat and
Republican support here in the House,
when we are talking about 250 of those
bills being passed with more than a
two-thirds vote—many of those unani-
mously—what it tells me is we are not
in the business of trying to make a
point.

We are in the business of trying to
make a difference, and if we had a will-
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ing partner in the Senate, we could ab-
solutely make that difference.

I yield to my friend from Indiana, a
former secretary of State, which has
you in the executive side of things. You
actually had to be responsible for get-
ting things done. I guess that is my
frustration with the Senate.

I just need somebody to stand up and
be a partner and take responsibility for
moving a few of these things forward,
trying to make a difference in people’s
lives.

0 2015

Mr. ROKITA. I thank the gentleman
for yielding. I thank the gentleman for
organizing this here tonight.

I think the gentleman is exactly
right. We need leadership. Leaders are
supposed to lead. When you look at
what the gentleman rightly put here
on the House floor in terms of the
stack of work that sits in HARRY
REID’s—the Senate majority leader’s—
in-box, you realize what leadership
isn’t, and that is a real problem.

If my constituents, Mr. Speaker, saw
that pile in my in-box, I don’t know
how much longer I would last. I wonder
what the citizens and voters and tax-
payers of Nevada think at this point.

Mr. Speaker, as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Early Childhood, Ele-
mentary, and Secondary Education, I
rise today to discuss with my col-
leagues the importance of improving
education in our country.

This House has done excellent work
in that regard. We understand here in
the House—and parents, teachers, and
school administrators are all too
aware—that the current state of our
education system threatens the Amer-
ican Dream for the current and future
generations of students.

I know that we want to help create a
better world and the possibility of a
better life for our young students.
Leaving the world in better shape than
we found it is as much a part of our
American exceptionalism as is the free-
dom we enjoy that allows us to pursue
the American Dream.

To our credit, frankly, when Amer-
ican citizens see what is not being done
in the Senate, they can look to the
House for some great things that have
been accomplished in terms of righting
what is wrong on education.

Right now, sadly, we are not faring
well on the international education
stage. Our children are not reading at
grade level, while math and science
performance by U.S. students trails far
beyond that of our counterparts in
other developed countries. We are not
competing to win in a 21st century
world.

The comical irony of that—if it
weren’t just so plain sad—would be
that the American education system is
failing the students that its most pas-
sionate advocates claim to want to
help. Sure, you can argue that some-
how while we aren’t universally suc-
cessful, our best and brightest rival
any in the world, and our leading insti-
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tutions will continue to provide the
high-quality instruction that will keep
us afloat, but I would say to the gen-
tleman of Georgia, Mr. Speaker, that
the America I know, the America that
I believe in—the America that my con-
stituents and that, I think, Americans
across the country believe in—doesn’t
include a two-tiered system. We want
everyone to have an equal opportunity.
We want everyone to only be limited
by the capacity of their dreams.

At the subcommittee level, in what
we call K-12 education and in a more
broad sense on the Education and the
Workforce Committee and then on the
floor of the House, we have done some
things to right that ship, as I ex-
plained.

One of those bills that passed the
House was H.R. 10, the Success and Op-
portunity through Quality Charter
Schools Act. This was a bipartisan bill.
It passed on 5-9-14, just this year. The
vote tally, Mr. Speaker, was 360-45. It
has been in the Senate for 82 days. 360-
45 is a huge bipartisan victory. It is one
of the biggest bipartisan victories we
have had on the floor of the House.

This is a charter school bill. It is
school choice. I Tbelieve charter
schools—like a majority of the people
on the floor of this House believe—play
a critical role in creating educational
options for all children. Charter
schools encompass two Kkey principles
American families want from our Na-
tion’s education system: choice and
flexibility.

These innovative institutions will
empower parents to play a more active
role in their children’s educations,
open doors for teachers to pioneer fresh
teaching methods, encourage State and
local innovation, and help students es-
cape poor-performing schools.

Why do we want to continue to
shackle students to poor-performing
schools and give them no choice and
take away that equal opportunity for
them to be successful? This bill, Mr.
Speaker, did it. This bill now sits in
HARRY REID’s in-box.

Across the Nation, charter schools
are leading the way in innovation and
in improving education outcomes. In
my home State of Indiana, for example,
the Charles A. Tindley Accelerated
School in Indianapolis—which serves a
predominantly low-income and minor-
ity student body—expects every stu-
dent, no matter his or her background
or circumstances, to have a college ac-
ceptance letter upon graduation.

No matter his or her background or
circumstances, one has to have a col-
lege acceptance letter upon graduation.
The school’s rigorous curriculum and
laser focus on preparing students for
higher education has helped 100 percent
of its students to date gain acceptance
into college. This bill sits, awaiting ac-
tion in the Senate. It is not leadership.

Mr. WOODALL. I would just like to
ask my friend because, in serving on
the committee, you have an insight
that most of us don’t have.

I am looking at those numbers, at 360
Members of this House voting ‘‘yes.”
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That is more than you need to pass a
constitutional amendment, for Pete’s
sakes.

Mr. ROKITA. That is right.

Mr. WOODALL. That is about as
close to unanimous as we generally
get. I am looking, and it hasn’t been at
the Senate for 1 week or 2 weeks. It has
been there for almost 3 months so far.

What have they said? Have they said,
We have got a better idea, and they
have sent back an alternative to the
committee? What have you heard?

Mr. ROKITA. I would love at this
point—I think we all would—to hear
them say: We have a better idea, we are
going to take it up, and we will show
you.

I would take that as progress, sir.
This is what we have heard: silence.

Mr. WOODALL. These are not par-
tisan issues. Hducation is not a par-
tisan issue. Children are not partisan
issues. We have votes with 360 Members
of this body. Again, this is the
hyperpartisan House—so the news tells
me—and two bills right there in front
of you are making a difference in peo-
ple’s lives. They could make that dif-
ference today, and yet the Senate does
nothing.

I have been preaching the ‘“Stuck in
the Senate” hashtag message, 1 will
say to my friend, because I still be-
lieve. I told folks when we started this
hour tonight that this is a good news/
bad news hour. The good news is I am
sitting on top of a stack of 356 bills
that this House has passed in a bipar-
tisan way, and the bad news is that
they are stuck in the Senate.

I believe that perhaps you and I, as
young Congressmen, can’t move the
Senate, but I believe the American peo-
ple still can move the Senate.

Mr. ROKITA. I think the gentleman
is exactly right, if the American people
show the Senate that the American
people care as we know they do. This is
still the home of the free. This is still
an open republic, and it is still we, the
people, who are in charge. We can
make the change happen if we show the
“leaders” of this country that we care.

Mr. WOODALL. It is a ‘‘we’’ question.
I thank my friend. There are folks who
get wrapped up in the partisan issues of
the day, and there are those folks who
have committed themselves to finding
willing partners wherever those part-
ners may be.

What I have seen of you in our 3
years of working together is that you
came here to do things that mattered,
and whoever you have to partner with
and however late you have to work and
however early you have to get up—
whatever you have to do—if this job is
worth doing, it is because it is making
a difference in people’s lives, and I am
grateful to you for that.

It may be a Midwestern values night.
I have got the gentleman from Indiana,
and I have been joined by a gentleman
from Illinois, who has also been a true
champion, Mr. Speaker. You didn’t
have the great pleasure of coming in
with this big freshman class of 2010,
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but what was so neat about it to me
was that, in showing up to freshman
orientation, I met these two guys for
the very first time, and I met my new
Democratic colleagues for the very
first time.

Truthfully, when we talked about
why we came here, I couldn’t tell the
difference between the two because the
American people sent a crowd of folks
here to do the things that mattered,
and we have partnered to do those.

The gentleman from Illinois is one of
those great partners, and I would be
happy to yield.

Mr. HULTGREN. Thank you so
much. I want to thank my good friend
from Georgia for hosting this hour.

It is so important to talk about what
really matters to people—our constitu-
ents, hardworking families—who are
just trying to make it through, to get
by, and to have hope for a bright fu-
ture.

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight, troubled
over a recent email I received from a
constituent of mine. Jessica from Lake
in the Hills in Illinois wrote me with
concern about her current economic
condition.

She is a single mother with two teen-
agers, but like many Americans, she
recently lost her job amidst the slow
economic recovery. Of course, she is
greatly concerned about providing for
her children, now that her main source
of income has dried up.

As Gallup recently confirmed, many
Americans like Jessica are having to
spend more on items they have to buy
and less on items they choose to buy.
This mandatory spending is squeezing
out everything else in their budgets.

The rising costs of basic necessities,
like groceries, gas, and utilities for
middle class families like Jessica’s,
smothers them as the cost of day-to-
day living goes up and up. At the end of
the month, there is little left over for
them to choose to buy something for
their homes, for their families, or for
themselves.

This is heartbreaking and frustrating
because the House has passed legisla-
tion to lower energy prices, create jobs,
improve work-life balance, and do
many other things to help people.

Energy prices are an ever-present
concern for Americans who drive their
kids to school, commute to their jobs,
cool their homes, run their manufac-
turing plants, or harvest their crops.

The House passed Lowering Gasoline
Prices to Fuel an America That Works
Act, and it would do just that, cut
prices at the pump by opening new
Federal lands to energy development.
The Small Business Capital Access and
Job Preservation Act would grow Main
Street jobs by reducing regulatory bur-
dens on American businesses.

The Working Families Flexibility
Act would help workers better manage
their work-life balance. That is espe-
cially crucial for families like Jessica’s
who are stretched thin between caring
for their families and working just to
earn a living.
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The House has also acted on behalf of
veterans, and I am so proud of this.
When our servicemen and -women re-
turn home, the last thing they should
have to worry about is unemployment.

It is our duty in Congress to ensure
there are jobs available for our vet-
erans, but the employer mandate in the
President’s health care law has dis-
couraged many small businesses from
hiring more workers at a time when
our economy is still struggling to re-
cover.

H.R. 3474, the Hire More Heroes Act,
is commonsense legislation that re-
lieves the employer mandate burden on
businesses that want to hire veterans.

It is just astounding to me that the
Senate still refuses to take up this leg-
islation that would help our veterans.
Still, I do have hope. I have hope that
we can work across the aisle to help
address the problems of the middle
class.

That is what the American people
sent us here to do. Just this month, the
House and Senate passed and the Presi-
dent signed H.R. 803, the Workforce In-
novation and Opportunity Act, or the
SKILLS Act, which helps reform and
modernize our Federal jobs training
programs.

By 2022, our country will lack mil-
lions of skilled workers with degrees
beyond high school, such as paralegals,
welders, radiology technicians, and po-
lice officers. Federally funded job
training programs help Americans of
all working ages gain the knowledge
and skills necessary to reenter the
workforce, retrain for new jobs, or in-
crease their value to their current em-
ployers.

When far more people in my home
State of Illinois have given up looking
for work and have left the workforce
than have found new jobs, our commu-
nities need the tools necessary to
match available jobs with available
and trained workers.

H.R. 803 will help put local workforce
investment boards in the driver’s seat
to tailor their services to fill the local
jobs of the 21st century. It also stream-
lines a confusing maze of programs and
ensures the business community’s
voice is heard, putting businesses
above bureaucrats.

At the same time, it ensures that we
have strong accountability over the
use of taxpayer dollars. H.R. 803 is a
good example—when regular order is
followed and both sides agree to talk
and work out their differences—that
the House can pass important legisla-
tion.

We have also passed the Permanent
Internet Tax Freedom Act, a bill I co-
sponsored, which permanently prevents
States and local governments from tax-
ing Internet services. Taxing the on-
ramp to the Internet is just bad policy.

It hurts lower income families the
most and penalizes Americans for com-
municating with family or for looking
for a job online. Again, this bill passed
with strong bipartisan support.

The Science Committee recently
passed the RAMI Act, which will help
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the strong manufacturing base we have
in Illinois and others across the coun-
try. The bill creates a network of na-
tionwide regional institutes, each spe-
cializing in the production of a unique
technology material or process rel-
evant to advanced manufacturing.

Small- and mid-sized manufacturers
can expand their research and develop-
ment capabilities and train an ad-
vanced manufacturing workforce.

The Senate also introduced a com-
panion bill, and I trust the RAMI Act
will become law soon. When it does
come down to it, I truly believe we can
all agree on about 80 percent of the
issues facing this Nation.

Building relationships and working
on common goals can help us address
the other 20 percent without being divi-
sive.

O 2030

But where does this leave middle
class families right now? They are still
finding their paychecks don’t go as far
as they used to go. Energy prices are
still high, and groceries aren’t getting
any cheaper.

More than 350 bills are stuck in the
Senate. Many of those would help
Americans get back on their feet again.
We don’t need political posturing. We
need real solutions for hardworking in-
dividuals and families. Let’s help fami-
lies like Jessica’s and get these bills
passed through the Senate now.

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my friend. It
is exactly that commitment to work-
ing together to make a difference that
I think folks long for in this place. And
it is exactly what you have there, H.R.
803, the Workplace Innovation Act. It
is true. That is one of our success sto-
ries.

But you first came to the floor to
support that in March of 2013. The rea-
son we are able to call this a success is
because the Senate finally got around
to dealing with it in June of 2014—over
a year. It could have been making a
difference in people’s lives.

I am thrilled that now we are making
that difference, but we wasted a year.
And the family that you talked about,
a family struggling to try to decide
what tomorrow is going to look like,
doesn’t have a year to wait.

The Internet Tax Freedom bill you
discussed just came out of this body
this summer. That is something the
Senate could take up immediately. As
you said, it came out of here with wild
bipartisan support. It could begin to
make a difference tomorrow—tomor-
row.

I am happy to yield to my friend.

Mr. HULTGREN. I agree with you.
And families like Jessica’s can’t afford
to wait any longer. They want help.
They are not looking for something to
be given to them. They are just looking
for opportunity. They are looking for
hope, and that is the legislation that
we have passed, any legislation like
this that just makes sense.

As I travel around my district, it is
in the western suburbs of Chicago. As I
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travel around and talk to job creators,
small businesses, entrepreneurs, people
who are starting up small businesses or
want to start up small businesses, I ask
them over and over again—I would love
for them to hire 20 more people, but I
ask: What would it take for you to hire
one more person, just one more person?
And over and over again it is common
themes of: deal with the things that
are causing us to struggle. They are
convinced they can continue to make a
great product, provide a great service,
serve their customers, beat all com-
petition all throughout the world if
they can just have an opportunity, if
government can get out of the way.

Their fear is uncertainty that is com-
ing out of Washington, D.C., uncer-
tainty under high taxes, increase of
taxes and different things, so much
regulation that is out there, and now
the high cost of health care, uncer-
tainty there as well.

We have taken some commonsense
steps, as my good friend from Georgia
has pointed out so well. So many of
these votes have been strong, bipar-
tisan votes, people on both sides of the
aisle working together, cosponsors on
both sides of the aisle getting this
done, oftentimes with well over 300
votes, and yet it languishes over in the
Senate. 356 bills stuck in the Senate.

It is about time that we get that
moving. Families like Jessica’s, so
many other families across this Nation
want that help, want us to get out of
the way, want the Senate to act, move
things forward, and have that hope and
opportunity once again.

I thank my good friend from Georgia.

Mr. WOODALL. I thank my friend.
He is such a great leader. Bringing
voices together is that skill set that
sometimes this institution lacks, and
he has it in spades.

As I close tonight, Mr. Speaker, I
just want to make it clear, this isn’t a
partisan stunt. This isn’t Republican
machinations. 356 bills sit in the Sen-
ate right now that, if the Senate moved
them, could begin to make a difference
in the lives of American families.

I want to tell you about those bills:
98 percent of them passed with a bipar-
tisan vote. 98 percent of these bills
passed with a bipartisan vote. 254 of
these bills passed with either no oppo-
sition or two-thirds support. Almost
200, no opposition at all; 60 introduced
by my Democratic colleagues.

Making a difference for America is
not a partisan exercise, Mr. Speaker,
but it is a sacred trust. I am so proud
of this House for moving forward on
these bills to make a difference. I know
that we can work together to encour-
age HARRY REID to do the same. I know
our friends across the country, the
bosses of the United States Senate, can
encourage the Senate to do the same.

This country is thirsty for leader-
ship. I am proud of my colleagues on
both sides of the House for providing it.
I look forward to partnering with the
Senate and the President to move
these bills into that difference-making

H7115

position for those families across this
country.

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

———————

EXPORT-IMPORT BANK
REAUTHORIZATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentlewoman from California (Ms.
WATERS) for 30 minutes.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, today we
have Democrats on the Financial Serv-
ices Committee here where we have
gathered on the House floor to talk
about the Export-Import Bank, which
supports hundreds of thousands of jobs
and levels the playing field so that
American businesses, large and small,
can compete successfully in the global
markets.

Tomorrow, Speaker BOEHNER and the
Republican leadership will leave town
for a 5-week congressional recess, and
legislation to renew the Export-Import
Bank hasn’t even seen a vote in our
committee. When we return in Sep-
tember, there will be just 10 legislative
days to renew the bank before its char-
ter lapses on September 30.

This ideological push to abolish the
Ex-Im Bank is an irrational crusade to
destroy an agency that supports hun-
dreds of thousands of jobs and propels
economic recovery without costing
taxpayers a dime. The result could be
the end of an institution that, over the
past b years, has supported 1.2 million
private sector American jobs, and over
200,000 jobs last year alone.

Additionally, the Ex-Im Bank re-
duced our deficit by returning over $1
billion to taxpayers last year alone
through interest and fees. Still, critics
of the bank say it is a risk to tax-
payers, that it picks winners and los-
ers, and that it interferes in the free
market and, therefore, creates a less
efficient economy. For all of those rea-
sons, it should be abolished, they say.

But first, let me say, this notion that
there is such a thing as pure free enter-
prise, that if left to its own devices
would flourish with total efficiency and
self-discipline and allocate resources
and spread risk in such a way that ac-
crues to the benefit of everyone in soci-
ety, this notion of just pure free enter-
prise simply doesn’t exist.

In fact, I thought one of the lessons
we learned from the recent financial
crisis is that markets must be embed-
ded in systems of governance. The idea
that markets are self-correcting, many
of us thought, had received a mortal
blow.

Regardless of the outcome, Repub-
licans have already created uncer-
tainty for thousands of American com-
panies trying to compete against busi-
nesses in China, Korea, and across Eu-
rope, all of which have their own
version of the Ex-Im Bank.

Mr. Speaker, I would like to enter
into the RECORD a letter from Mr.
Steve Wilburn, who is the CEO of the
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green energy company FirmGreen, who
lost $57 million in contracts because of
uncertainty surrounding the future of
the Ex-Im Bank.

At this time, and before us sharing
this information with you, I would like
to yield to the gentlewoman from Ohio
(Mrs. BEATTY).

Mrs. BEATTY. Mr. Speaker, thank
you to Ranking Member Congress-
woman MAXINE WATERS.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong
support of the Export-Import Bank and
current legislation, H.R. 4950, to reau-
thorize the bank introduced by my
freshman colleague and fellow Finan-
cial Services Committee member, Con-
gressman HECK from Washington.

The Export-Import Bank has been
helping United States businesses of all
sizes sell their products around the
world for over 80 years. But despite the
bank’s proven track record of creating
jobs, helping American businesses com-
pete globally, and reducing the Federal
deficit, a faction of House Republicans
want to close the door of this impor-
tant Federal agency forever.

Mr. Speaker, shutting down the Ex-
port-Import Bank makes no sense to
me, and it makes no sense to my con-
stituents. In my congressional district,
Ohio’s Third, 10 companies, including
six small businesses, have grown be-
cause of the Export-Import Bank.
These businesses have been able to ex-
pand sales internationally and create
jobs locally because of the Export-Im-
port Bank.

Earlier this month I received a letter
from the CEO of Yenkin-Majestic
Paint, a manufacturer in my district.
In his letter, he writes: ‘“‘Normally we
would not write in context of Wash-
ington crosscurrents about the bank.
However, it would be very unfortunate
if the Congress cannot reach a respon-
sible bipartisan reauthorization of this
work to encourage commerce for
American-made products abroad and to
help expand U.S. employment from
sales beyond what is available on the
home front.”

Mr. Speaker, this is just one of many
letters I have received from affected
constituents.

I have also heard from a young man
who works at International Risk Con-
sultants, a Columbus-based company
that provides guidance to small busi-
nesses to export internationally. He
writes: ‘“The Ex-Im Bank offers trade
finance solutions that work for small
businesses that cannot find alter-
natives in the private market.”

He closes his letter in this way, I
think most telling: ‘‘Perhaps the most
devastating effect of not reauthorizing
the Ex-Im Bank will be visited upon
the many firms that never began ex-
porting but would, if they were intro-
duced to Ex-Im Bank solutions.”

Mr. Speaker, Congress should not
allow an extreme faction of the Repub-
lican Conference to execute an ill-con-
ceived and destructive plan to close
Export-Import Bank. My constituents
deserve better. Ohioans deserve better,
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and the American people deserve bet-
ter.

I urge the House Republican leader-
ship to bring H.R. 4950, a bill with over
200 cosponsors, to the floor so we can
keep the Export-Import Bank oper-
ating and, more importantly, Kkeep
Americans working.

GENERAL LEAVE

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material in the RECORD on the
topic of my Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers, I will read into the RECORD a let-
ter from Steve Wilburn, CEO of the
green energy company FirmGreen, who
lost a $57 million contract because of
uncertainty surrounding the future of
the Ex-Im Bank. I will read you ex-
cerpts from his letter.

Mr. Wilburn attended the Ex-Im
Bank panel I organized in April, and
last month we invited him back to be
one of our Democratic witnesses at a
House Financial Services Committee
hearing on the Ex-Im Bank. He is
among the best witnesses we have ever
had at a hearing.

In his letter, Mr. Wilburn explains
that FirmGreen’s export potential has
been directly affected by the uncer-
tainty of reauthorization of Ex-Im
Bank U.S. and the aggressive financial
terms offered by the Korean Ex-Im
Bank.

Attached to his letter is another let-
ter from a company in the Philippines,
Green Energy Solutions, informing him
that his business lost a $567 million con-
tract. The letter begins: ‘“‘Dear Mr.
Wilburn, in view of the uncertainty of
the reauthorization of the Ex-Im Bank
and project finance structure you pro-
posed have become problematic. We
have made the decision in May, this
year not to proceed with your project
offering.”

0 2045

Mr. Wilburn goes on to say: ‘“‘In sum-
mation, as a combat-decorated veteran,
small business owner, job creator, ex-
porter, and concerned citizen, I believe
we should not unilaterally disarm and
abandon the very governmental agency
that allows TU.S. manufacturers and
other U.S. exporters to fairly compete
on the world’s trading stage.”

Mr. Speaker and Members, the main
criticism of the bank that I would like
to discuss right now is the assertion
that the bank is the embodiment of
corporate welfare, benefiting a handful
of large companies, which they claim
represents crony capitalism.

Last April, I held a panel on the Ex-
Im Bank which included a number of
small business owners from across the
country. They came here to Wash-
ington to discuss their work with the
bank and how the bank helped their

July 30, 2014

companies compete in the global mar-
ketplace. Every one of those panel
members were extraordinarily decent
people, hardworking business owners
who create jobs and pay taxes and have
families and a civic sense of duty. And
this is why I am so offended by this
label of ‘‘crony capitalists’ that critics
like to attach to users of the bank.

Those of us who know what it is like
to live behind a label understand how
they work. Once you are able to put a
label on something or to someone and
it sticks, then you could be done with
them. And if enough people can be con-
vinced that customers of the Ex-Im
Bank are crony capitalists, well, there
is nothing left to do but get rid of
them.

It is so important to note that while
a good amount of the bank’s support
goes to large companies, the vast ma-
jority of Ex-Im transactions—mnearly 90
percent—help small businesses. In fact,
if the Ex-Im Bank were abolished
today, it would affect small- and me-
dium-sized businesses just as much, or
more, as large exporters—perhaps
more, given the distinct challenges and
risks small businesses face when look-
ing to export.

Moreover, large U.S. exporters that
benefit from high dollar values of Ex-
Im financing also have large domestic
supply chains which consists largely of
small- and medium-sized businesses
that benefit indirectly but in very im-
portant ways from Ex-Im support.

At a later time, I will be entering
into the RECORD excerpts from Brek
Manufacturing and Hansen Engineer-
ing.

This letter is from Mr. Greg Lay, vice
president of Hansen Engineering. I will
read this letter first from Hansen Engi-
neering:

Hansen Engineering company is one of
many small businesses in the South Bay area
of Los Angeles, California, that is dependent
on Boeing contracts to support the business.
Ninety percent of our contracts support Boe-
ing aircraft, either directly or indirectly,
through our prime aerospace companies
throughout the world. My company staffs ap-
proximately 60 employees who live in the
South Bay and surrounding areas and depend
upon the support of Boeing for the well-being
of their families.

Without the reauthorization of Ex-Im
Bank, it would be impossible for us to have
a big impact on the health of our businesses
and its employees and their families.

Next we have a letter from Brek
Manufacturing:

Brek Manufacturing company is a small
business in California with 170 employees
who have a critical interest in foreign sales
of Boeing commercial aircraft. The Export-
Import Bank plays an important role as an
intermediary in the sale of these aircraft.

This letter is to express our support for the
Ex-Im Bank, as it is key to securing addi-
tional sales of Boeing commercial aircraft.

He goes on to say:

Our representatives who support the mili-
tary should also be concerned with the Ex-
Im Bank because of the role it plays in sup-
porting jobs and companies like ours, both
large and small across the country.

He further states:
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We supply critical aircraft structural com-
ponents which are key to successful, safe air
transport and air defense. There are many
others like us who represent thousands of
high-skilled and well-paying positions with
good benefits.

Please express our support for the Ex-Im
Bank to your colleagues. We are counting on
them to do the right thing and support
American manufacturing jobs.

At this time, I would like to yield to
the gentleman from Washington (Mr.
HECK) who is a leader with the bill that
would reauthorize the Ex-Im Bank, if
we could get the support from the op-
posite side of the aisle that we need.

Mr. HECK of Washington. I thank the
ranking member of the committee very
much.

Mr. Speaker, I am going to offer four
elegant, simple, straightforward rea-
sons why it is so critically important
that the U.S. Congress reauthorize the
Export-Import Bank prior to its expira-
tion on October 1, and they are simply
as follows: the Export-Import Bank
creates jobs; it helps small businesses;
it promotes fiscal responsibility; and it
advances economic growth.

With respect to jobs, it has already
been cited that in the last 5 years
alone, the Export-Import Bank is re-
sponsible for the creation of over a mil-
lion jobs, 205,000 jobs in just the last
year.

But here is what has not been said:
export-related jobs in America pay 13
to 18 percent more than non-export
jobs. So it doesn’t just create jobs; it
creates good jobs. And it helps small
businesses. Nearly 90 percent of all
transactions of the Export-Import
Bank are with small businesses. And to
put a fine point on that, last year, it
was 3,413 small businesses, businesses
like Pexco in Fife, Washington, which
makes traffic signs to promote safety
during construction. Pexco recently
sold $125,000—a small order by any
measure—to the Netherlands, I think it
was. Only one entity would guarantee
payment because no one else could col-
lect across international borders. And
that entity, of course, was the Export-
Import Bank.

Stac, another veteran-owned business
in Sumner, Washington, with eight em-
ployees, they do exporting. They are
going to hire three new employees on
the basis of their international sales.
But do you know what is incredibly
frustrating for somebody who comes
from the private sector? It is, frankly,
the woeful deficiency in understanding,
because the small business support
that the Export-Import Bank provides
does not stop with direct loans and
loan guarantees to small businesses be-
cause big businesses buy goods and
services from small businesses as well.

The greatest airplane maker in the
world, Boeing airplanes, uses 15,000
businesses in their supply chain, and
6,600 of them are small businesses.

I was recently on an Alaska flight
from Sea-Tac to National Airport in
Washington, D.C., and a friend of mine
named Eric Hahn, who works at Gen-
eral Plastics in south Takoma, was sit-
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ting a couple seats behind me. As ev-
erybody was gathering on the plane
and shoving their luggage up above and
getting seated, Eric jumped up, and he
said, ‘“‘Denny, do you see this? Do you
see this?”’ And he was pointing at the
plastic between the two overhead bins.
He said, ‘“We made that. We made
that.” General Plastics has 185 employ-
ees, another small business.

The Export-Import Bank promotes
fiscal responsibility. It has been more
than a generation since there was any
red penny supporting or subsidizing the
Export-Import Bank, in the wake of re-
forms adopted during the Reagan
yvears. Indeed, last October, more than
$1 billion transferred to the U.S. Treas-
ury. If we deauthorize the Export-Im-
port Bank, our deficit is going up. Who
wants that to happen? And finally, the
Export-Import Bank promotes eco-
nomic growth.

Let me give you a series of facts. We
cannot change these facts by wishing
them away. Fact number one: 95 per-
cent of the consumers in the world live
outside our borders—95 percent-plus,
actually. Another fact: since 1980, glob-
al trade has increased something like
fivefold—fivefold. And let me give you
another fact: if we in America want to
keep our middle class, we had better
learn how to sell to the growing middle
class throughout the world. And the
Export-Import Bank is an outstanding
tool to do that.

You know, America’s economy is pro-
jected to grow by only about 2.4 per-
cent a year over the next 10 years. And
do you know what the shame of that
is? The shame of that is, it is not fast
enough to absorb even the kids coming
out of high schools and postsecondary
education and colleges. We simply have
to grow this economy faster. And there
is no better way than to participate in
the exploding global economy.

Every developed nation on the face of
the planet has an export credit author-
ity. And, in fact, about 60 in all, theirs
are larger than ours either in absolute
dollars or in terms of a percentage of
their gross domestic product. Why?
Why would we unilaterally disarm?
Why would we unilaterally disarm?

Finally, let me say this. Right now,
tonight, as we sit, as we speak, the peo-
ple of China are pouring billions of dol-
lars into the development of a commer-
cial aircraft. They call it the C-919.
They say it will be available for sale
within 2 years. Frankly, I think it is
going to be longer than that. It will be
3 or 4 or 5 years. But whenever it is,
they are going to create even more
fierce competition for an industry that
is a bulwark of America’s manufac-
turing base, a bulwark. And what about
China’s export credit authority? It is
six times larger in absolute dollars
than America’s. And as a percentage of
GDP, it is 35 times larger.

So I ask the Members of the House,
let us not wake up 63 days from now
with no export credit authority. This is
the 16th time, by my count, we have re-
authorized the bank. Almost every
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time by virtually unanimous support.
And there are more than 300 votes on
this floor to pass it, if they will bring
it to a vote.

In the name of jobs, in the name of
small businesses, in the name of fiscal
responsibility, and in the name of eco-
nomic growth, let us reauthorize the
Export-Import Bank.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. AL
GREEN), and I thank him for the leader-
ship and the support that he has shown
for the Export-Import Bank.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank
you, Madam Ranking Member of the
full committee. I am exceedingly proud
to be a part of this effort. And I want
to you know that when we succeed, it
will be due in no small part to the en-
ergy that you have provided to help us
get this legislation through.

I would also like to thank the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. HECK)
for H.R. 4950, an outstanding piece of
legislation. It extends the Export-Im-
port Bank for 7 years, and it will in-
crease the cap to $175 billion. I think it
is an outstanding piece of legislation.
And, of course, I am one of the persons
who is supporting it.

Mr. Speaker, let me start by indi-
cating that the Export-Import Bank is
not one of the too big to fail institu-
tions. It wasn’t involved in the credit
default swaps. It wasn’t involved with
derivatives. It wasn’t involved with no-
doc loans. It wasn’t involved in all of
these exotic products that nearly
caused the collapse of the economy.

If the truth be told, the Export-Im-
port Bank was one of the reasons why
the economy was able to survive. It has
been thriving. It has done well. It pays
for itself by virtue of the loans that it
makes, by virtue of the fees that it col-
lects, by virtue of the products that it
insures. The Export-Import Bank
makes good sense.

I find no businesspeople in my com-
munity who are in opposition to the
Export-Import Bank. It is not too big
to fail, and it should not be too small
to save. We ought to do what we have
done 16 times in the previous 80 years,
and that is, reauthorize the Export-Im-
port Bank in a clean bill, and do it
with very little fanfare.

Unfortunately, that is not the cir-
cumstance that we confront presently.
Unfortunately, there are persons who
believe that the Export-Import Bank
no longer serves a useful purpose.

Well, it serves a useful purpose for
the people in my district. And the facts
speak for themselves. In my district,
between 2007 and 2013, in the Ninth
Congressional District, we had a total
of 88 export-importers.
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We had 39 small businesses, 13 minor-
ity-owned businesses, and four women-
owned businesses, and we are proud of
these businesses that are owned by
women because we still contend that
when women succeed, America suc-
ceeds. The Export-Import Bank is on
the agenda to help women succeed.
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I would add that there are businesses
that have indicated that they are sup-
portive. I have a letter from a company
in Houston, the style of it is the South
Coast Products Company, and I just
shall read an excerpt from their letter.
I have many letters to read, but I shall
pick a few and just read excerpts.

This one reads—and it is addressed to
the Honorable MAXINE WATERS:

We are a small manufacturer in Texas that
exports thread and valve lubricants pri-
marily to the oil and gas industry. We have
used Export-Import Banks’ export credit in-
surance for 13 years. During that time, our
export business has grown by a factor of 15
because of the security offered by our policy
with Export-Import.

I shall go to the last paragraph which
reads, ‘‘Please emphasize to your col-
leagues that Ex-Im Bank is not cor-
porate welfare”’—this is a business, a
business that has written this to us—
“‘or a charity of any kind. It facilitates
U.S. exports, especially for small busi-
nesses like us, while supporting itself.
Please do not let them put our liveli-
hoods on the chopping block for their
own political gain.”

This is from South Coast Products, a
Texas business.

I would also like to read a letter from
the Greater Houston Partnership. The
Greater Houston Partnership is the
preeminent chamber of commerce in
my area. It is called the partnership
because we do things differently in
Texas, and the partnership has also
joined in this letter by a good many
other entities that I shall name after
having read an excerpt from this letter.

It reads:

The Houston region continues to enjoy
strong economic growth driven in large part
by the Export-Import Bank. In order to keep
momentum, it is crucial that Congress sup-
ports tools encouraging businesses to expand
into new markets and create new jobs. The
Export-Import Bank of the United States is
one of these tools, and we ask that you sup-
port this legislation.

The letter is addressed to me.

It goes on to add:

Small- and medium-sized businesses in our
region also benefit directly from Export-Im-
port. Small businesses account for nearly 85
percent of Ex-Im Bank’s transactions; fur-
ther, these transaction figures do not include
the tens of thousands of small- and medium-
sized businesses that supply goods and serv-
ices to large exporters using the bank.

This is signed by the Bay Area Hous-
ton Economic Partnership, the Bay-
town Chamber of Commerce, the
Brenham/Washington County Chamber
of Commerce, the Clear Lake Chamber
of Commerce, the Greater Beaumont
Chamber of Commerce, the Greater
Tomball Area Chamber of Commerce,
the Houston East End Chamber of
Commerce, the Houston Northwest
Chamber of Commerce, Lake Houston
Area Chamber of Commerce, League
City Chamber of Commerce, Pearland
Chamber of Commerce, West Chambers
County Chamber of Commerce, and the
Wharton Chamber of Commerce.

I close simply with these words: busi-
nesses are supportive of the Ex-Im
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Bank. People understand the necessity
for it. We but only need to have a vote
on it to get it continued.

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker, Mem-
bers, you have heard about businesses
in any number of districts that receive
the support from the Ex-Im Bank.

I would like to read to you excerpts
from a letter from Chairman HEN-
SARLING’s district. This is from Fritz-
Pak, and this letter is about how the
Ex-Im Bank helped save his business.

His name is Gabriel Ojeda, president
of Fritz-Pak Corporation, and this is
the excerpt I would like to read:

During the past 5 years, we have grown our
international sales from 15 percent to over 35
percent of our business. We now have major
trading partners in over 30 different coun-
tries, including Brazil, Russia, India, and
Taiwan. Most recently, we exhibited our
products at Bauma International Trade Fair
in Munich, Germany.

So what is Fritz-Pak Corporation today?
We are an American manufacturer of the
best concrete admixtures in the world, and
we sell them as far as Yellowknife, Canada,
and as far south as Wellington, New Zealand.
We may be small, but we think big. In an age
where everything seems to be made some-
place else, we are thriving here in the USA
and in no small part due to the services pro-
vided by Ex-Im Bank.

Lastly, I would like to read excerpts
from Mr. Mike Boyle of BES&T in New
Hampshire. The CEO and president of
BES&T is Mr. Michael Boyle, and he
sent us a very good letter last week.

Mr. Speaker, at a later time, we will
enter into the RECORD these letters
that we are not able to read this
evening. I thank you, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

———————

THE IMPACT OF A POROUS
BORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
JOYCE). Under the Speaker’s announced
policy of January 3, 2013, the Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Arizona
(Mr. SCHWEIKERT) for 30 minutes.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Speaker, one
of my reasons for coming and taking
some of this time this evening was
around a frustration I have had, and I
think this may be for a lot of us who
are from a border State, who have been
watching both the press and a lot of
our brothers and sisters around this
place speechify about immigration,
about the border crisis, and what is
happening. If you are actually from Ar-
izona, this isn’t a new issue for us. We
have been bathing and living this for
decades now.

I had that moment this last week,
Mr. Speaker, where I realized maybe
the awareness in this body is starting
to change to understand the impact of
a porous border and what it means to
communities.

When I had one of my friends here
from the Midwest come up to me and
ask me a number of questions because
he had held a townhall—and it was the
first time he had had to face barrages
of questions about immigration, about
the unaccompanied minors, about the
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populations coming across the border,
what were the potential threats, the
disease, the drugs—then I realized
maybe I have partially had a misunder-
standing because, when I go home, the
border is one of the key questions we
talk about because of the effects it has
had on my home State, in regards to
education, incarceration, health care,
and the amount of the burden that my
citizens in Arizona, my taxpayers, have
had to take on that ultimately were
the responsibility of this Federal Gov-
ernment.

I wanted to go through just a handful
things, a couple of numbers that we
have found, talk about some of the me-
chanics that may be coming at us to-
morrow. I know many of us are going
to have some different views on legisla-
tion, where it takes us, but I want to
get some of the record straight here.

Do you remember, over the last 3, 4
years, particularly before the 2012 Pres-
idential race, we kept hearing how se-
cure the border was? I remember my
former Governor, Janet Napolitano,
giving a speech telling us that the bor-
der is more secure today than ever be-
fore.

Do you remember the rhetoric that
the President was bathing in, in early
2012, allowing himself to be called the
“‘deporter in chief’’?

Well, Mr. Speaker, as we later found
out—and we found out sort of when
many of the Democrat base activists
started believing it and started pro-
testing the President, saying: How can
our Democratic President be the
deporter in chief?

All of a sudden, the truth came out,
and we found out that the Obama ad-
ministration had manipulated the way
they calculate the numbers.

The previous administration, if you
were a Mexican national—and this is
for the southern border—if you had
been arrested within a couple miles of
the border, you were captured, taken
back, and released back over the bor-
der, then that did not count in the de-
portation numbers. This President very
conveniently apparently allowed them
to redefine the math.

There becomes one of our great frus-
trations. We have debates here on this
floor, and we realized how manipulated
so much of the math is, some of the un-
derlying statistics that we will come
down here and quote, and we are hold-
ing the data, and we realize that we
have we got conned. We got played.

Mr. Speaker, if you are going to build
public policy, and I don’t care if you
are on the left or the right, you have to
have an administration that is willing
to play the data straight. If you are
going to make public policy on public
data, give us honest data.

That becomes one of our great frus-
trations, Mr. Speaker, because I will
even have my hometown newspaper
quote numbers that we found out
months ago weren’t correct, were ma-
nipulated. They redefined the math. So
just keep that in mind.

Just something that came across my
desk just before I was walking over
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here, one of my county sheriffs—and
you have to understand, in Arizona, we
have only 15 counties—our counties are
big, but Arizona is a small State rel-
ative to the rest of the country.

We are also the most urbanized State
in the country, something that most
people don’t understand. Most of our
population lives in Maricopa County
and then the Tucson area.

So think, Arizona is the most urban-
ized State because the Federal Govern-
ment controls the vast majority of our
land. It is also why you have these in-
credible opportunities of a porous bor-
der because you have distances where
there is no civilization.

Our Pinal County sheriff was on the
radio, apparently, today and had a
quote that we have had 123,000 illegals
arrested in the Tucson sector. I am as-
suming that is over this last calendar
year.

I haven’t been able to get a response
on that one, but think about that.
Right now, so much of the national at-
tention is the discussion of what is
happening along the Rio Grande, in
Texas. Don’t forget Arizona. Don’t for-
get what is going on in our State for so
many years.

I had an economics professor years
ago, that we had actually had this dis-
cussion of if you were ever to try to
truly understand the math and how po-
rous a border is, how would you build
an economic model to truly understand
it?

He had this brilliant idea, and it still
rings in the back of my head because,
multiple times, we have had this dis-
cussion of if we were going to build a
border enforcement bill before allowing
anything else to move in this body, do
you have the border State Governors
be the ones to declare the border se-
cure?

Well, do you really want to put that
type of political pressure on my Gov-
ernor in Arizona, the Governor of New
Mexico, small States where, let’s face
it, some of the activist groups with
their budgets could manipulate our
Governor’s races, our elections? So
what would be an honest economic
method?

My old professor had this one thing:
look at the price of drugs on the street,
look at the price of certain types of
labor; but he liked the drug calculation
because if illegal drugs that are being
sourced in other parts of the world and
the price stays stable or is actually
going down on the streets across the
country, particularly in communities
like Phoenix, which is often a distribu-
tion center, you actually have an eco-
nomic model to understand if the bor-
der is truly secure.

Mr. Speaker, in conversations I have
had with some law enforcement over
the last year, apparently, a lot of the
illegal drug prices on the streets in my
community are stable or going down;
but, yet, I had a President who is will-
ing to stand behind microphones—I had
the head of Homeland Security willing
to stand behind microphones and de-
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clare the border more secure than ever,
but the underlying fact is, now, we
know we weren’t being told the truth.

On occasion, we will go home, and we
will hold townhall meetings and discus-
sion groups in the chambers, and some
of the activist groups will come and sit
down with us and say: Why won’t you
do this? Why won’t you do that? Why
won’t you accept the Gang of Eight
bill? Why won’t you do this?

You turn and say: How would you
hand that type of policy, that type of
legislation to this administration? Do
you really trust them? Do you really
trust the Obama administration to
keep its word? Do you really trust the
Obama administration not to play
games with the math? Because we al-
ready have multiple occasions here
where I can demonstrate to you the
math has been played you with.

So then I wanted to chase after some-
thing else that we came across. How
many speeches here, how many discus-
sions, how many press conferences,
how many talking heads on evening
cable have we seen over the last month
saying, oh, the unaccompanied minor
issue, well, was a surprise to all of us,
we never expected this, if we had just
known—which is an amazing thing be-
cause I have a few documents here, and
they are budget documents, and we all
know what goes into starting to model
and build budgets.
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Here is one. It is a newsletter from
the United States Conference of Catho-
lic Bishops, and it was talking about
some of the Catholic services. They do
wonderful work. They do it at some
great prices. But this was a newsletter
from last November, so November 2013.
On that one, the Department of Home-
land Security estimates more than
60,000 unaccompanied minors could
enter the United States in 2014. It was
out there in writing.

Then we came across some other
things that we found very interesting.
Here is actually from 4-13, so over a
year ago, a number of budget line
items for the Department of Labor,
Health and Human Services in regards
to unaccompanied minors. The original
2014 budget request they had been
working on earlier was going to be $494
million, and somehow on 4-13, so well
over a year ago, they knew something
was wrong and they added another $373
million to that budget line item. Yet
earlier today, I watched a Member of
the other side get behind a microphone
and tell me how surprised they were.

So let me pull what we voted for last
January. Unaccompanied alien chil-
dren, line item, and this was woven
into the continuing resolution we did
last January, so you know the numbers
were worked up months before that. We
went from the 2013 estimate, $376 mil-
lion, to $868 million. That is what we
pushed out of here in January.

So back to that whole trust con-
versation, as we put forward policy in
dealing with our crisis on our border,
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don’t forget States like Arizona that
have had to take this on for years and
had to carry the burden of the cost as
those here in the Federal Government,
here in this bubble that is Washington,
D.C., looked at a small State like Ari-
zona and said: Stop making so much
noise; you are bothering us. Stop tell-
ing us one thing in your speeches, but
we can find documents that show your
staff knew something very different.

Tomorrow we will have a piece of leg-
islation to step up and deal with parts
of the border crisis. It is not a half a
loaf. It is not a quarter of a loaf. It is
not an eighth of a loaf. It is sort of the
heel of the loaf. But for those of us in
Arizona, I believe it does a handful of
things that we have been demanding.

I have a piece of legislation to put
10,000 National Guard troops on the
border, and I had a little fun with a
couple of Members who have been here
for a long time. I had one Member who
has been here for a long time, and she
was just outraged that we would want
to put that many troops on the border.
So I said: But you supported this in
2006 and 2008 when we had Operation
Jump Start, and I think at that time
we put 7,000 National Guard troops on
the border as auxiliary services to the
Border Patrol.

So think of that, 2006 to 2008, who
controlled this body? It was the Demo-
crats. We had a Republican President,
and NANCY PELOSI was the Speaker
here. And it is fascinating, now we are
a few years later, that formula has
flipped. We are proposing it, and the
very people who supported it a few
years ago now are just appalled. The
duplicity around this place sometimes
is stunning.

One of the things that I support that
will be voted on tomorrow, it is not
just putting National Guard troops, if
our Governor so will; there will be
money behind it, the ability to pay for
it. One more time asking States like
Arizona, Texas, New Mexico, that if
you are going to step up and take these
responsibilities that belong to the Fed-
eral Government, you need to cover
our costs. I don’t think it is enough
money that is in the bill, but remem-
ber, this is short term. What is going to
run tomorrow is actually only between
now and the end of the fiscal year,
which is the end of September.

Updating the 2008 language, we have
heard a lot of discussion about this.
The reality of it is we have a White
House, Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, I believe, that has already been
manipulating the actual language. If
you sit down and read it, it had to do
with those who were being exploited
and being brought across the border,
trafficked. This is a little different me-
chanically than someone who goes out
and hires a coyote or a family who
takes their children and hires the serv-
ices.

But nevertheless, we have been told
over and over, if we don’t update the
2008 law, our hands are tied by so many
of our law enforcement on the border.
So we are going to do that.
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There are a couple of other mechan-
ics here, but I want to make it per-
fectly clear for many of us—and hope-
fully I am speaking for many of my
supporters and friends and family and
my State—this isn’t enough. It may be
just the beginning.

I do hope we get the chance to dis-
cuss the one issue here that continues
to be a bit of friction. The President’s
deferred action, many of our friends on
the left keep trying to tell us that that
had nothing to do with what we are
seeing at the border, but as we have al-
ready just walked through the docu-
ments, once the deferred action, re-
ferred to as DACA, had gone into ef-
fect, they knew the numbers were com-
ing. They were calculating. We now
have some charts that much of this cri-
sis was being watched for months. It fi-
nally just became overwhelming.

Illegal immigration—and legal immi-
gration—work on incentives and dis-
incentives. We have created incentives.
This President has created incentives
to break our laws, and until we step up
with a number of policies that change
those incentives, I believe we are par-
tially chasing our tail here. We will do
some good things. We need to step up
the quality of our law enforcement and
our border enforcement, but we also
need an administration that we can
trust, an administration that will tell
us the truth, and an administration
that will actually follow our laws.

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

——

THE CRISIS AT OUR SOUTHERN
BORDER

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Iowa (Mr. KING) for 30
minutes.

Mr. KING of Iowa. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the opportunity to be recog-
nized to address you here on the United
States floor of the House of Represent-
atives in this most deliberative body
that we have and are. I appreciate the
comments and the position taken by
the gentleman from Arizona ahead of
me. He is one who has lived along the
border for a lifetime. He deals with the
issue every day, every week. He is one
of the individuals that I look to to in-
form me, but also I have taken a real
interest in it myself.

Even though I am from the heart of
the heartland, from Iowa, Mr. Speaker,
I have a great appreciation for the Con-
stitution and the rule of law. Because
of that, I have watched as the lawless-
ness has grown along our border.

I will say that certainly in all of the
time that I have been in this Congress
and in the years building up to it, and
less so in the years prior to that, and I
take myself back to 1986 when Ronald
Reagan signed the Amnesty Act of 1986
due to the counsel that he had around
him, I believed at the time that he
would veto that bill because of his rev-
erence for the rule of law would over-
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come all of the counsel that came from
the House and the Senate and the peo-
ple around him. Well, Reagan relented
and signed the bill on the promise that
we would legalize roughly a million
people in exchange for the enforcement
of the law thereafter and that there
would never be another amnesty again
so long as this country would live.

The 1 million became 3 million, and
the amnesties that were added to that
in smaller proportions added up to at
least 6, perhaps 7, in addition to the
1986 amnesty. And here we are today,
having fought off this amnesty these
years for more than a decade that I
have been directly involved in the im-
migration policy, and we are on the
cusp of it again.

The President of the United States
stood up there in front of you where
you are, Mr. Speaker, and he gave his
State of the Union address here on the
floor of the House of Representatives
and essentially, and figuratively, he
waved his ink pen at us and he said:
Congress, you do what I tell you on im-
migration. I want comprehensive im-
migration reform. I want you to pass
the Senate Gang of Eight amnesty act.

Now I am speaking figuratively, of
course, because that is not a direct
quote of the President, but it is cer-
tainly the message that the President
delivered: Do what I tell you to do, or
I will use my, in one other setting, his
cell phone, or his ink pen, to act in a
unilateral—he didn’t say it, but he
knows it—unconstitutional fashion.

I can think of another night during
the State of the Union address when
our President came here and he spoke
right in front of you, Mr. Speaker, and
he pointed down here to the Supreme
Court and he lectured the Supreme
Court on what they should do, as if
somehow he were article III, somehow
he was the man who commanded the
Supreme Court of the United States.
And the camera was looking over at
the Justices as the President lectured
them on the Constitution and the rule
of law as if the Chief Justice and the
Associate Justices of the United States
Supreme Court needed to get a lesson
from an adjunct professor of the Uni-
versity of Chicago School of Law who
taught Constitution law for 10 years in
Chicago. He should go to school with
every one of those Justices, Mr. Speak-
er.
And one of them, the television cam-
eras repeated it over and over again
until they read the lips, and they inter-
preted his lips to say ‘‘not true, not
true.”” That seat that that camera was
focused on has been empty ever since.
It has been empty ever since because
that Justice, and I suspect a number of
other Justices, decided I am not going
to listen to that again. I am not going
to listen to a President that is out of
bounds, a President who believes some-
how he can lecture to the judicial
branch of government, that he can lec-
ture to the judicial branch of govern-
ment, that he can stand here at this
rostrum as a guest of the House of Rep-
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resentatives and wave his ink pen or
finger at us and announce that we shall
do in this Congress what he commands
or he will do so in a unconstitutional
fashion. Essentially, what did the
President say? So sue me. The Presi-
dent says: I am going to do what I am
going to do. I know it is lawless, it is
unconstitutional, so sue me.

So today we passed here on the floor
of the House of Representatives a reso-
lution that declares that the House of
Representatives has standing to go be-
fore the court to command the Presi-
dent to take care that the laws be
faithfully executed.

We have had multiple hearings before
the Judiciary Committee in the House
of Representatives. We have had excel-
lent constitutional scholars come for-
ward. There hasn’t been one who can
carry water for the President’s position
and hold his own under the scrutiny of
the constitutional lawyers and other
scholars that we have on the Judiciary
Committee who take them apart one
by one, argument by argument, piece
by piece. And yet the President of the
United States persists in asserting that
he can be article I, the legislative
branch of government, the United
States Congress, and he can be article
III, the judicial branch of government,
and the sole commander of the execu-
tive branch, article II.

He is the Commander in Chief of our
Armed Forces. He leads from behind.
He stepped back and followed the
French into Libya, and he waited for
the British to go before the House of
Commons and vote down David Cam-
eron’s initiative to go into Syria, and
then the President of the TUnited
States, following—and leading from be-
hind is the very definition of fol-
lowing—the President of the United
States then offers to Congress, through
trial balloons through the press, that
he would like to have Congress endorse
military action in Syria.

Where is our leader? Where is our
Commander in Chief? Well, he is off in
the never, never land of advancing ad-
ministrative amnesty, calling together
his smartest, leftist lawyers that he
can find, Mr. Speaker, and saying to
them: Put your think tanks together.
You guys go grab the best brains you
can find, attached to the leftist brains
you are, and see if you can come up
with a strategic plan that I can grant
some administrative amnesty to the
maximum number of people because,
Lord knows, there aren’t enough un-
documented Democrats in America. We
need more of them. We need an endless
supply and endless stream of them.
And where do they come from? Well,
they come across our southern border
primarily, although they come in other
ways.
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And Democrats in here, when the
President says to Congress: Thou shall
pass the bills that I tell you to pass or
I am going to use my pen to unconsti-
tutionally—that is in parentheses, Mr.
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Speaker—enact executive edicts that
will do what I want done, regardless of
whether it has the support and the will
of the people or not—we are the sup-
port and the will of the people—when
the President said that he is going to
enact those immigration unconstitu-
tional executive edicts, when the Presi-
dent uttered that, I saw a little less
than half of this Chamber rise in a
spontaneous standing ovation, enthu-
siasm for the President’s statement.

It reminds me of the one Democrat
who said: I am marching for abortion
rights because my mother didn’t have
that opportunity. Who would say that?
If your mother didn’t have the oppor-
tunity to have an abortion, but you
want to march so that you wish she
would have, that means you wish you
had never been born. And this Congress
with less than half of it, a bunch of
Democrats over here, cheered the
President when he said: I am going to
usurp your article I legislative author-
ity, and I am going to write legislative
law with my pen the way I see fit. And
they cheered.

These are the same people that stood
here on the floor of the House a year
ago last January and took an oath to
preserve, protect, and defend the Con-
stitution of the United States so help
them God. And they say: Well, we were
glad when the President decides he is
going to roll over Congress, roll over
the House, roll over the Senate, roll
over the judicial branch by intimi-
dating them into, some say, a decision
on ObamaCare that would not conform
with the constitutional directives that
they have.

We are in a mess, Mr. Speaker. We
are in a mess, and we have the Presi-
dent of the United States poised during
August, when this Congress has every
year been out of session because our
Founding Fathers and our early, early
leaders recognized that Washington,
D.C., gets to be a hot and humid place
in the month of August, and you need
a little break to get out of the circle of
the Beltway that causes Potomac fever
to go back to your districts so you can
look real people in the eye and hear
from them. That has been the tradition
of this country.

Some people complain that Members
of Congress actually go home. I would
say on the other way around, if we
didn’t go home we would hear a lot of
complaints. It is important that we go
back to our districts and go out and
hear from the people that we have the
honor and privilege to represent, and
we will do that, maybe as early as to-
morrow, Mr. Speaker.

But the President is poised to follow
through on his threat to issue the
edict, not a lawful act, not a lawful ex-
ecutive order, an edict, that he would
give a lawful status to 5 or 6 million il-
legal aliens, many of them, maybe
most of them, probably not all of them,
criminal aliens.

He has issued orders to the Depart-
ment of Justice to examine how they
can get an early release for people who
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are in our prisons who have been sen-
tenced. That is hundreds of thousands,
as many as 400,000 felons that the
President would release on the streets
of America. He has released criminals
to the tune of 36,000-plus out onto the
streets. That is in one category. There
is another category of tens of thou-
sands more.

And he has opened up our borders by
signing the documents and the Morton
Memos—not physically signed, he had
his subordinates do that—and the Mor-
ton Memos say we are not going to en-
force a law against people who didn’t
commit a felony or aren’t guilty of
these three mysterious misdemeanors.
And they said that if you came into the
United States illegally, theoretically
through no fault of your own, if you did
so before your 18th birthday and you
did so before December 31 of 2011, then
you get to stay for the duration of this
permit that he manufactures lawlessly
out of thin air.

And then he manufactures a work
permit so that these people can com-
pete for jobs against naturalized and
natural born American citizens and
green card holders, who likely did it
the legal way.

Because he gets a political kick out
of this, a political bonus out of this, be-
cause he is bringing in undocumented
Democrats, and they have a plan to
document them so they can vote, we
have a situation here where the con-
stitutional underpinnings of America
are in crisis mode. The employment in
America is at great risk and under
great threat, and the security of our
border is very weak.

I went down, Mr. Speaker, last week-
end, down to the southern tip of Texas,
down to the mouth of the Rio Grande,
planted a flag right there at the south-
ern tip where the waters of the Rio
Grande flow out into the sea, and then
followed the river to Brownsville and
went through the ports of entry at
Brownsville, other facilities in Browns-
ville, on up into McAllen and to the
ports of entry there, to the border pa-
trol centers there, to a resettlement
center there, and on up all the way to
Laredo.

And from what I saw and what I
heard, from our Border Patrol, from
our Customs and Border Protection,
from the Department of Public Safety
in Texas, and others, they are good
people, a lot of them with uniforms on,
that are doing a good job, doing the
best they can with what they have to
work with.

We have a lawless order from the
President, DACA, Deferred Action for
Childhood Arrivals, which is more ac-
curately DACA, Deferred Action for
Criminal Aliens. DACA has become the
magnet that the coyotes have used to
advertise throughout the Central
American countries, in particular, El
Salvador, Honduras, and also Guate-
mala. People that are already in the
United States oftentimes will save up
money, maybe borrow money, and send
it down to Central America to the tune
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of, the lowest number that I pick up is
$4,000 a head, on up to 5, 6, 7, 8, maybe
even $9,000, for the coyotes to transport
an illegal alien into the United States.

They are coming into America in the
southern tip of Texas and the Rio
Grande Valley sector of the border in
numbers that work out this way. The
unaccompanied alien children, UACs as
they are known, and referred to some-
times as ‘‘unaccompanied alien juve-
niles,” number this way: this fiscal
year, from October 1 to June 15, 57,000
UACs, unaccompanied alien children—
57,000. That number has surely grown
to over 60,000, probably over 70,000, pre-
dicted to go to 90,000 for this fiscal
year.

The peak of this thing seems to have
passed behind us. We are either in a
temporary 1lull, or we have seen the
peak behind us. But, in any case, when
we think of numbers in the area of
60,000 unaccompanied alien children
coming into the United States, that is
only 20 percent of the overall popu-
lation coming in. So we are at 300,000
or more. But of those roughly 60,000—
the number that we surpassed—here is
how they break down: 80 percent male,
20 percent female.

The 80 percent male and the 20 per-
cent female also need to take into ac-
count that these are not kids that
range from age 1 day to 1 day before
their 18th birthday, Mr. Speaker. These
are unaccompanied alien children that
have a demographic breakdown that
works like this: 80 percent male, 83 per-
cent that are either the ages of 15, 16,
or 17. Once they are 18, they are no
longer qualified as UACs—83 percent.

So I do the simple math, Mr. Speak-
er, and I say: 0.8, 80 percent, times 0.83,
83 percent, 15, 16, or 17 years old—that
means that 66.4 percent of these unac-
companied alien ‘‘children’ are young
men ages 15, 16, and 17 years old. They
come from the most violent countries
in the world. The six most violent
countries in the world are south of
Mexico. It is not Mexico, it is south of
Mexico, Mr. Speaker. Eight of the 10
most violent countries in the world are
also south of Mexico.

It is a fact, according to the United
Nation’s data, that of the most violent
countries in the world, only Honduras
is more violent than the city of De-
troit. Yet, there are those in this Con-
gress that are convinced, because the
Central American countries have a
high degree of violence, that the people
are leaving those countries because of
the violence, and they are scared and
they are running off. Well, if that is so,
then one would think they would be
running out of Detroit at a pace simi-
lar to the pace they are running out of
Guatemala and El Salvador and other
violent countries down there—probably
run a little faster out of Honduras than
they are out of the other countries,
than they are maybe out of Detroit.

But as I said in a Judiciary Com-
mittee hearing, in response to the wit-
ness’ testimony that was there, I said:
If we are going to bring these kids to
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the United States because they are
afraid where they are, we had better
not take them to Detroit because they
will be in more danger there, unless
they came from Honduras. Those are
the facts, and those are the data. Yes,
they come from violent countries, and
they come from countries that are con-
trolled to a high degree by drug car-
tels.

But here is what is happening. The
families that are sending people here
usually have one or more members in
the United States now. They may have
left their kids back in their home coun-
try in Honduras. They will send money
down there, they might borrow money.
Then usually locally they will hire a
coyote that is going to smuggle them
up into the United States.

Then the family most often, not 100
percent of the time, but most often,
whoever is in custody of this young girl
that might be 12 or 13 or 14, or on up to
17 or older, they go down to the local
pharmacy, where a prescription is not
required, and they buy a monthly sup-
ply of contraceptives, birth control
bills, and they take it back and they
start giving those birth control pills to
that girl, and then send her across 2,000
to 2,600 miles of dangerous Central
America and Mexico to get on the train
of death—it is called ‘‘The Beast,” and
ride that train up as near the Rio
Grande as possible. Then that child has
to get off of there and make their way
to the Rio Grande River, then pay a
coyote to get a ride across the river,
and then submit themselves to the U.S.
authorities.

We went to center after center, we
talked to people after people that had
been working with these unaccom-
panied alien children, and we asked
them how many of them are sexually
assaulted, how many of them are
raped? And the answers came back a
guess, but a range, a range between 30
percent and 70 percent.

Think of it, Mr. Speaker. Think of
having a daughter and living in El Sal-
vador and deciding, I want to send her
to her mother in the United States or
her aunt in the United States, or being
an aunt in El Salvador and you want to
send your niece to her mother in the
United States. You get a wire that
sends you down $5,000 or $6,000, and you
go out into the neighborhood and you
solicit a coyote, and then you say, I
want to send this niece or my daughter
up to America, but why don’t you wait
a few days because I have got to go
down and buy some birth control pills
and make sure she is ready for the trip,
because I am pretty confident she is
going to be raped along the way.

That is what is going on, Mr. Speak-
er. It is not going on now and then; it
is going on from a third to 70 percent of
the time for the girls, and they told us
that the numbers of boys were equiva-
lent to the numbers of girls who were
sexually assaulted. That was a ques-
tion that was repeated over and over
again.

So this President has done real dam-
age and destruction to the rule of law.
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The result of that is America is flooded
with illiterate, unskilled people into
the job categories where we have the
highest available employment, the
highest ratios of unemployment. The
double-digit unemployment exists in
the lowest-skilled jobs. There is no
metric out there that suggests that we
should be bringing more unskilled peo-
ple in, more people who are illiterate
in their own language into America,
thinking somehow that that is work
that Americans won’t do.

Nuts. There is no work that Ameri-
cans won’t do. There has been no work
that I won’t do. I have done some of
the toughest, nastiest, most difficulty,
and some of the dangerous jobs that
the country has to offer, and I haven’t
come close to doing the jobs that the
United States Marine Corps does on a
regular basis.

What is the most dangerous job that
we ask an American to do? How about
rooting terrorists out of places like
Fallujah? How about taking on radical
al Qaeda extremists in places like Af-
ghanistan?

When the Marine Corps goes into
Fallujah for the first or second battle,
and we have seen what has happened
since then, what do they get paid to
put their lives on the line? If you figure
it at 40 hours a week, something like
$8.49 an hour, Mr. Speaker. That is
back then when I calculated it, when
we had operations going on then. If you
can pay a United States marine $8.49
an hour to lock and load and go into a
place like Fallujah, you can’t convince
me that there is work that Americans
won’t do, especially if it pays an appro-
priate wage and we respect the work
that gets done.

So we have a President who has de-
cided he is going to defy the rule of
law, and he is going to manufacture
law as he goes and create work permits
out of thin air.
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When we see this calamity of the
huge hole in our southern border, pri-
marily at McAllen, Texas, the House of
Representatives decides it wants to
overreact to the President of the
United States, and since they are
afraid that they will somehow get the
blame if nothing gets done in the
month of August, they decided to bring
a piece of legislation here to the floor.

This piece of legislation was written
by a staff person that was once that of
JOHN MCCAIN, and we know what he
has brought for immigration policy. It
has been very troubling to me to deal
with the legislation that he has sup-
ported, but I have this in my hand here
on the floor, Mr. Speaker.

It doesn’t do what it is advertised to
do. It doesn’t do what needs to be done,
but it grants this. If there is an unac-
companied alien child, here are the
consequences for failure to appear to a
hearing:

Any alien who fails to appear at a pro-
ceeding required under this section, shall be
ordered removed in absentia if the govern-
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ment establishes by a preponderance of the
evidence that the alien was at fault for their
absence from the proceedings.

No evidence can be admitted into
that proceeding after the fact, and it
can’t be admitted if they don’t antici-
pate that there is not going to be an
appearance of the alien, so that means
the government has to prove by a pre-
ponderance of the evidence that it was
the alien’s fault they didn’t show up.

The only way I know that you can do
that is if you have a video camera on
them, and they are sitting on the
couch, Mr. Speaker. This is a wide open
hole that grants a pass under that pro-
vision. Then it says:

In General—at the conclusion of a pro-
ceeding under this section, the immigration
judge shall determine whether an unaccom-
panied alien child is likely to be admissible
to the United States.

They get a new hearing under a new
section created, which is 235, and if the
preponderance of the evidence indi-
cates that they might receive asylum
and if they think they are likely to re-
ceive asylum in a separate category,
then 50 percent plus 1 is preponder-
ance—likely is 50 percent plus 1. Fifty
percent of 50 percent is 25 percent, plus
one, are the odds that they need to
claim in order to receive a hearing for
asylum.

So if you have got a one in four shot
at it, Mr. Speaker, you are going to get
a hearing for asylum. Then you are
going to get an asylum hearing, and
then if you are turned down at the asy-
lum hearing, you get to go to a re-
moval hearing. That is three bites at
the apple. They are all renewable;
times two, that is six different bites at
the apple.

No such thing exists for Mexican un-
accompanied alien children. The deter-
mination is made under the Wilber-
force law of 2008 by the Border Patrol
whether or not they go back to Mexico.

They purport that this bill treats the
other than Mexican unaccompanied
alien children the same as the existing
law treats unaccompanied alien Mexi-
can children. Mr. Speaker, if it does,
there is language in here that then di-
minishes our ability to send the Mexi-
can kids back. That is what we have.
We have a bill that has been whipped to
be something that it is not.

I offered an amendment to the Rules
Committee tonight. There was a long
discussion and debate over it, Mr.
Speaker, but here is what we have: my
amendment said that we have got to
fix the 2008 William Wilberforce lan-
guage.

By the way, no Republican voted for
that, not one. It was introduced on De-
cember 9, 2008. It was taken up by a
unanimous consent request after every-
body left town on December 10, 2008. It
was passed by voice in the House, sent
to the Senate. The Senate caught the
lateral and passed it by voice to the
President.

We didn’t see that bill. It became a
component of what they have utilized
as an open door; coupling the 2008 bill
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with an expansive reading of the asy-
lum language and the President’s
DACA language is what is bringing
these tens of thousands of unaccom-
panied alien minors here, which are
only 20 percent of the overall group
that are coming.

There are also family units—usually,
mothers with a child or children. There
are individual males coming in, in sig-
nificant numbers. I have said that we
have imported at least 40,000 15-year-
old, 16-year-old, and 17-year-old boys—
prime gang recruitment age—and that
doesn’t give you the data on those that
are 18, 19, 20, 25 to 31; and those are just
the ones that are covered under DACA.

I offered an amendment that would
have cut off all funding to DACA. It
mirrors the Cruz-Blackburn language.
It is good language, and it should be
part of this bill. It is not, by the infor-
mation I have, Mr. Speaker.

There is a 2008 fix that I wrote over a
month ago that needs to be part of this
bill. It is not, by the report I am get-
ting from the Rules Committee, Mr.
Speaker. I don’t know that there was
even a vote on it up in the Rules Com-
mittee.

There is asylum language that has
been offered by the chairman of the Ju-
diciary Committee, BOB GOODLATTE,
that fixes some of the expansive utili-
zation of asylum that is allowing for
people to be distributed all over the
United States at taxpayers’ expense.
That is not part of this bill, Mr. Speak-
er.
We don’t have a deliberative process
in this Congress because they are not
going to allow a legitimate vote, and
the language that is out here is bad.

Mr. Speaker, I will vote ‘‘no” on this
bill that has come before us, and I am
going to have to consider what I do on
the rule, but if this House sends a mes-
sage to support cutting off all funding
to enforce or implement DACA, that
will be constructive because it will say
to the President: these are the Repub-
licans that have at least a chance of
standing up against you if you decide
that you are going to function in a law-
less, unconstitutional manner in the
month of August—or any other
month—with regard to this granting
any expansion of the lawlessness that
we have seen today.

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

———
RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 51 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. SESSIONS) at 11 o’clock
and 38 minutes p.m.
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5230, SECURE THE SOUTH-
WEST BORDER ACT OF 2014; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 5272, PROHIBITIONS RELAT-
ING TO DEFERRED ACTIONS FOR
ALIENS; AND PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF THE SENATE
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 5021, HIGH-
WAY AND TRANSPORTATION
FUNDING ACT OF 2014; AND FOR
OTHER PURPOSES

Mr. COLE, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-567) on the resolution (H.
Res. 696) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 5230) making supple-
mental appropriations for the fiscal
yvear ending September 30, 2014, and for
other purposes; providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 5272) to prohibit
certain actions with respect to deferred
action for aliens not lawfully present
in the United States, and for other pur-
poses; providing for consideration of
the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
5021) to provide an extension of federal-
aid highway, highway safety, motor
carrier safety, transit, and other pro-
grams funded out of the Highway Trust
Fund, and for other purposes; and for
other purposes, which was referred to
the House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———
SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 2577. An act to require the Secretary of
State to offer rewards totaling up to
$5,000,000 for information on the kidnapping
and murder of Naftali Fraenkel, a dual
United States-Israeli citizen, that began on
June 12, 2014; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

———
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

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

H.R. 4028. An act to amend the Inter-
national Religious Freedom Act of 1998 to in-
clude the desecration of cemeteries among
the many forms of violations of the right to
religious freedom.

—————

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
following title:

S. 1799. An act to reauthorize subtitle A of
the Victims of Child Abuse Act of 1990.

————

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 11 o’clock and 39 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
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House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, July 31, 2014, at 9 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

6678. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Oranges
and Grapefruit Grown in Lower Rio Grande
Valley in Texas; Change in Size and Grade
Requirements for Grapefruit [Doc. No.: AMS-
FV-14-0015; FV14-906-2 FIR] received July 22,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

6679. A letter from the Associate Adminis-
trator, Department of Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Mar-
keting Order Regulating the Handling of
Spearmint Oil Produced in the Far West; Re-
vision of Administrative Rules and Regula-
tions Governing Issuance of Additional Al-
lotment Base [Doc. No. AMS-FV-13-0088;
FV14-985-2 FR] received July 22, 2014, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

6680. A letter from the Supervisory Finan-
cial Program Specialist, Bureau of the Fiscal
Service, Department of the Treasury, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Fed-
eral Government participation in the Auto-
mated Clearing House (RIN: 1530-AA05) re-
ceived July 18, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Financial
Services.

6681. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — To-
bacco Products, User Fees, Requirements for
the Submission of Data Needed to Calculate
User Fees for Domestic Manufacturers and
Importers of Tobacco Products [Docket No.:
FDA-2012-N-0920] (RIN: 0910-AG81) received
July 21, 2014, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6682. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Amendments to Compliance
Certification Content Requirements for
State and Federal Operating Permits Pro-
grams [EPA-HQ-OAR-2013-0162; FRIL-9913-88-
OAR] (RIN:2060-AQ71] received July 24, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6683. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Maine;
Nitrogen Oxides Exemption Request [EPA-
R01-OAR-2012-0895; A-1-FRI1.-9913-56-OAR] re-
ceived July 16, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6684. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Implementation Plans; Texas; Control of
Air Pollution from Nitrogen Compounds
[EPA-R06-OAR-2013-0400; FRI.-9914-44-Region
6] received July 24, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6685. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Protection of Stratospheric
Ozone: The 2014 and 2015 Critical Use Exemp-
tion From the Phaseout of Methyl Bromide
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[EPA-HQ-OAR-2014-0065; FRL-9911-OAR]
(RIN: 2060-AR80) received July 24, 2014, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6686. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Illi-
nois; Amendments to Vehicle Inspection and
Maintenance Program for Illinois [EPA-R05-
0AR-2013-0046; FRIL-9913-15-Region 5] re-
ceived July 22, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6687. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi-
ana; Solvent Degreasing Operations Rule
[EPA-R05-OAR-2013-0214; FRI1-9914-24-Region
5] received July 22, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6688. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Ohio;
Redesignation of the Bellefontaine Area to
Attainment of the 2008 Lead Standard [EPA-
R05-OAR-2013-0791; FRL-9914-22-Region 5] re-
ceived July 22, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6689. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Texas;
Control of Air Pollution from Motor Vehi-
cles, Vehicle Inspection and Maintenance
and Locally Enforced Motor Vehicle Idling
Limitations [EPA-R06-OAR-2010-0890; FRL-
9914-31-Region 6] received July 22, 2014, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

6690. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Interim Final Determina-
tion to Stay and Defer Sanctions, Clark
County Department of Air Quality [EPA-
R09-OAR-2014-0495; FRL-9914-17-Region 9] re-
ceived July 22, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

6691. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Amendment of Section 73.202(b),
Table of Allotments, FM Broadcast Stations.
(Moran, Texas) [MB Docket No.: 13-102] [RM-
11696] received July 28, 2014, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

6692. A letter from the Chief of Staff, Media
Bureau, Federal Communications Commis-
sion, transmitting the Commission’s final
rule — Closed Captioning of Internet Pro-
tocol-Delivered Video Programming: Imple-
mentation of the Twenty-First Century
Communications and Video Accessibility Act
of 2010 [MB Docket No.: 11-154] received July
21, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

6693. A letter from the Associate General
Counsel for General Law, Department of
Homeland Security, transmitting a report
pursuant to the Federal Vacancies Reform
Act of 1998; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

6694. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Fisheries of the North-
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eastern United States; Atlantic Sea Scallop
Fishery and Northeast Multispecies Fishery;
Framework Adjustment 25 [Docket No.:
140305202-4478-02] (RIN: 0648-BE07) received

July 21, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

6695. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final
rule — Fisheries Off West Coast States;
Modifications of the West Coast Commercial
Salmon Fisheries; Inseason Actions #4, #5,
#6, #7, #8, and #9 [Docket No.: 140107014-4014-
01] (RIN: 0648-XD329) received July 21, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

6696. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special
Local Regulations for Marine Events, Nan-
ticoke River; Bivalve, MD [Docket No.:
USCG-2014-0138] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received
July 28, 2014, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6697. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Notice of
Arrival Exception [Docket No.: USCG-2013-
0797] (RIN: 1625-AC12) received July 17, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6698. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special
Local Regulations; Beaufort Water Festival,
Beaufort, SC [Docket No.: USCG-2014-0005]
(RIN: 1625-AA08) received, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6699. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Special
Local Regulation; Tennessee River, Miles
255.0 to 256.5, Florence, AL [USCG-2013-0753]
(RIN: 1625-AA08) received July 17, 2014, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6700. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
zZone; United States and Canadian Military
Exercise Jump Training, Lake Erie, Ham-
burg, NY [Docket No.: USCG-2014-0260] (RIN:
1625-AA00) received July 17, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6701. A letter from the Attorney Advisor,
Department of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Safety
Zone; Meridian Health Fireworks, Navesink
River, Rumson, NJ [Docket No.: USCG-2014-
0353] (RIN: 1625-AA00) received July 17, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

6702. A letter from the Regulatory Ombuds-
man, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule — Incor-
poration by Reference; North American
Standard Out-of-Service Criteria; Hazardous
Materials Safety Permits [Docket No.:
FMCSA-2014-0135] (RIN: 2126-AB73) received
July 28, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

6703. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Restricted Area R-5304C;
Camp Lejeune, NC [Docket No.: FAA-2014-
0272; Airspace Docket No. 14-ASO-5] (RIN:
2120-AA66) received July 28, 2014, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.
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6704. A letter from the Paralegal Spe-
cialist, Department of Transportation, trans-
mitting the Department’s final rule —
Amendment of Class E Airspace; Elkin, NC
[Docket No.: FAA-2013-0046; Airspace Docket
No. 14-AS0-1] received July 28, 2014, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

6705. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — For-
eign tax credit guidance under section 901(m)
received July 22, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

6706. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations, Internal Revenue Service,
transmitting the Service’s final rule — Rules
Regarding the Health Insurance Premium
Tax Credit [TD 9683] (RIN: 1545-BM23) re-
ceived July 28, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

———

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. COLE: Committee on Rules. House
Resolution 696. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 5230) making sup-
plemental appropriations for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2014, and for other pur-
poses; providing for consideration of the bill
(H.R. 5272) to prohibit certain actions with
respect to deferred action for aliens not law-
fully present in the United States, and for
other purposes; providing for consideration
of the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
5021) to provide an extension of Federal-aid
highway, highway safety, motor carrier safe-
ty, transit, and other programs funded out of
the Highway Trust Fund, and for other pur-
poses; and for other purposes (Rept. 113-567).
Referred to the House Calendar.

——————

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 Ms. ESHOO (for herself, Mr. CON-
NOLLY, Mr. HANNA, Mr. SWALWELL of
California, and Ms. DELBENE):

H.R. 5255. A Dbill to enhance the procure-
ment of information technology by estab-
lishing a United States Digital Government
Office and United States Chief Information
Officer, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for
herself, Mrs. CAPITO, Ms. JENKINS,
Mrs. ELLMERS, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
VALADAO, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs. LuMMIS, and
Mr. FITZPATRICK):

H.R. 5256. A bill to encourage compensa-
tion transparency; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for
herself, Mrs. CAPITO, Mrs. WAGNER,
Mrs. ELLMERS, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
VALADAO, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illi-
nois, and Mr. FITZPATRICK):

H.R. 5257. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a deduction re-
lating to the compensation of the lesser
earning spouse; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mrs. CAPITO (for herself, Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mrs. WAGNER,
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Mrs. ELLMERS, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
VALADAO, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illi-
nois, Ms. GRANGER, Mrs. LUMMIS, and
Mr. FITZPATRICK):

H.R. 5258. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to index the dependent care
credit and income exclusion for inflation; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 5259. A Dbill to establish State infra-
structure banks for education; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for
himself, Mrs. BLACK, Mr. BRADY of
Texas, Mr. GRIFFIN of Arkansas, and
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania):

H.R. 5260. A bill to amend the Social Secu-
rity Act to prevent disability fraud, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 5261. A bill to establish a North and
Central American and Caribbean border se-
curity cooperation initiative, enhance the
security of Mexico’s southern border, im-
prove United States short term detention
standards, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Homeland Secu-
rity, and the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MEADOWS (for himself, Mr.
MESSER, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr.
HUDSON, Mr. MCINTYRE, Mrs.
ELLMERS, Mr. COBLE, Mr. PITTENGER,
Mr. ROKITA, and Mr. BOUSTANY):

H.R. 5262. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt student workers
for purposes of determining a higher edu-
cation institution’s employer health care
shared responsibility; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. NADLER (for himself, Mr. BUR-
GESS, Mr. CLAY, and Mr. COSTA):

H.R. 5263. A bill to promote and protect
from discrimination living organ donors; to
the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Over-
sight and Government Reform, House Ad-
ministration, Education and the Workforce,
and Financial Services, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. SCHOCK (for himself and Mr.
RANGEL):

H.R. 5264. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make the work oppor-
tunity credit permanent; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HUDSON (for himself, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, Mrs. ELLMERS, Mr.
JONES, Mr. PRICE of North Carolina,
Ms. FoxX, Mr. COBLE, Mr. MCINTYRE,
Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
MEADOWS, and Mr. HOLDING):

H.R. 5265. A bill to name the Department of
Veterans Affairs community-based out-
patient clinic in Hamlet, North Carolina, as
the “Edward ‘Ed’ James O’Neal Department
of Veterans Affairs Clinic”; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. LOBIONDO (for himself, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. POSEY,
and Mr. MURPHY of Florida):

H.R. 5266. A Dbill to reauthorize the Na-
tional Estuary Programs, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation
and Infrastructure.

By Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts (for
herself and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN):

H.R. 5267. A bill to protect the pets of vic-
tims of domestic violence, sexual assault,
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stalking, and dating violence; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to
the Committee on Agriculture, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia (for him-
self and Mrs. BLACKBURN):

H.R. 5268. A bill to amend title 44, United
States Code, to prohibit the assembly or
manufacture of secure credentials or their
component parts by the Government Print-
ing Office; to the Committee on House Ad-
ministration.

By Ms. SPEIER (for herself, Mr. MEE-
HAN, Ms. LEE of California, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. CHU):

H.R. 5269. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to increase transparency
and reporting on campus sexual violence,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on the Judiciary, 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. GARAMENDI (for himself and
Mr. HUNTER):

H.R. 5270. A bill to promote the transpor-
tation of liquified natural gas from the
United States on United States flag vessels,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN (for himself, Mr.
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr.
CONNOLLY, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr.
HoLT, Ms. NORTON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr.
WELCH, and Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia):

H.R. 5271. A bill to cap the emissions of
greenhouse gases through a requirement to
purchase carbon permits, to distribute the
proceeds of such purchases to eligible indi-
viduals, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Ways and Means,
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 Mrs. BLACKBURN:

H.R. 5272. A bill to prohibit certain actions
with respect to deferred action for aliens not
lawfully present in the United States, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BARBER:

H.R. 5273. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to expand the authority of vet-
erans to transfer entitlement to Post-9/11
Educational Assistance to dependents; to the
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Ms. BORDALLO (for herself and Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA):

H.R. 5274. A bill to amend title II of the So-
cial Security Act to allow voluntary agree-
ments for Social Security and Medicare cov-
erage of employees of Guam and American
Samoa; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mrs. KIRK-
PATRICK, and Mr. ELLISON):

H.R. 5275. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to increase the amount of
loan forgiveness for which teachers in teach-
er shortage areas are eligible; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce.

By Mr. CROWLEY (for himself and Mr.
PAULSEN):

H.R. 5276. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to treat bicycle sharing
systems as mass transit facilities for pur-
poses of the qualified transportation fringe;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California:

H.R. 5277. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 19656 to require institutions of
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higher education to have an independent ad-
vocate for campus sexual assault prevention
and response; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.
By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr. DoG-
GETT, and Mr. LEVIN):

H.R. 5278. A bill to prohibit the award of
Federal Government contracts to inverted
domestic corporations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, and in addition to the
Committee on Armed Services, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr.
MORAN, and Ms. NORTON):

H.R. 5279. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to impose an excise tax on
sugar-sweetened beverages, to dedicate the
revenues from such tax to the prevention,
treatment, and research of diet-related
health conditions in priority populations,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, for a pe-
riod 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. ELLISON (for himself, Mr.
LEWIS, Mr. NADLER, Mr. GEORGE MIL-
LER of California, Ms. HAHN, Mr.
DANNY K. Davis of Illinois, Mr.
SIRES, Mr. CONYERS, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
FUDGE, Ms. BASs, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. HoLT, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Ms. JACKSON LEE, and Mr.
RYAN of Ohio):

H.R. 5280. A bill to strengthen the current
protections available under the National
Labor Relations Act by providing a private
right of action for certain violations of such
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Education and the Workforce, and
in addition to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. HANNA (for himself and Mr.
KIND):

H.R. 5281. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for tax preferred
savings accounts for individuals under age
18, and for other purposes; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mr. HARPER (for himself and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi):

H.R. 5282. A bill to award posthumously a
Congressional Gold Medal to Medgar Wiley
Evers, in recognition of his contributions
and ultimate sacrifice in the fight for racial
equality in the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 5283. A bill to establish national goals
for the reduction and recycling of municipal
solid waste, to address the growing problem
of marine debris, to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to promulgate regulations to attain
those goals, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. JOLLY:

H.R. 5284. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to make permanent the
work opportunity tax credit and to allow the
transfer of such credit in the case of con-
tracted veterans; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. PITTS, Mr. MULVANEY,
Mr. HUELSKAMP, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.

LATTA, Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr.
NUNNELEE, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr.
BARLETTA, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr.
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WEBER of Texas, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr.

CHABOT, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr.
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. LONG, Mr.
SOUTHERLAND, Mr. JONES, Mrs.

BLACK, and Mr. JOLLY):

H.R. 5285. A bill to ensure that organiza-
tions with religious or moral convictions are
allowed to continue to provide services for
children; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut:

H.R. 5286. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for a more equitable
geographic allocation of funds appropriated
to the Department of Veterans Affairs for
medical care; to the Committee on Veterans’
Affairs.

By Ms. LEE of California (for herself,
Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. LOWEY, and
Ms. DELAURO):

H.R. 5287. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a tax credit for
expenses for household and elder care serv-
ices necessary for gainful employment; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM
of New Mexico:

H.R. 5288. A bill to establish a National
Care Corps through which qualified volun-
teers provide care, companionship, and other
services to seniors and individuals with dis-
abilities; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. MURPHY of Florida:

H.R. 5289. A bill to establish the Indian
River Lagoon Nutrient Removal Assistance
Grant Program, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HECK of Washington (for him-
self, Mr. JONES, and Mr. KILMER):

H.R. 5290. A bill to establish a Military
Community Infrastructure Program to pro-
vide grants for transportation infrastructure
improvements in military communities, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Armed Services.

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 5291. A Dbill to amend the Harmonized
Tariff Schedule of the United States with re-
spect to goods exported for processing abroad
and reimported, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. REED (for himself and Ms.
SLAUGHTER):

H.R. 5292. A bill to provide public safety of-
ficer disability benefits to officers disabled
before the enactment of the Federal public
safety officer disability benefits law; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. ROGERS of Alabama (for him-
self, Mr. FORBES, and Mr. TURNER):

H.R. 5293. A bill to address non-compliance
by the Russian Federation of its obligations
under the Intermediate-Range Nuclear
Forces (INF) Treaty; to the Committee on
Foreign Affairs, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Armed Services, and Oversight
and Government Reform, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD (for herself,
Ms. LEE of California, Mrs.
CHRISTENSEN, Ms. BORDALLO, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, Mr. BUTTERFIELD,
Ms. CHU, Ms. CLARKE of New York,
Mr. CARDENAS, Mr. CARSON of Indi-
ana, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. CUMMINGS,
Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Ms.
DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO, Ms.
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EDWARDS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. FARR, Mr.
FATTAH, Ms. FUDGE, Mr. GARCIA, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRIS-
HAM of New Mexico, Mr. GUTIERREZ,
Ms. HAHN, Mr. HINOJOSA, Mr. HONDA,
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia, Mr. LEWIS, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. BEN RAY LUJAN of
New Mexico, Ms. MATSUI, Ms. McCOL-
LUM, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mrs. NEGRETE
McLEOD, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. MENG, Mrs.
NAPOLITANO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PASTOR
of Arizona, Mr. PIERLUISI, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
SABLAN, Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of
California, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of
California, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr.
SCHIFF, Mr. DAVID ScoTT of Georgia,
Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. SERRANO,

Mr. SIRES, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr.
TAKANO, Mr. TONKO, Mr. VARGAS, Mr.
VELA, Ms. VELAZQUEZ, and Ms.
WATERS):

H.R. 5294. A bill to improve the health of
minority individuals, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, Agriculture, Education and the
Workforce, the Budget, Veterans’ Affairs,
Armed Services, the Judiciary, and Natural
Resources, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 5295. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, with respect to apportionments
under the Airport Improvement Program,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. TAKANO (for himself, Mr. WAX-
MAN, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Ms. TSONGAS,
and Mr. GARAMENDI):

H.R. 5296. A bill to require a demonstration
program on the accession as Air Force offi-
cers of candidates with auditory impair-
ments; to the Committee on Armed Services.

By Ms. TITUS:

H.R. 5297. A Dbill to improve transparency
in charity regulation; to the Committee on
Ways and Means, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. TURNER:

H.R. 5298. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exempt student workers
for purposes of determining a higher edu-
cation institution’s employer health care
shared responsibility; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TURNER (for himself and Mr.
FATTAH):

H.R. 5299. A Dbill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an enhanced credit
for the rehabilitation of buildings located in
low-income communities; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. WAGNER (for herself, Mr.
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. LONG, Mr. SMITH
of Missouri, Mrs. CAPITO, Mr. MCKIN-
LEY, and Mr. GUTHRIE):

H.R. 5300. A bill to require the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to primarily consider, and to sepa-
rately report, the domestic benefits of any
rule that addresses emissions of carbon diox-
ide from any existing source or new source
that is an electric utility generating unit, in
any such rule, and in the regulatory impact
analysis for such rule, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce.
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By Mr. WELCH (for himself and Mr.
BEN RAY LUJAN of New Mexico):

H.R. 5301. A bill to amend title VI of the
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of
1978 to establish a Federal renewable elec-
tricity standard for retail electricity sup-
pliers and a Federal energy efficiency re-
source standard for electricity and natural
gas suppliers, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MILLER of Florida:

H. Con. Res. 111. Concurrent resolution di-
recting the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives to make certain corrections in the en-
rollment of the bill H.R. 3230; considered and
agreed to.

By Mr. NOLAN:

H. Res. 695. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing steps that Congress should take to re-
store democracy and change the way we do
politics in the United States by reducing the
influence of money and corporations and pro-
moting the participation of the people in
politics and government; to the Committee
on House Administration, and in addition to
the Committees on Rules, and 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 Ms. DELAURO (for herself, Mr.
ISRAEL, Mr. BARR, Mr. BROOKS of Ala-
bama, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. COFFMAN,
Mr. CRAMER, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr.
FITZPATRICK, Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER,
Mr. HoLT, Mr. IssA, Mr. LOEBSACK,
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER,
Ms. SINEMA, Mr. VELA, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER):

H. Res. 697. A resolution expressing support
for the designation of September 2014 as Na-
tional Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month; to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Mr. VALADAO (for himself, Ms.
CHU, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. GARAMENDI,
Mr. JOYCE, Mr. RYAN of Wisconsin,
Mr. RIBBLE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. COSTA,
Mr. PETERS of Michigan, Mr. HOLT,
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr.
KIND, Mr. NUNES, Ms. MATSUI, Mr.
RUSH, Ms. MOORE, Ms. NORTON, Ms.
MENG, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr.
LAMALFA, Ms. McCoLLUM, Ms. ESHOO,
Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. CARSON of Indiana,
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY,
Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. POCAN, and Mr.
SWALWELL of California):

H. Res. 698. A resolution condemning the
attack that occurred at the Oak Creek Sikh
Gurdwara on August 5, 2012, and honoring
the memory of those who died in the attack;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

——————

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

295. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Senate of the Commonwealth of Penn-
sylvania, relative to Senate Resolution No.
397 urging the Pentagon to explore alter-
natives to increase the cost-effectiveness of
maintaining the Army National Guard in
ways that do not adversely impact its mis-
sion readiness; to the Committee on Armed
Services.

296. Also, a memorial of the Senate of the
State of Tennessee, relative to Senate Reso-
lution No. 61 urging the Speaker and Clerk of
the House of Representatives to release the
TBI report ‘“‘MLK Document 200472"’; to the
Committee on House Administration.
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PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California in-
troduced a bill (H.R. 5302) to authorize the
President to award the Medal of Honor to
Special Forces Command Sergeant Major
Ramon Rodriguez of the United States Army
for acts of valor during the Vietnam War;
which was referred to the Committee on
Armed Services.

———

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 Ms. ESHOO:

H.R. 5255.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS:

H.R. 5256.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’
legislative powers under Article I, Section 8.

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS:

H.R. 5257.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’
legislative powers under Article I, Section 8.

By Mrs. CAPITO:

H.R. 5258.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Congress’
legislative powers under Article I, Section 8.

By Mr. HUFFMAN:

H.R. 5259.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas:

H.R. 5260.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution, to ‘‘provide for the common de-
fense and general welfare of the United
States.”

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia:

H.R. 5261.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 4.

By Mr. MEADOWS:

H.R. 5262.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1, which em-
powers Congress, in part, to ‘‘lay and collect
Taxes’ and ‘‘provide for the common Defense
and general Welfare of the United States

.’ The bill will exempt certain edu-
cational institutions from taxes imposed by
public Law 111-148, as amnded. Congress has
the power to repeal such taxes and provide
for the general welfare of those who have
been and will be harmed by their imposition.

By Mr. NADLER:

H.R. 5263.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clauses 3 and 18 of Section 8 of Article I of
the Constitution.
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By Mr. SCHOCK:

H.R. 5264.

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 as stated
in Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. HUDSON:

H.R. 5265.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion.

By Mr. LOBIONDO:

H.R. 5266.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the Con-
stitution of the United States of America

By Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 5267.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. GINGREY of Georgia:

H.R. 5268.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 3, granting Con-
gress the power ‘‘to regulate Commerce with
foreign Nations, and among the several
States, and with the Indian Tribes.”’

By Ms. SPEIER:

H.R. 5269.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article 1, Section
8 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. GARAMENDI:

H.R. 5270.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. VAN HOLLEN:

H.R. 5271.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

““This bill is enacted pursuant to Article I,
Section 8 of the United States Constitution.”

By Mrs. BLACKBURN:

H.R. 5272.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8: To make all laws
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers,
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States
or in any Department or Officer thereof

By Mr. BARBER:

H.R. 5273.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States

By Ms. BORDALLO:

H.R. 5274.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 4 Section 3

By Mr. COHEN:

H.R. 5275.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The changes made by this bill to the High-
er Education Act are within Congress’ au-
thority under Article I, section 8, clause 1 of
the Constitution.

By Mr. CROWLEY:

H.R. 5276.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have Power to law and collect
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises . . .”’
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By Mrs. DAVIS of California:

H.R. 52717.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 5278.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 3 of the
United States Constitution

By Ms. DELAURO:

H.R. 5279.

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
Defense and general Welfare of the United
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises
shall be uniform throughout the United
States.

By Mr. ELLISON:

H.R. 5280.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution; clause 18 of section 8 of article I of
the Constitution; section 5 of Amendment
XIV to the Constitution.

By Mr. HANNA:

H.R. 5281.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

This bill is enacted pursuant to Clause 1 of
Section 8 of Article 1 of the United States
Constitution.

By Mr. HARPER:

H.R. 5282.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

clause 3 of section 8 of article I of the Con-
stitution

By Mr. HONDA:

H.R. 5283.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

section 8 of article I of the Constitution

By Mr. JOLLY:

H.R. 5284.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Clause 1, Section 8 of Article of the
United States Constitution which reads:
“The Congress shall have the Power to lay
and collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts, and Ex-
cises, to pay Debts, and provide for the com-
mon Defense and General Welfare of the
United States; but all Duties and Imposts
and Excises shall be uniform throughout the
United States.”

By Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 5285.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The Congress enacts this bill pursuant to
Clause 1 and Clause 3 of Section 8 of Article
I of the United States Constitution and Sec-
tion 5 of Amendment XIV to the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. LARSON of Connecticut:

H.R. 5286.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution

By Ms. LEE of California:

H.R. 5287.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

United States Constitution Article 1

By Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM
of New Mexico:

H.R. 5288.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18
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By Mr. MURPHY of Florida:

H.R. 5289.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 section 8 Constitution of the
United States, which states the Congress
shall have power to lay and collect taxes, du-
ties, imposts and excises, to pay the debts
and provide for the common defense and gen-
eral welfare of the United States.

By Mr. HECK of Washington:

H.R. 5290.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States

By Mr. OWENS:

H.R. 5291.

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, of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. REED:

H.R. 5292.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause l—promoting
the general welfare

By Mr. ROGERS of Alabama:

H.R. 5293.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8

By Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD:

H.R. 5294.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article X, Section Y, Clause Z

By Mr. SMITH of Nebraska:

H.R. 5295.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the United States
Constitution, specifically Clause 3 (related
to regulation of Commerce among the sev-
eral states).

By Mr. TAKANO:

H.R. 5296.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution of
the United States.

By Ms. TITUS:

H.R. 5297.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The bill is enacted pursuant to the power
granted to Congress under Article I, Section
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution.

By Mr. TURNER:

H.R. 5298.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Con-
stitution: 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

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution: The Congress shall have Power
* % * To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-
tions, and among the several States, and
with Indian Tribes.

By Mr. TURNER:

H.R. 5299.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Con-
stitution: 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
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By Mrs. WAGNER:

H.R. 5300.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3

The Congress shall have Power * * * to
regulate Commerce with foreign Nations,
and among the several States, and with the
Indian Tribes.

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18

The Congress shall have Power * * * To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
the Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

By Mr. WELCH:

H.R. 5301.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-
gress shall have Power To . make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United
States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.

By Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of California:
H.R. 5302.

““The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion (clauses 12, 13, 14, 16, and 18), which
grants Congress the power to raise and sup-
port an Army; to provide and maintain a
Navy; to make rules for the government and
regulation of the land and naval forces; to
provide for organizing, arming, and dis-
ciplining the militia; and to make all laws
necessary and proper for carrying out the
foregoing powers.”’

————

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 32: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. PALLONE,
and Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 129: Mr. LEWIS.

H.R. 279: Ms. KUSTER.

H.R. 292: Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H.R. 303: Mr. HIMES.

H.R. 333: Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr.
RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Ms.
KAPTUR, and Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 440: Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 460: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 523: Mr. BIsHOP of New York.

H.R. 543: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 647: Mr. REED and Mr. JOLLY.

H.R. 676: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 690: Mr. LANCE, Mr. CRENSHAW, Mr.
GRIJALVA, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr.
HORSFORD, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. PRICE of
North Carolina, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. KENNEDY,
Mr. BRALEY of Iowa, Mr. MURPHY of Florida,
Mr. FOSTER, and Mrs. CAPITO.

H.R. 725: Mr. THOMPSON of California.

. 728: . BERA of California.

. 792: . HANABUSA.

. 831: . ISRAEL.

. 851: . SCHAKOWSKY.

. 954: . NORTON and Mr. TAKANO.
. 975: . GALLEGO.

H.R. 1020: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 1070: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey, Mr.
BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. SIRES.

H.R. 1074: Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Ms.
GRANGER, and Ms. WATERS.

H.R. 1148: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana and Ms.
BONAMICI.

H.R. 1179: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1250: Mr. ADERHOLT.
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H.R. 1284: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 1318: Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 1339: Ms. NORTON, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
CONNOLLY, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. MURPHY
of Pennsylvania, and Ms. EDWARDS.

H.R. 1387: Mrs. HARTZLER.

H.R. 1428: Ms. ESTY.

H.R. 1431: Mr. MURPHY of Florida.

H.R. 1449: Mr. VEASEY.

H.R. 1462: Mr. COOPER and Mr. BARLETTA.

H.R. 1507: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 1527: Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 15663: Mr. BERA of California and Mr.
ENGEL.

H.R. 1620: Mr. LANCE, Mr. YOHO, Mr.

FARENTHOLD, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. HIMES, Mr. CUELLAR, Mr. MURPHY
of Florida, Mr. FOSTER, Ms. KAPTUR, and
Mrs. CAPITO.

H.R. 1696: Mr. LEWIS, Mr. TIERNEY, Ms.
CHU, and Mr. COHEN.

H.R. 1725: Mr. CICILLINE and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 1812: Mr. GARCIA.

H.R. 1852: Mr. PALAZZO, Ms. KUSTER, Mr.
ENGEL, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. COLE,
and Mr. ROSKAM.

H.R. 1878: Mrs. DAVIs of California, Ms.
BROWN of Florida, and Mr. CRENSHAW.

H.R. 1910: Mr. CAPUANO.

1921: Mr. RANGEL.
1953: Mr. DAINES.
2001: Mr. GALLEGO.
2056: Mr. GALLEGO.
2086: Mr. GALLEGO.
2116: Ms. ESTY.

2169: Mr. GALLEGO.
2323: Mr. STIVERS.
2417: Mr. WENSTRUP.
2450: Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.R. 2457: Mr. QUIGLEY.

H.R. 2468: Ms. ESTY, Mrs. CAROLYN B.
MALONEY of New York, and Mr. CICILLINE.

H.R. 2504: Mr. KILMER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr.
MURPHY of Pennsylvania, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, and Mr. LARSEN of Washington.

H.R. 2506: Mr. BERA of California.

H.R. 2536: Ms. SINEMA, Mr. WOMACK, and
Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 2540: Mr. GALLEGO.

.R. 2594: Mrs. BUSTOS.

.R. 2662: Mr. SCHIFF.

.R. 2673: Mr. FLEMING and Mr. WENSTRUP.
R
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. 2707: Mr. FATTAH.
. 2745: Mr. MASSIE.

H.R. 2835: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Mr.
AMODEI.

H.R. 2841:

H.R. 2870: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska.

H.R. 2957: Mr. TIERNEY.

H.R. 2994: Mrs. BusTOS, Mr. BISHOP of Geor-
gia, Mr. BARROW of Georgia, Mrs. KIRK-
PATRICK, Ms. MOORE, Mr. ROONEY, Mr. SMITH
of New Jersey, Mr. COBLE, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
LOBIONDO, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 3123: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi and
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.

3276: Mrs. BUSTOS.

3327: Mr. GALLEGO.

3395: Mr. GALLEGO.

3426: Mr. GUTHRIE.

3456: Mr. GALLEGO.

3471: Mr. ENGEL.

35565: Mr. CARTER.

. 3560: Mr. SWALWELL of California.
. 3600: Mr. GALLEGO.

. 3680: Mr. SERRANO.

. 3708: Mr. HARRIS and Mr. CARTWRIGHT.
. 3711: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.
. 3714: Mr. GALLEGO.

. 3717: Mr. CoLLINS of New York.

. 3722: Mr. FLEISCHMANN.

H.R. 3740: Mr. PASCRELL.

H.R. 3742: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

H.R. 3833:
New Jersey.

H.R. 3850: Mr. CARTWRIGHT and Mr. LOBI-
ONDO.

H.R. 3852: Mr. CARTWRIGHT and Ms. CLARK
of Massachusetts.
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Mr. GALLEGO.

Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. SMITH of
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H.R. 3877: Ms.
H.R. 3899: Mr.
H.R. 3940: Mr. LATTA.

H.R. 3991: Mr. MARINO and Mr. PETRI.

H.R. 3992: Mr. LOBIONDO, Mrs. NAPOLITANO,
Mr. COHEN, Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. HUNTER.

H.R. 4149: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4158: Mr. GUTHRIE and Mr. GARY G.
MILLER of California.

H.R. 4162: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 4172: Mr. VALADAO and Ms. TITUS.

H.R. 4190: Mr. HALL and Mr. RODNEY DAVIS
of Illinois.

H.R. 4214: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. MCKEON.

H.R. 4216: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina, Mr.
ScoTT of Virginia and Mr. RICHMOND.

H.R. 4221: Mr. COHEN and Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 4252: Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania,
Mr. JOYCE, and Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 4319: Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.

H.R. 4365: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut and
Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4378: Ms. SHEA-PORTER.

H.R. 4385: Ms. JENKINS.

H.R. 4426: Mr. TONKO and Mr. SWALWELL of
California.

H.R. 4427:

H.R. 4498: Mr. BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 4504: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4510: Mrs. HARTZLER, Mr. NUNNELEE,
Mr. YOUNG of Indiana, Mr. KINZINGER of Illi-
nois, Mr. FORTENBERRY, Mr. LYNCH, Ms.
CLARK of Massachusetts, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Ms. LINDA T. SANCHEZ of California and Mr.
MCKEON.

H.R. 4525: Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. RANGEL, Ms.
BORDALLO, Mr. PETERS of Michigan, and Mr.
OWENS.

H.R. 4544: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4567: Mr. SMITH of Washington.

H.R. 4577: Ms. CLARKE of New York and Mr.
THOMPSON of Mississippi.

H.R. 4584: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4620: Mr. O’ROURKE.

H.R. 4632: Mrs. BUSTOS.

H.R. 4664: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4674: Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4682: Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr.
BIisHOP of New York, Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. KING
of New York, Mr. SALMON, Mrs. BACHMANN,
Mr. STUTZMAN, and Mr. GARY G. MILLER of
California.

H.R. 4717: Mr. SHIMKUS.

H.R. 4723: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4726: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4748: Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. REED, and
Mr. NEAL.

H.R. 4763: Mr. HONDA and Mr. SWALWELL of
California.

H.R. 4793: Mr. KING of New York, Mr. HINO-
JOSA, Mr. RANGEL, and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4811: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 4815: Mr. VEASEY.

H.R. 4818: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4833: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.

H.R. 4837: Mr. CONNOLLY.

H.R. 4847: Mr. CUELLAR.

H.R. 4857: Mr. TAKANO.

H.R. 4863: Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 4864: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 4865: Ms. TITUS.

ESTY.
MATHESON.

Mr. COHEN.
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H.R. 4886: Mr. PETERSON, Mr. DEFAZIO, Mr.
GOODLATTE, Ms. CHU, and Mr. NOLAN.

H.R. 4906: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr.
JALVA.

H.R. 4930: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. YODER.

H.R. 4933: Mr. ScoTT of Virginia, Mr. GAR-
CIA, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, and Mr.
VALADAO.

H.R. 4942: Ms. SINEMA and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 4951: Mr. GALLEGO and Ms. SINEMA.

H.R. 4960: Mr. KLINE, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr.
PETRI, Mr. HIGGINS, Ms. BROWN of Florida,
Mr. COOPER, and Ms. ESTY.

H.R. 4964: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 4970: Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 4989: Mr. GARY G. MILLER of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 4995:

H.R. 5002:

H.R. 5007:

H.R. 5009:

H.R. 5011:

H.R. 5014:

H.R. 5023:

H.R. 5051:
California.

H.R. 5052: Mr. SIMPSON and Mr. SMITH of
Texas.

H.R. 5059: Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. PETERSON,
and Mr. FORBES.

H.R. 5064: Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 5069: Mr. JOYCE.

H.R. 5071: Mr. BRIDENSTINE.

H.R. 5078: Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr. RIGELL, Mr.
WALBERG, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. PITTENGER, Mr.
FLEMING, Mr. SALMON, Mr. WEBER of Texas,
Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. POSEY, Mr. COLE, and Mr.
FLORES.

H.R. 5082: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Ms.
DELAURO.

H.R. 5088: Mr. RANGEL and Mr. GALLEGO.

H.R. 5101: Mr. TAKANO, Mr. ELLISON, and
Ms. BROWN of Florida.

H.R. 5110: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. LONG,
Mr. CALVERT, and Mr. SMITH of New Jersey.

H.R. 5113: Mr. ROTHFUS.

H.R. 5130: Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. MICHAUD, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. NORTON, and Ms. SCHWARTZ.

H.R. 5137: Mrs. BLACK and Mr. GIBBS.

H.R. 5143: Mr. MARCHANT.

H.R. 5146: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FATTAH, Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
PERRY, Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr.
GERLACH, Mr. MEEHAN, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. MARINO, Mr. BARLETTA, Mr.
ROTHFUS, Ms. SCHWARTZ, Mr. DENT, Mr.
PI1TTS, and Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 5160: Mr. BYRNE, Mr. MARCHANT, Mr.
ROE of Tennessee, Mr. BROUN of Georgia,
Mrs. LuMMmIis, Mr. FLORES, Mr. POSEY, Mr.
MULVANEY, Mr. PITTS, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr.
CARTER, Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr.
WENSTRUP, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. ROHRABACHER,
Mr. PRICE of Georgia, Mr. SANFORD, Mr.
GRIFFIN of Arkansas, and Mr. MCCAUL.

H.R. 5168: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr.
DEUTCH, and Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 5179: Mr. HINOJOSA and Mr.
WRIGHT.

H.R. 5182: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. ESTY, and
Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 5185: Mrs. MCCARTHY of New York, Mr.
HoLT, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Ms. SHEA-

GRI-

Mr.
Mr.
Ms.
Mr.
Ms.

COOK.

WELCH.

SINEMA.

CARTWRIGHT and Mr. KILMER.
SINEMA and Mrs. BUSTOS.

Mr. ROKITA.

Mr. GALLEGO.

Mr. DELANEY and Mrs. DAVIS of

CART-
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PORTER, Mr. NADLER, Ms. NORTON, Mr.
LEVIN, Mr. ROONEY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mrs.
CAPITO, Ms. LEE of California, Mrs. MILLER
of Michigan, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. HONDA, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. THOMPSON of California, Ms.
MOORE, and Ms. MATSUI.

H.R. 5194: Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr.
PoMPEO, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mrs. BLACK, Mr.
STOCKMAN, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. STUTZMAN, and
Mr. DIAZ-BALART.

H.R. 5207: Mr. TIBERI.

H.R. 5219: Mr. HONDA, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. Lo-
RETTA SANCHEZ of California, Ms. LEE of
California, and Mrs. NAPOLITANO.

H.R. 5226: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr.
DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mr. BLUMENAUER,
Mr. MASSIE, Ms. GABBARD, and Mr. AMASH.

H.R. 5227: Mr. LONG and Mr. RODNEY DAVIS
of Illinois.

H.R. 5238: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 5239: Ms. NORTON, Mr. DEFAZzIO, and
Mr. HINOJOSA.

H.R. 5245: Mr. COBLE and Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 5253: Mr. SANFORD.

H.J. Res. 68: Mr. LOEBSACK.

H.J. Res. 119: Mr. PETERS of Michigan.

H. Con. Res. 27: Mr. CALVERT.

H. Con. Res. 69: Ms. ESTY and Mr. VEASEY.

H. Con. Res. 107: Mr. SHERMAN, Ms. SINEMA,
Mr. ROKITA, Mr. REICHERT, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr.
KiING of New York, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr.
DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, Mrs. NOEM, Mr.
GIBBS, Mrs. WAGNER, Ms. DELAURO, Mr.
FITZPATRICK, Mr. GARDNER, Ms. CASTOR of
Florida, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. BARLETTA,
Ms. FoxxX, Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr.
ROYCE, Mr. NEAL, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. OLSON,
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. TERRY, and
Mr. LANGEVIN.

H. Con. Res. 110: Mr. P1TTS, Mr. WALBERG,
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
ADERHOLT, Mrs. BACHMANN, Mr. SCALISE, Ms.
LOFGREN, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr.
THOMPSON of California, Ms. JACKSON LEE,
Mr. LEVIN, Mr. RANGEL, Ms. LEE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. MCKINLEY, and Mr. CLAWSON of
Florida.

H. Res. 35: Mr. SMITH of Texas.

H. Res. 208: Mr. DOYLE and Mr. NADLER.

H. Res. 231: Mr. BRALEY of Iowa and Mr.
MCCLINTOCK.

H. Res. 281: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. HIG-
GINS.
Res.
Res.
Res.
Res.
Res.

440:
489:
518:
522:

Mr.
Mr.
Mr.
Mr.

FITZPATRICK.

PRICE of North Carolina.
LOEBSACK.

KILMER.

536: Mr. BRALEY of Towa.

Res. 587: Mr. VARGAS.

Res. 620: Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. GALLEGO, and Mr. Labrador.

H. Res. 683: Mrs. DAVIS of California, Mr.
PETERS of Michigan, Mr. PETERS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
MCKINLEY, Mr. LIPINSKI, and Mr. SHERMAN.

H. Res. 689: Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. NORTON,
Mr. PAYNE, Ms. MOORE, Ms. SINEMA, Mr.
RANGEL, and Mr. RUSH.
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