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

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 23, 2015. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable JOHN J. 
DUNCAN, Jr. to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

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

f 

PRAYER 

Reverend Brian Bohlman, The Har-
vest Church, Lexington, South Caro-
lina, offered the following prayer: 

O God, our help in ages past and our 
hope for years to come, we assemble 
today with humility in our hearts as 
we ask for Your blessing upon the af-
fairs of this House. 

We also remember the words of Presi-
dent Lincoln, when he said: ‘‘I have 
been driven many times upon my knees 
by the overwhelming conviction that I 
had nowhere else to go.’’ 

So, Lord, we thank You, that when 
we lack wisdom and strength, that You 
give generously to all who ask without 
finding fault. 

May our elected officials and leaders 
work together towards the common in-
terests of the American people. May 
they act justly, love mercy, and walk 
humbly with their God. 

Lord, we also ask for Your protection 
over our servicemembers and families, 
both abroad and at home. Strengthen 
them when they are weary, increase 
their power when weak. 

Continue to bless our Nation and the 
work of this House. For your honor and 
glory, O Lord, we pray. 

Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote on 
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of 
the Journal. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the Speaker’s approval 
of the Journal. 

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

The point of no quorum is considered 
withdrawn. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

Mr. TROTT led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows: 

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

f 

WELCOMING CHAPLAIN BRIAN 
BOHLMAN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. WILSON) is recognized for 
1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 

Speaker, I am grateful to recognize a 

constituent, Chaplain Lieutenant Colo-
nel Brian Bohlman, as our guest chap-
lain today. 

Chaplain Bohlman, a native of Bel 
Air, Maryland, now resides in West Co-
lumbia, South Carolina. Lieutenant 
Colonel Bohlman is a dedicated mem-
ber of the South Carolina Air National 
Guard. 

After enlisting in the Air Force in 
1992, he faithfully served in the Air 
Force and Air Force Reserves before 
joining the South Carolina Air Na-
tional Guard. On Active Duty, Chap-
lain Bohlman provided ministry at 
home and abroad during Operations 
Noble Eagle, Enduring Freedom, and 
Iraqi Freedom. 

He is the author of ‘‘So Help Me 
God,’’ which is a historical review of 
the oath of the military office, and 
‘‘For God and Country,’’ which dis-
cusses the call for military chaplaincy. 

In recognition of his service and pas-
toral care, Chaplain Bohlman was 
awarded the Samuel Stone Award as 
the Air National Guard Chaplain of the 
Year in 2013, a well-deserved honor. 

Chaplain Bohlman is also the founder 
and director of Operation Thank You, a 
nonprofit dedicated to inspiring our 
servicemembers and military families. 

As a 28-year veteran of the National 
Guard and grateful parent of three 
members currently serving in the 
Guard, I know firsthand of Chaplain 
Bohlman’s dedicated service. 

I am grateful to welcome Chaplain 
Brian Bohlman, his wife, Shelley, and 
his daughter, Mary Ellen, to the Cap-
itol today. 

In conclusion, God bless our troops, 
and the may the President, by his ac-
tions, never forget September the 11th 
in the global war on terrorism. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

f 

OPPOSE THE IRAN NUCLEAR DEAL 

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

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, this head-
line is dated July 21, 2025. It is what 
our children and grandchildren will 
read in the history books in 10 years. 
‘‘Due to Obama Agreement, Iran Devel-
ops Nuclear Arsenal. Rogue Nation 
Now Threatening To Strike United 
States, Destroy Israel, & Attack Other 
U.S. Allies.’’ 

In addition to creating a nuclear 
Iran, this deal will also create an arms 
race. It will create a means through 
which to finance more terrorism. It 
will create more tension because we 
only have ‘‘managed access inspec-
tions.’’ 

What this deal will not change is 
Iran’s behavior. They will continue to 
hate us. They will continue to call for 
‘‘death to America.’’ 

This deal is a big gamble, a gamble 
the United Nations is apparently will-
ing to take, but one that we in Con-
gress must reject. 

I urge my colleagues to join me in 
opposing this deal. We can never allow 
this terrible headline to become a re-
ality. 

f 

CONGRATULATING PRATT & WHIT-
NEY ON THEIR 90TH ANNIVER-
SARY 

(Ms. ESTY asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. ESTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to congratulate Pratt & Whitney on 
their 90th anniversary. 

Since 1925, Pratt & Whitney has been 
a cornerstone of Connecticut’s and the 
Nation’s economy. In the last 90 years, 
men and women from across the coun-
try and in my State have designed and 
produced the most technologically ad-
vanced and dependable engines on the 
market. 

Their F–135 engine powers Lockheed 
Martin’s F–35 Joint Strike Fighter, and 
their new geared turbofan engine is 
setting the standard for performance in 
commercial aviation. 

Pratt & Whitney’s engineers, manu-
facturers, designers, and technicians 
have fostered Connecticut’s innovation 
ecosystem for almost a century. We 
could not be more proud that they call 
Connecticut home. 

Congratulations, Pratt & Whitney. 
We look forward to another 90 years of 
aviation leadership. 

f 

WE MUST ADDRESS SANCTUARY 
CITIES 

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

Mr. JOLLY. Mr. Speaker, the House 
will soon consider legislation to ad-
dress sanctuary cities, local policies 
that skirt Federal policies regarding 
the detention of undocumented individ-
uals who have broken the law, a policy 
that led recently to a terrible tragedy. 
We should address this. It is right we 
do so. 

But I rise out of concern for the en-
forcement mechanism in the current 
draft of the legislation. The current 
draft would penalize sanctuary cities 
by reducing assistance to law enforce-
ment, the very men and women we rely 
on each day to keep us safe. 

Consider the irony. To promote 
greater public safety in law enforce-
ment, we are threatening to reduce as-
sistance to law enforcement, when it is 
commissions and councils that actu-
ally adopt policies regarding sanctuary 
cities. This is simply wrong. 

We can do better. I anticipate voting 
for passage because we need to address 
this issue nationally, but I ask my col-
leagues today to work together. Let’s 
replace this shortsighted provision 
that wrongfully punishes those who 
serve us each day on the front lines of 
law enforcement, men and women that, 
months ago, we lauded on this House 
floor during Police Week for the fine 
work they do. 

Let’s not reduce resources for law en-
forcement. Let’s ensure that we are 
able to increase and continue to invest 
in local law enforcement. 

f 

SAFE AND ACCURATE FOOD 
LABELING ACT OF 2015 

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

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to H.R. 1599, which 
would nullify states’ rights to label ge-
netically modified organisms, com-
monly known as GMOs. The House will 
vote on this bill today. 

I share the concerns of many of my 
constituents in California’s 13th Con-
gressional District about the prolifera-
tion of untested, genetically modified 
foods entering our food supply. 

I also share the concerns about the 
risks to farmers, the environment, and 
public health created by the rushed 
commercialization of genetically engi-
neered crops and genetically modified 
food products. 

American consumers deserve the best 
information available when it comes to 
food choices that they make for them-
selves and their families. Already, 
some 64 nations around the world re-
quire GMO labeling. 

We need to be on the side of trans-
parency and the safety of the people we 
represent. That is why I support legis-
lation like Representative PETER 
DEFAZIO’s Genetically Engineered 
Food Right-to-Know Act, H.R. 913, 
which would require the labeling of ge-
netically engineered foods at the Fed-
eral level. 

So I hope my colleagues will defeat 
H.R. 1599 and move forward with Fed-

eral efforts requiring adequate and 
clear labeling for the foods American 
families are eating. 

f 

FINDING A CURE FOR DIABETES 
(Mr. GUINTA asked and was given 

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

Mr. GUINTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today on behalf of the 1.25 million 
American children and adults with 
type 1 diabetes. 

As Members of Congress, we have the 
privilege of meeting with individuals 
from our home States advocating on 
various issues. All come from different 
backgrounds and different experiences; 
however, they all have one thing in 
common: they come to Washington 
looking to change our Nation. 

Last week, I had the honor of meet-
ing with 11-year-old Skye Archibald 
from Exeter, New Hampshire, who was 
in Washington as part of the Juvenile 
Diabetes Research Foundation’s Chil-
dren’s Congress. Skye was diagnosed 
with type 1 diabetes at the young age 
of 9 and, since then, has been vital in 
changing the stigma attached with dia-
betes, raising money to help find a 
cure, and advocating at both the Fed-
eral and State level. In fact, her hard 
work and dedication has resulted in the 
signing of a bill by New Hampshire’s 
own Governor. 

It is because of bright and deter-
mined advocates like Skye that Wash-
ington can begin working better for 
New Hampshire. And it is because of 
Skye that I recently signed on to H.R. 
1427, a bipartisan bill to help provide 
increased coverage of a vital tool that 
monitors sugar levels to help save the 
lives of those with diabetes. 

f 

COMMEMORATING THE LIFE AND 
LEGACY OF MS. TOMMIE WIL-
LIAMS 
(Mr. VEASEY asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to commemorate the life and 
legacy of a very inspirational Grand 
Prairie resident from the Dalworth 
community, Ms. Tommie Williams. 

Ms. Williams worked as an educator 
in several capacities next-door in the 
Arlington Independent School District. 
She served as a first, third, and seventh 
grade teacher, a basketball coach, a 
cheerleading sponsor, and vice presi-
dent of curriculum at Sam Houston 
High School. In addition, Ms. Williams 
was the first African American admin-
istrator and the first parent to serve as 
a community ombudsman in the Ar-
lington Independent School District. 

In honor of her outstanding service 
and education, the Tommie B. Wil-
liams Elementary School in Arlington 
was dedicated in her honor in 1991. 

Although we lost a great educator in 
the Arlington Independent School Dis-
trict and many in the Dalworth com-
munity lost a great neighbor, her 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:11 Jul 24, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00002 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K23JY7.002 H23JYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
4T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H5409 July 23, 2015 
friends, the students that she taught, 
the parents, the faculty will always re-
member her passion and her belief in a 
brighter future for our youngest mem-
bers of society. 

f 

ENFORCE THE LAW AGAINST 
SANCTUARY CITIES 

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise in favor of H.R. 3009, Enforce the 
Law Against Sanctuary Cities Act. 

Why does it take tragedy after trag-
edy before this Congress and America 
gets behind the idea that we don’t have 
to have more tragedies like Kate 
Steinle in San Francisco or one that 
almost may be forgotten about, Jamiel 
Shaw, Jr., in southern California some 
years ago, all at the hands of illegal 
immigrants that should not be here, 
should be deported? Why do we keep 
doing this? 

Indeed, sanctuary cities not only 
don’t enforce the law, they inten-
tionally cause people to be in harm’s 
way because they are not enforcing the 
law. Denying funding to them is one 
strong message to sanctuary cities, 
over 300 of them now in the United 
States, that they are doing the wrong 
thing and needlessly endangering or 
losing the lives of Kate Steinle to ille-
gal immigrants that are here causing 
this crime. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of H.R. 
3009, and for the Senate to timely take 
it up and pass it as well. 

f 

b 1015 

SANCTUARY CITIES 

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

Mr. CÁRDENAS. Mr. Speaker, watch-
ing the news lately, it is nothing but 
Donald Trump and his baseless rhet-
oric. He has attacked a war hero, but 
first attacked an entire country of peo-
ple. Donald Trump is trying to get into 
the White House, but it looks like he 
has already infiltrated Congress. 

This bill on the floor of this House 
today has Donald Trump written all 
over it. This Donald Trump bill treats 
people like criminals who haven’t even 
been arrested yet. 

Congress doesn’t need to tell our 
local police and sheriffs how to keep us 
safe. Decades of research shows that 
this kind of bill will only make our 
neighborhoods less safe. 

The safety of our families should not 
be a pawn to please Donald Trump. Re-
publicans should work to fix our bro-
ken immigration system that will 
make our neighborhoods safer and su-
percharge our economy. 

I stand with the Major County Sher-
iffs’ Association and the Fraternal 
Order of Police and oppose this bill. 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND REFORM 
ACT 

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

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, last week 
the House passed legislation that 
would fund the Nation’s highway and 
transit programs through December 18. 

Transportation and infrastructure 
are key components of economic devel-
opment efforts in North Carolina, and 
this fiscally responsible bill keeps im-
portant road and bridge projects going 
in the short term while discussions 
continue on a longer term bill. 

Earlier this year I introduced legisla-
tion to help the Federal Government 
responsibly manage taxpayer money 
and stretch the limited funds available 
to the highway trust fund by exempt-
ing it from the Davis-Bacon Act’s out-
dated, wasteful labor requirements for 
Federal-aid highway and public trans-
portation projects. 

The Davis-Bacon Act was passed in 
1931 and requires Federal contractors 
and subcontractors to pay the local 
prevailing wage for construction 
projects on which the Federal Govern-
ment is a party. 

For decades, it has been driving up 
the cost of Federal highway projects by 
mandating artificially high wages. It is 
time to get America back on track by 
spending wisely, not carelessly. 

f 

VOTING RIGHTS ACT 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, on 
August 6, just a few days from now, 
America will have the privilege of cele-
brating the 50th anniversary of the 1965 
Voting Rights Act, with the sadness to 
know that that Voting Rights Act has 
been gutted by the United States Su-
preme Court with instructions for this 
Congress to respond to the rights of 
Americans to vote. 

I am very proud of the words that 
Justice Ginsburg said: It is common 
sense that, if polio is on the demise, 
why get rid of the polio vaccination. 

Voting prohibitions and prohibiting 
people from voting has decreased over 
the decades, but it has because of the 
Voting Rights Act. Frankly, we are 
doing a great disservice. 

When there are rebel flags being 
flown to show racial divide or monu-
ments that represent very dire com-
ments about those who are slaves, it 
looks as if this Congress could bring a 
voting rights legislation to be voted on 
for all Americans to be able to vote. 

What a sad state of affairs when we 
cannot have a real vote on the floor of 
the House to reauthorize the Voting 
Rights Act, which many of us have 
worked on even from the last Congress. 

I finally conclude by saying on this 
floor will be a bill dealing with what 
we call sanctuary cities, taking advan-

tage of an enormous tragedy of which I 
offer my deepest sympathy. 

The National League of Cities, the 
Fraternal Order of Police, and the na-
tional Major County Sheriffs’ Associa-
tion are saying that the bill dealing 
with sanctuary cities is misguided. 

It penalizes law enforcement, and it 
doesn’t allow the common sense that 
should have been issued in San Fran-
cisco, pick up the phone and commu-
nicate. 

I think we should do the right kind of 
law in this body, not laws that will un-
dermine the very principles of democ-
racy, equality, and justice. 

Pass a Voting Rights Act now. 
f 

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 23, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule 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 23, 2015 at 9:32 a.m.: 

That the Senate passed S. 1599. 
With best wishes, I am 

Sincerely, 
KAREN L. HAAS. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3009, ENFORCE THE LAW 
FOR SANCTUARY CITIES ACT 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 370 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 370 

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 3009) to amend section 
241(i) of the Immigration and Nationality 
Act to deny assistance under such section to 
a State or political subdivision of a State 
that prohibits its officials from taking cer-
tain actions with respect to immigration. 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 the Ju-
diciary; and (2) one motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, for the purpose of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
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as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on House 
Resolution 370, currently under consid-
eration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I am pleased to bring this rule for-
ward on behalf of the Rules Committee. 

The rule provides for consideration of 
H.R. 3009, the Enforce the Law for 
Sanctuary Cities Act. The Rules Com-
mittee met yesterday evening and 
heard testimony from both the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, the 
ranking member of the Subcommittee 
on Immigration, in addition to several 
Members interested in this important 
issue. 

This rule brought forward by the 
committee is a closed rule and provides 
for 1 hour of general debate, equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and 
the ranking member of the Judiciary 
Committee. 

We are bringing this rule forward 
today because both the safety of Amer-
ican people and the integrity of our 
system of laws depends on its passage. 
No institution, body, or agency has the 
right to selectively apply the law or se-
lectively enforce the law. 

The same individuals who claim ex-
emption from our immigration laws de-
mand equality under our criminal laws. 
Do we really want to live in a country 
where an agency claims the authority 
to pass political judgment on you and 
your circumstance to determine if the 
law applies to you? 

This is precisely what the adminis-
tration is proposing. Not only are their 
actions contrary to public safety, they 
fundamentally undermine the most 
basic concept of law. 

I believe that sanctuary cities are 
unacceptable. That is why I was a part 
of the effort to prohibit them in Geor-
gia and why I am so committed to con-
tinuing this fight here in Congress. 

The tragic and preventible death of 
Kate Steinle in San Francisco at the 
hands of an illegal immigrant is the 
latest example of why we have to ad-
dress sanctuary cities and enforce the 
law. Hear me, Mr. Speaker. Kate is not 
the only victim. 

According to the U.S. Sentencing 
Commission, of 74,911 Federal crimes in 
fiscal year 2014, 27,505, or 36 percent, 
were committed by those here ille-
gally. 

During an 8-month period in 2014, 
sanctuary cities released more than 
8,000 criminal illegal immigrant offend-
ers the U.S. Immigration and Customs 
Enforcement was seeking to deport. 

According to a new report released 
by the Center for Immigration Studies, 

of these 8,000 released, approximately 
1,900 were arrested for successive 
crimes during the 8-month timeframe. 

I believe San Francisco’s hands are 
soaked in blood now. They choose to 
protect criminal illegal aliens over an 
innocent American woman. 

Beyond the public safety threat 
posed by sanctuary cities, the Federal 
Government has the responsibility to 
be good stewards of tax dollars en-
trusted to them by hard-working 
Americans. 

There is no reasonable explanation, 
in law or policy, as to why the Federal 
Government should send money to cit-
ies in the form of grants or reimburse-
ments to help them enforce the law 
when they are blatantly ignoring the 
law. 

It is a waste of taxpayer money to 
send this money to States for purposes 
of law enforcement when they clearly 
aren’t using it for that purpose. 

The situation before us today is one 
dangerous political hypocrisy. The ad-
ministration has vocally stated immi-
gration law lies with the Federal Gov-
ernment and the Federal Government 
alone. 

In fact, their entire case against Ari-
zona was premised on that point. That 
was when States were trying to enforce 
the law. 

When States don’t enforce the law, 
essentially playing into the adminis-
tration’s failure to enforce the admin-
istration’s claims, there is nothing 
they can do. It is sort of an interesting 
proposition. 

Last week I questioned the Secretary 
of Homeland Security about the issues 
of sanctuary cities. The Secretary stat-
ed there was nothing that DHS could 
do and that he didn’t feel it was pro-
ductive to try and force the cities to 
cooperate. 

The administration jumped all over 
States that help enforce immigration 
laws, including suing Arizona for en-
acting laws to protect its borders and 
its citizens. 

I ask: Where is the outrage by the ad-
ministration over San Francisco’s fail-
ure to follow the law? Where is the law-
suit? 

It is not surprising that the adminis-
tration is only outraged when States 
are acting in a manner that doesn’t 
meet their political goals. 

DHS refuses to make sanctuary cities 
comply with the law while, at the same 
time, DOJ is now requiring law en-
forcement in Maricopa County, Ari-
zona, to provide services in Spanish to 
jail inmates and to have Federal over-
sight for all workforce enforcement 
raids. This kind of political hypocrisy 
is the kind that has already cost the 
life of Kate Steinle. 

The administration wants a non-
enforcement policy, but it is up to Con-
gress to make the administration fol-
low the law. That is exactly why the 
Rules Committee is bringing forward 
this rule and H.R. 3009. 

Sanctuary cities ignore and shield il-
legal immigrants at the expense of law- 

abiding Americans, and the adminis-
tration, through its failure to defend 
and enforce this law, is complicit. 

Listen, Mr. Speaker, I believe that 
sanctuary cities should be descriptions 
of cities that provide safe and secure 
places for law-abiding citizens, not the 
definition for cities choosing to provide 
safety for those flaunting our immigra-
tion laws. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume, and I 
thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
yielding me the 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
the rule and the underlying bill. The 
rule here today provides for consider-
ation of H.R. 3009, a bill that I strongly 
oppose that wouldn’t even solve the 
problem that it attempts to here 
today. 

First, a little bit about the process. 
This is a closed process that reflects 
the practice of shutting down debate 
on the House floor. 

We should be talking about how to 
protect Americans like Kathryn 
Steinle. Instead, we are limited to de-
bating a bill that, even if it had been 
the law, would not have affected this 
case or others like it or secured our 
borders. We are not even allowed to in-
troduce amendments that would secure 
our borders here before the House floor. 

We have not had a single hearing on 
this bill, and it has not been marked up 
in committee. It simply appeared be-
fore the Judiciary Committee. 

It simply appeared before the Rules 
Committee yesterday fully formed. We 
talked for several hours about many of 
its flaws there. But, unfortunately, 
nevertheless, it has been advanced 
under this rule to the House floor. 

This bill is not a fix. It is not a solu-
tion to anything. It is a heavy-handed 
way to attack communities that are 
simply trying to find solutions to what 
is fundamentally a Federal problem. 

Yes, Mr. Speaker, dress it up however 
you like. It is our fault, the institution 
of Congress’ fault, the Federal Govern-
ment’s fault, that we have failed to se-
cure our borders. 

It is the Federal Government’s fault 
that there are 10-, 12-, 14 million people 
in our country illegally, some of them 
felon immigrants. That is not the fault 
of any city or county or State. 

Our law enforcement professionals— 
sheriffs, police chiefs—are doing the 
best they can with the facts on the 
ground which work against them be-
cause of this body’s failure to act. 

This bill before us is simply an at-
tempt to provide a false solution to a 
tragic incident, this in spite of the fact 
this body has refused to bring forward 
a single bill to fix our broken immigra-
tion system or secure our border. 

The murder of Kathryn Steinle was a 
terrible tragedy. It should not have oc-
curred. There were so many breakages 
along the way and things that could 
have been done to prevent it. But this 
action is primarily a way to highlight 
our broken immigration system. 
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It is a disgrace, for instance, that our 

immigration enforcement agencies 
dedicate significant resources to pur-
suing tens of thousands of individuals 
with no criminal history while the en-
forcement of our laws against serious 
felons like Mr. Lopez-Sanchez, as a re-
sult, is limited to something like a 
phone call or an email from the sheriff 
in San Francisco. 

b 1030 

ICE, the agency with sole authority 
to pursue, detain, and deport people 
within our borders—an agency with a 
budget of more than $5 billion annu-
ally—is to blame here for its perverse 
allocation of resources. 

Mr. Speaker, ICE should have pur-
sued this individual vigorously, and 
ICE is responsible for the fact that this 
man was walking the streets of San 
Francisco instead of in Mexico; but, 
rather than take responsibility for this 
tragedy and commit to making the 
necessary changes to prevent anything 
like this from happening in the fu-
ture—like, for instance, encapsulating 
the President’s DACA and DAPA pro-
grams in statute so that our limited 
enforcement resources can be focused 
on criminal felons rather than tens of 
thousands of individuals with no crimi-
nal history—instead of doing that, this 
body is threatening local law enforce-
ment with reducing their funds to keep 
communities safe. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill before us would 
do even less to address this issue in a 
meaningful way. This legislation un-
dermines local law enforcement, tram-
ples the 10th Amendment to our Con-
stitution, and directly undermines the 
authority and judgment exercised by 
local law enforcement agencies that 
are simply trying to do their job as 
best they can in light of a Federal fail-
ure—a Federal failure—to deport felon 
immigrants, a Federal failure to secure 
our borders, and a Federal failure to es-
tablish enforcement priorities in stat-
ute. 

These decisions behind policing com-
munities and ensuring public safety are 
made by those in those jurisdictions. 
We shouldn’t have reactionary politi-
cians in Washington threatening to cut 
off funding to sheriffs and police chiefs 
to make their communities less safe 
and lead to more victims of felons, 
both immigrant and American. 

That is why this bill is opposed by 
the Conference of Mayors, Law En-
forcement Immigration Task Force, 
the Fraternal Order of Police, and 
many other law enforcement profes-
sionals. 

The fact is, Mr. Speaker, that article 
I, section 8 of the Constitution, which 
we began the session of Congress by 
reading, makes it clear that it is the 
Federal Government’s responsibility to 
create and enforce immigration policy. 

No matter how much this body tries 
to pass its failure on to cities, States, 
and counties, it will always come back 
here because only the Federal Govern-
ment can secure our borders, only the 

Federal Government can establish en-
forcement priorities in statute, only 
the Federal Government can provide a 
pathway to citizenship, and only the 
Federal Government deports felon im-
migrants. 

Despite this, however, Congress has 
displayed a complete and total unwill-
ingness to even begin the debate on fix-
ing our broken immigration system, 
instead choosing to threaten local law 
enforcement for our own failures in 
this town, Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Speaker, I tried to reinitiate this 
debate just yesterday in the Rules 
Committee by introducing an amend-
ment to this bill that would have al-
lowed us to address the systemic prob-
lems by considering comprehensive im-
migration reform, including border se-
curity. Unfortunately, on a party-line 
vote, my measure was voted down and, 
therefore, in favor of maintaining this 
status quo. 

Instead of having a meaningful de-
bate on how to make our immigration 
system work in our favor and keep 
Americans safe by keeping immigrant 
felons off the street and securing our 
border, the Republicans are instead in-
sisting to push this bill through the 
House, threatening local law enforce-
ment without hearing, committee de-
bate, or even the opportunity to amend 
it with good ideas from Democrats or 
Republicans. 

Felons and egregious immigration 
violators like Mr. Lopez-Sanchez 
should not be free to walk the streets 
of this country, but until this body 
gets serious about securing our border 
and creating enforceable laws with the 
resources to enforce them, people like 
Mr. Lopez-Sanchez will walk free and 
will continue to harm Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, this legislation will ef-
fectively require local enforcement of 
immigration laws, effectively trying to 
foist off our responsibilities on belea-
guered local law enforcement agencies 
who, with their limited resources, are 
making the best judgments they can to 
keep their communities safe. 

Federal courts have found that the 
DHS detainer policies violate the Con-
stitution. Because ICE detainers re-
quest that a person be held in local 
custody for up to 2 days beyond the 
time they would otherwise be released, 
Federal courts have concluded that ICE 
detainers cause a new period of deten-
tion, and they are unconstitutional. 

ICE has flouted this requirement for 
years, issuing detainers based on inves-
tigative interests alone; and these 
dragnet detainer issuances practices 
have caused the detention of countless 
people who were not criminal felons, 
felon aliens, who are not removable— 
even U.S. citizens in some cases. 

The Federal courts finally caught up 
with this practice and found them to be 
unconstitutional and are holding local 
agencies under civil liability for hon-
oring detainer requests from ICE. 

In Colorado, for example, the 
Arapahoe County sheriff was forced to 
pay $30,000 to a victim of domestic vio-

lence who was, herself, arrested when 
she called the police for help. She was 
then held in the Arapahoe County jail 
at the request of Federal immigration 
authorities for 3 days after a judge had 
ordered her release. Another case in 
Jefferson County Sheriff’s Office was 
forced to settle for $40,000. 

Now, detainers are a form of commu-
nication and are therefore, in a reason-
able reading of this proposed law, in-
cluded. Effectively, you are presenting 
impossible choices to local law enforce-
ment. You are telling them, on the one 
hand, subject yourself to civil liability 
or subject yourself to the cutting off of 
Federal grants to support your efforts. 

Either way, Mr. Speaker, it is a loss 
for the safety of American citizens and 
a loss for law enforcement, all because 
this body fails to own up to the fact 
that only we can fix the problem; only 
we can secure the border; only we can 
replace our immigration system with a 
comprehensive approach that makes 
sense and has the resources to enforce 
it, the Federal resources to enforce-
ment. 

This isn’t some theoretical matter 
that some intellectually curious law 
review cooked up. Jurisdictions in my 
district have been found civilly liable 
for enforcing detainers and been forced 
to pay. Lawsuits are being filed, and 
local law enforcement agencies that 
serve as proxies for ICE are losing. 

If you want to tell cities in my State 
to enforce unconstitutional policies, 
why not take on the liability federally? 
Will this body pay the settlement from 
the Jefferson County Sheriff’s Office? 
Will this body pay the settlement of 
$30,000 from the Arapahoe County sher-
iff? 

The Republicans are making it clear 
that they don’t have a plan to keep 
people like Kathryn Steinle safe. They 
don’t have a plan to secure our borders. 
They don’t have a plan to address our 
broken immigration system. This bill 
today is just another piece of evidence 
of this body’s, this institution’s failure 
to keep Americans safe. 

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

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I just want to hit a cou-
ple of points here. It was stated by my 
friend from Colorado about the issue of 
San Francisco and pursuing individ-
uals, such as this one who committed 
murder; and the fact is ICE did ask for 
him to be held. San Francisco made the 
choice to let him go, which is leading 
us to the issue today before us, and we 
want to continue. 

Also, this one assertion that this is a 
false solution debate—when is it a false 
solution to actually have to be here 
and discuss actually enforcing the law? 
I think that is exactly what we are 
doing here. If you choose to enforce the 
law, that is what your proper role 
should be, and if not, these are the pen-
alties that will be put in place. 
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I think we will continue this process, 

Mr. Speaker, and at this time, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), my distin-
guished colleague on the Rules Com-
mittee. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. I want to thank the 
gentleman from Colorado for yielding 
me the time. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to 
this closed rule. This process is an ab-
solutely outrage. I also rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 3009. 

Mr. Speaker, along with all of my 
colleagues and every American, my 
heart goes out to the family of Kath-
ryn Steinle. The murder of any inno-
cent person is a tragedy, and after each 
such heinous crime, we always ask our-
selves: Could this have been avoided? 
Could we have done something dif-
ferently? 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3009 paints itself as 
a remedy to Kathryn Steinle’s death, 
but it does nothing—absolutely noth-
ing—to address how to improve com-
munication between our law enforce-
ment, immigration, prosecutors, and 
penal institutions, nor does it improve 
the protocols and practices of how deci-
sions are made on the release or trans-
fer of a prisoner against whom ICE has 
lodged a detainer request. 

Instead, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3009 chose 
to penalize local law enforcement agen-
cies and strip them of their Federal 
grants and funding when they 
prioritize working with immigrant 
communities in order to keep neigh-
borhoods, cities, and towns safe. 

Republicans would rather demonize 
these cities and local law enforcement 
agencies and force them to squander 
scarce local resources on immigration 
enforcement, instead of local policing. 
In effect, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3009 will 
make our cities and communities less 
safe, rather than more secure. 

This is why law enforcement and city 
governments oppose this bill. It delib-
erately and cynically undermines their 
ability to protect their communities, 
nurture public trust in the police and 
our legal system, and strengthen our 
public safety. 

H.R. 3009 is opposed by the Major 
County Sheriffs’ Association, the Fra-
ternal Order of Police, the National 
Criminal Justice Association, the 
Major Cities Chiefs Association, the 
U.S. Conference of Mayors, and the Na-
tional League of Cities; all of them 
strongly oppose this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill reeks of preju-
dice. It isn’t meant to solve any prob-
lem. It is meant to punish cities that 
don’t embrace the views of anti-immi-
grant extremists. It is meant to de-
monize all immigrants as criminals. 

It means to punish any city, any po-
lice officer, any sheriff, and any cop on 
the beat who challenges the Republican 
anti-immigrant orthodoxy of ‘‘hate 
them all’’ and ‘‘deport them all.’’ De-
port the DREAMers; deport the parents 
of U.S. citizens; deport children fleeing 
violence—deport, deport, deport. 

Mr. Speaker, this House continues to 
wait and wait for the Republican ma-
jority to show some leadership and 
bring up a comprehensive immigration 
reform bill. It has been more than 2 
years since the Senate passed a strong, 
bipartisan immigration reform bill; 
and we are still waiting for the House 
Republicans to act. 

What we need is a way to bring 11 
million of our neighbors, friends, col-
leagues, small-business owners, and 
hard-working residents out of the shad-
ows. Let them register, be documented, 
and not fear talking with the police. 
Let us recognize their achievements 
and contributions to the American way 
of life. 

This bill had no hearings, no markup, 
and no input from local law enforce-
ment—no regular order. In fact, in the 
topsy-turvy world of the Republican 
House, the Judiciary Committee’s Im-
migration and Border Security Sub-
committee is holding its first hearing 
on this topic today—this morning— 
when this bill is already here on the 
House floor for debate and voted today. 

No, Mr. Speaker, this bill is just 
more of the same, old, divisive Repub-
lican anti-immigrant formula. America 
is better than this, and I urge my col-
leagues to reject this closed rule and to 
oppose the underlying bill. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise and just, again, 
part of this is really—and even if you 
look at the Administration’s view on 
this bill and others, it is almost an 
Alice in Wonderland effect. What is up 
is down and down is up. We are looking 
at this, that enforcing the law hurts 
enforcement of the law and that it is 
backwards. 

Now, there are issues that need to be 
addressed. One of the issues is that we 
have a communication problem. I 
agree. We have got a communication 
problem. When they say, ‘‘Hold him; he 
is going to be deported; he is deport-
able; he is not someone we want on our 
streets’’ and San Francisco and other 
sanctuary cities choose to release him, 
that is a communication problem. I 
will agree with my friends across the 
aisle on that point. 

To say that punishing views—how 
about enforcing the law? The last time 
I sat in my law classes, we didn’t en-
force views; we enforced laws. I think 
that is what we are bringing up here. 

I can’t let it pass. I talked about this 
before, and as a Member who believes 
that there are immigration issues that 
we need to address and as a member of 
the Judiciary Committee—which, by 
the way, has held hearings dealing with 
this subject—in fact, just last week, 
the Secretary of DHS was in. I ques-
tioned him directly about this, and it 
is amazing. He has no real opinion 
about sanctuary cities as he told me in 
his testimony. 

I find that rather amazing in that he 
would say that there would be a prob-
lem not enforcing these laws, and when 

I asked about other laws that we want 
to enforce—is it okay for cities to turn 
their back on those laws—there is not 
an opinion there. 

We have talked about this. We have 
had immigration hearings. We have 
begun the process of marking up legis-
lation to secure our communities, to 
secure our borders, and to do those 
things; but before we start throwing in 
the nature of saying there is all wrong 
with the Republican majority on some-
thing that we have not done, I just 
want to go back and remind—I am still 
one who at the time was out there 
watching the proceedings from my 
home in the State of Georgia, where we 
were doing everything we could to bal-
ance the needs of our State and our 
economy during shutdown and during a 
depression, recession—whatever you 
want to call it—and we were trying to 
balance budgets, and we were watching 
this issue up here, but what I saw was 
that we are told today we are waiting 
for Republicans and the Republicans 
have all this bad agenda. 

At the same point, when this body 
was controlled by my friends across the 
aisle, when the other body across the 
way—the Senate—was controlled by 
my friends across the aisle, and when 
the administration was new and in 
their early stages of developing their 
strategy for solving all the world’s 
problems, what they chose to do was 
wreck health care and to work against 
community bankers. They chose that. 

b 1045 

They chose not to do comprehensive 
immigration reform. They chose to use 
it as a political issue and a political 
pawn. They chose not to bring this up. 

When you want to bring it up, let’s 
shine the light brightly. Let’s bring it 
up and shine the light brightly on both 
sides. The world was waiting. You man-
aged to get a lot of other things 
through. You managed to do other 
things that you wanted to do, but you 
chose not to do this. You chose not to 
make this. 

My question here is simply: the bill 
that is being brought forward, it says 
enforce the law. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
As the gentleman from Georgia 

might recall, when the Democrats con-
trolled the Senate last session, they 
did pass comprehensive immigration 
reform with strong Republican and 
Democratic support. More than two- 
thirds of the body supported securing 
our borders, expelling felon immi-
grants, and keeping Americans safe. 
Had this body simply acted on that 
bill, as we repeatedly tried to get them 
to do, we quite likely would not be fac-
ing this tragedy that we face here 
today. Until this body acts, there are 
likely to be more victims, more Amer-
ican victims, of criminal immigrants. 

It is not the fault of the Democrats. 
We, with the Republicans in the Sen-
ate, put together a bill that would have 
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addressed it. It is the fault of this 
body, the House of Representatives, 
that failed to act. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit for the RECORD 
a Statement of Administration Policy 
with regard to this bill, which includes 
that the President’s senior advisers 
would recommend that he veto this 
bill. He then goes into some of the 
same arguments we have been talking 
about with regard to why we need to 
secure our border and grow our econ-
omy and make sure that we can fix our 
broken immigration system. 

STATEMENT OF ADMINISTRATION POLICY 
H.R. 3009—ENFORCE THE LAW FOR SANCTUARY 

CITIES ACT 
(Rep. Hunter, R–CA, and 44 cosponsors) 

The Administration strongly opposes H.R. 
3009. This bill fails to offer comprehensive re-
forms needed to fix the Nation’s broken im-
migration laws, undermines current Admin-
istration efforts to remove the most dan-
gerous convicted criminals and to work col-
laboratively with State and local law en-
forcement agencies, and threatens the civil 
rights of all Americans by authorizing State 
and local officials to collect information re-
garding any private citizen’s immigration 
status, at any time, for any reason, and 
without justification. 

The Administration continues to believe 
that it is critical to fix the Nation’s broken 
immigration system through comprehensive 
commonsense legislation that builds on ex-
isting efforts to strengthen border security, 
cracks down on employers hiring undocu-
mented workers, streamlines legal immigra-
tion, and offers an earned path to citizenship 
for undocumented immigrants to get right 
with the law if they pass background checks, 
contribute to the Nation’s economy by pay-
ing taxes, and go to the back of the line. 
While the Senate passed comprehensive leg-
islation with strong bipartisan support over 
two years ago that would do just that, the 
House of Representatives failed to take any 
action. According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office, that legislation would also grow 
the Nation’s economy by 5.4 percent and re-
duce Federal deficits by nearly $850 billion 
over 20 years. The Administration continues 
to urge the Congress to address all of the 
problems with the Nation’s broken immigra-
tion system and take up commonsense legis-
lation that will offer meaningful solutions to 
those problems. 

The Administration also believes the most 
effective way to enhance public safety is 
through sensible and effective policies that 
focus enforcement resources on the most sig-
nificant public safety threats. The Adminis-
tration has put in place new enforcement 
priorities that do just that, focusing limited 
resources on the worst offenders—national 
security threats, convicted criminals, gang 
members, and recent border crossers. The ef-
fectiveness of these new priorities depends 
on collaboration between Federal, State, and 
local law enforcement. Every day, the Fed-
eral government fosters State and local col-
laboration through a variety of mechanisms, 
including policies, programs, and joint task 
forces. The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s Priority Enforcement Program (PEP) 
enables Federal immigration enforcement to 
work with State and local law enforcement 
to take custody of individuals who are en-
forcement priorities, including public safety 
and national security threats, before those 
individuals are released into communities. 
PEP is a balanced, commonsense approach to 
enforcing the Nation’s immigration laws. It 
replaced the Secure Communities program, 
which, by establishing a ‘‘one-size-fits-all’’ 

approach to State and local cooperation with 
Federal immigration enforcement officials, 
discouraged some localities from turning 
over dangerous individuals to DHS custody. 
Secure Communities was embroiled in litiga-
tion and widely criticized for undermining 
State and local community policing efforts. 
PEP builds collaboration between Federal, 
State, and local law enforcement that allows 
for the most effective enforcement while en-
hancing community policing and trust. The 
Congress should give PEP a chance to work, 
instead of displacing that collaborative ap-
proach—which prioritizes the worst offend-
ers—with the coercive approach of this bill, 
which makes no such differentiation. 

Finally, the bill would condition Federal 
money on State and local governments al-
lowing their law enforcement officials to 
gather citizenship and immigration status 
information from any person at any time for 
any reason. The Administration believes 
that such blanket authority would threaten 
the civil rights of all Americans, lead to mis-
trust between communities and State and 
local law enforcement agencies, and impede 
efforts to safely, fairly, and effectively en-
force the Nation’s immigration laws. 

If the President were presented with H.R. 
3009, his senior advisors would recommend 
that he veto this bill. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the 
Donald Trump wing of the Republican 
Party is clearly ascendant here today. 
It is the dominant thinking among 
House Republicans. 

This is the same crowd that, just 
back in February, threatened the fund-
ing for Homeland Security because 
they were so eager to deport our 
DREAMers—young people who came 
here as children, who have cleared a 
criminal background check, who paid a 
fee and are already contributing to 
America—because whenever they are in 
doubt on immigration, they fade to the 
extreme right. These are the same 
Members of Congress who have even 
gone to court to sue the President of 
the United States when he prioritized 
the deportation of criminals over im-
migrant families; and these are the 
same Republicans who were so fearful 
of a sane discussion here, and this Con-
gress, this House, is never a sanctuary 
of sanity when it comes to immigra-
tion. 

But they refuse to bring to the House 
floor a bipartisan bill unanimously ap-
proved in the Homeland Security Com-
mittee to deal with border security. If 
that weren’t bad enough, they came 
back this year with a totally partisan 
border security bill, and they have 
been afraid to bring it to the floor be-
cause they do not want a reasoned dis-
cussion of immigration in this House of 
Representatives. 

Unfortunately, this Congress is also 
never a sanctuary from partisan polit-
ical stunts designed to capitalize on 
the latest tragedy, like the tragedy 
that occurred in San Francisco. This 
bill is not about grabbing criminals; it 
is about grabbing headlines. It is not 
about a thoughtful debate of the best 
immigration and law enforcement poli-
cies for our country; it is about scoring 

political points. It does so by rejecting 
the expert opinion of sheriffs and po-
lice chiefs and law enforcement experts 
and organizations and local mayors 
and leaders in the municipal level 
across America who say that, to fight 
crime effectively, they need to win the 
trust of all of the communities that 
they serve. 

This bill is opposed by major law en-
forcement organizations, by municipal 
government organizations. I saw at the 
top of the list of those law enforcement 
organizations the police chief of my 
hometown, who works with community 
policing to make our communities 
safe. Some localities believe that they 
can better enforce the law, better keep 
our communities safe, if an undocu-
mented person who is a witness or a 
victim of crime is involved with them 
and reporting those crimes and helping 
enforce the law. 

If I have to choose between Donald 
Trump and his extreme attitudes em-
bodied by colleagues here in this House 
today and my local law enforcement 
about how to protect my family, all of 
our families, I choose law enforcement. 
Let’s reject this bad bill. 

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 15 seconds. 

Mr. DOGGETT. If they are so com-
mitted to supporting local law enforce-
ment, eliminating funding for the 
COPS program is hardly the way to do 
it. We ought to be putting our dollars 
and our support and our immigration 
laws in conformity with the law en-
forcement experts across America and 
protect our families. 

Reject this bad bill, and then do 
something substantive to back our law 
enforcement officials. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

I appreciate the argument, and this 
is why we have this time. But I do want 
to just remind again, from my previous 
statement, bringing up a bill last Con-
gress reminds me of back when I used 
to coach kids in football. There was al-
ways that struggle you wanted to put 
as many kids in, you wanted everybody 
to play, and you still wanted to win the 
game. There was that balance that you 
always had. 

It reminds me of one time it hap-
pened to be one of my own kids. Now, 
that is pretty hard when you are coach-
ing one of your own kids and you get to 
the end of the game and you didn’t put 
him in like you thought you were 
going to because the time had run out 
on the game. And you go to him—for-
tunately, he was my son. I was driving 
home, and I said, ‘‘I am sorry.’’ I called 
his name and I said, ‘‘I am sorry I 
didn’t get you into the game. The time 
had run out, but I had every intention 
of getting you into the game.’’ That is 
about like saying last Congress when 
the Senate was Democrat but the 
House was Republican and we have dif-
ferent ideas and different views that we 
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are bringing forward. I simply go back 
to the time when that did not exist, 
when time was still on the clock and 
they chose not to do anything. 

Also, it is a good distracter from 
what we are talking about today: cities 
enforcing laws, finding solutions, and 
doing so. That is simply what this bill 
does, that is what this rule provides 
for, and those are the things that need 
to be talked about. This is the discus-
sion that needs to be had, and this is 
the discussion the American people are 
having all over, including, by the way, 
San Francisco, who is reevaluating 
their policy even now. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 

minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Maryland (Ms. EDWARDS). 

Ms. EDWARDS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ask my 
House colleagues to stop and think for 
a moment and to oppose not only the 
rule, but the underlying bill. It is ex-
treme, it is anti-immigrant, and it is 
really not about sanctuary cities. 

In fact, this flawed legislation actu-
ally second-guesses the decisions that 
are made by local police chiefs and 
sheriffs around the country on how 
best to police their communities and 
ensure public safety and ensure the 
kind of cooperation that they need in 
order for law enforcement to work 
properly. 

As the founder and former executive 
director of the National Network to 
End Domestic Violence, representing 
domestic violence organizations and 
coalitions around the country, I am 
deeply concerned that this legislation 
will have a negative effect on the co-
operation that is necessary between 
law enforcement and isolated, very iso-
lated victims of domestic and sexual 
violence. Furthermore, it would strip 
the bipartisan provisions that passed in 
the Violence Against Women Act when 
we just reauthorized it. 

Specifically, H.R. 3009 negatively 
amends section 241(i) of the Immigra-
tion and Nationality Act by doing the 
following: 

It undermines the spirit and protec-
tions of VAWA, effectively pushing im-
migrant survivors and their children, 
many of whom are likely U.S. citizens, 
deeper and deeper into the shadows of 
danger. 

It undermines the policies that local 
communities have determined are ap-
propriate for their localities to ensure 
that victims of crime come forward 
without fear of retribution. 

It allows violent crimes to go 
uninvestigated, and it leaves victims 
without redress because of reductions 
in funding. 

This bill would have damaging rami-
fications for families across the Nation 
and in my home State of Maryland. 

I enter into the RECORD a letter from 
the National Task Force to End Sexual 
and Domestic Violence Against 
Women, representing coalitions, orga-
nizations, shelters, services, and pro-

grams in every single State in this 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to just quote 
from this letter. It says: ‘‘Fear of de-
portation also strengthens the ability 
of abusers and traffickers to silence 
and trap their victims. Not only are 
the individual victims harmed, but 
their fear of law enforcement leads 
many to abstain from reporting violent 
perpetrators or coming forward, and, as 
a result, dangerous criminals are not 
identified and go unpunished.’’ 

NATIONAL TASK FORCE TO END SEX-
UAL AND DOMESTIC VIOLENCE 
AGAINST WOMEN, 

JULY 21, 2015. 
DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: As the Steering 

Committee of the National Taskforce to End 
Sexual and Domestic Violence (‘‘NTF’’), 
comprising national leadership organizations 
advocating on behalf of sexual and domestic 
violence victims and women’s rights, we rep-
resent hundreds of organizations across the 
country dedicated to ensuring all survivors 
of violence receive the protections they de-
serve. For this reason, we write to express 
our deep concerns about the impact of the 
‘‘Enforce the Law for Sanctuary Cities Act’’ 
(H.R. 3009), which amends section 241(i) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act. 

As government officials, we ask you to ap-
proach this issue from the perspective of a 
leader and be sure of the implications this 
bill can have on entire communities. All par-
ties have the common goal of making com-
munities safer. This bill will encourage law 
enforcement to enforce immigration law, 
and will significantly hinder the ability of 
certain communities to build trust and co-
operation between vulnerable and isolated 
victims of domestic and sexual violence and 
law enforcement. Last year marked the 
twentieth anniversary of the bipartisan Vio-
lence Against Women Act (‘‘VAWA’’), which 
has, since it was first enacted, included crit-
ical protections for immigrant victims of do-
mestic and sexual violence. This bill under-
mines the spirit and protections of VAWA 
and will have the effect of pushing immi-
grant survivors and their children (many of 
whom are likely U.S. Citizens) deeper into 
the shadows and into danger. 

As recognized in VAWA, bipartisan legisla-
tion supporting our nation’s response to do-
mestic and sexual violence and stalking, im-
migrant victims of violent crimes are often 
fearful of contacting law enforcement due to 
fear that they will be deported. A recent and 
comprehensive survey shows that 41 percent 
of Latinos believe that the primary reason 
Latinos/as do not come forward is fear of de-
portation. 

Policies that minimize the intertwining of 
local law enforcement with ICE help bring 
the most vulnerable victims out of the shad-
ows by creating trust between law enforce-
ment and the immigrant community, which 
in turn helps protect our entire commu-
nities. Fear of deportation also strengthens 
the ability of abusers and traffickers to si-
lence and trap their victims. Not only are 
the individual victims harmed, but their fear 
of law enforcement leads many to abstain 
from reporting violent perpetrators or com-
ing forward, and, as a result, dangerous 
criminals are not identified and go 
unpunished. These criminals remain on the 
streets and continue to be a danger to their 
communities. 

This bill undermines policies that local 
communities have determined are appro-
priate for their localities, and decrease the 
ability of law enforcement agencies to re-
spond to violent crimes and assist all (immi-
grant, citizens, etc.) victims of crime. As 

recognized in VAWA, law enforcement plays 
a critical role in our coordinated community 
response to domestic and sexual violence. 
Federal law enforcement funding supports 
critical training, equipment, and agency 
staffing that assists domestic and sexual vio-
lence victims. H.R. 3009 will allow violent 
crimes to go uninvestigated and leave vic-
tims without redress due to reductions in 
funding. 

For these reasons, we urge you to affirm 
the intent and spirit of VAWA and oppose 
the provisions above. Thank you very much 
for taking this important step to protect and 
support immigrant survivors of domestic vi-
olence and sexual assault. 

Ms. EDWARDS. Surely, Mr. Speaker, 
this is not what we need to do. We need 
to ensure the continued protections of 
domestic violence victims all across 
this country, no matter who they are 
and no matter where they are, and to 
know that law enforcement will be 
there to protect them and their chil-
dren. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I continue to reserve the balance of 
my time. 

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

The best way to address the problems 
in our immigration system, the best 
way to address the lack of security for 
American citizens, the best way to en-
sure that there are not others like 
Kathryn Steinle and others that have 
fallen victim to immigrant felons is to 
fix our broken immigration system, se-
cure our borders. Only Congress can do 
that. 

Now, the President has taken the 
first steps to help keep Americans safe 
by suggesting certain policies like 
DACA and DAPA programs. Now, 
DACA is being implemented; DAPA is, 
unfortunately, tied up in the courts. 
What these efforts allow our law en-
forcement agencies to do is to focus 
their efforts on criminals like Mr. 
Lopez-Sanchez rather than violators of 
our civil law. It would be better if this 
body could put those concepts into 
statute or, better yet, make sure that 
we can differentiate between noncrimi-
nals and criminals within the law. 

An immigration reform bill would re-
duce the risk of tragedies like this and 
help keep Americans safe by helping 
law enforcement identify people who 
are here illegally, and it would bring 
people out of the shadows. Identifying 
the portion of our people that are here 
illegally that qualify for relief and for 
prosecutorial discretion would help our 
law enforcement agencies narrow their 
focus and targets to individuals like 
Mr. Lopez-Sanchez. 

Immigration reform efforts like H.R. 
15, which was the comprehensive bill 
from last Congress, would modernize 
our immigration agencies, increase en-
forcement and resources tools, tech-
nology, and border security to prevent 
tragedies like this from occurring. 
Doing the difficult work of having a 
meaningful debate around immigration 
reform is the only way we can ever be 
able to keep Americans safer and re-
duce the likelihood of this kind of inci-
dent. 
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A vote for this particular bill won’t 

do anything to address these systemic 
problems. Had this been the law, it 
would not have prevented this tragedy, 
nor does it do anything to address the 
problems plaguing our immigration 
system. Instead, it threatens and bul-
lies local law enforcement and says to 
them, either expose yourself to civil li-
ability—which is very real. My agen-
cies in Colorado have been forced to 
pay—they have been forced to pay— 
$30,000 or $40,000. So pay legal fines, or 
we are going to cut your grants. 

Look, it is a natural tendency of peo-
ple to pass the buck, and Congress is 
basically trying to pass the buck to 
local law enforcement for our failures 
here in this body. 

Mr. Lopez-Sanchez should not have 
been wandering the streets of San 
Francisco or any other American city. 
He should not have been allowed to il-
legally enter. In fact, he had been 
caught at the border four or five times, 
and he had snuck across other times. 

b 1100 

We need real border security, and we 
need to finally enforce our law and get 
serious about restoring the rule of law, 
which this bill would only make an 
even bigger joke. 

Rather than restoring the rule of law 
and encouraging cooperation between 
Federal, State, and local authorities in 
cases that involve immigrant felons, 
this bill would punish local law en-
forcement for prioritizing public safety 
and community policing over trying to 
do the job that Congress and the Fed-
eral Government are supposed to do. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, how much 

time remains? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Colorado has 33⁄4 minutes 
remaining. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time. 

It is time for this body to fix our bro-
ken immigration system to keep Amer-
icans safe. How many other victims 
like Kathryn Steinle need to make the 
ultimate sacrifice—or the countless 
other Americans who are victims of 
other kinds of crime—at the hands of 
immigrant felons? It will be until this 
body chooses to fix our broken immi-
gration system and restore the rule of 
law. 

This particular bill would only fur-
ther dissipate the rule of law. It tells 
local law enforcement you have to ei-
ther pay fines that drain your ability 
to enforce our laws or you lose grants 
that reduce your ability to enforce our 
laws. 

Either way, if this bill were somehow 
to become law—even though the Presi-
dent has indicated he would veto it—it 
would drain away the very local law 
enforcement resources, the purpose of 
which is to keep Americans safe. 

Let us move forward to replace our 
broken immigration system with one 

that works, not try to pass the buck. 
Mr. Speaker, the buck can’t be passed. 
It is the Federal Government’s respon-
sibility to secure our border and to es-
tablish immigration laws. It is the Fed-
eral Government’s responsibility to de-
port criminals. 

No matter how this body may try to 
say that it should be cities and coun-
ties and sheriffs and police chiefs—who 
are trying to do the dirty work—who 
are the result of our failure to take ac-
tion, they need to make the decisions 
that are in the best interests of keep-
ing their communities safe. 

With 10 or 12 or 14 million people in 
our country illegally—some of them 
immigrant felons—we are passing 
along the buck to local law enforce-
ment with an impossible task. 

Rather than make that task more 
impossible by forcing them to pay civil 
fines or to lose important law enforce-
ment resources, let’s help them have 
the resources and policies they need to 
deport felon immigrants before they 
can commit crimes like the tragedy 
that occurred in San Francisco. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
rule, to oppose this bill, and to reject 
this bizarre approach that we are seek-
ing here today, which would have done 
nothing to have prevented this tragedy 
or any other like it, and would lead to 
countless more tragedies by taking re-
sources out of the hands of those who 
are on the front lines—on our streets, 
in our neighborhoods—keeping Ameri-
cans safe. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself the balance of my 
time. 

This is an interesting argument, as I 
stated before, because it really defies, 
in many ways, logic. 

The best way to help prevent what 
has just happened is to enforce the law. 
It is not to give a substantive, wishy- 
washy: Well, I won’t enforce this. I 
don’t want to enforce this. I am mak-
ing a political judgment. 

In fact, that is really what the law 
should be there for, is to say: This is 
the law that has been passed through 
the political process, but this is the 
law for everyone. 

When you have the debates in Con-
gress, that is what the political argu-
ment is for. I don’t disagree with my 
friend from Colorado, as this is the 
part that we are supposed to debate; 
but once it leaves here and it is printed 
and it is law and it is signed, it is to be 
enforced. 

To really argue that, on this side, we 
don’t want to enforce, and, on this side, 
we want to enforce, where does it end— 
when we don’t want to enforce drug 
laws? trafficking laws? employment 
law? Where does it end? 

I am sure there are political dif-
ferences in many cities, possibly in my 
own district of the Ninth District of 
Georgia, where cities say: I am not 
sure I like this employment law. I am 
not sure I like having to deal with 
compliance, with Federal law. We will 

just ignore it. No. It is about enforce-
ment. 

Lopez-Sanchez was requested by ICE. 
Whether you are talking about limited 
resources or whether you are talking 
about a lot of resources, it doesn’t mat-
ter. They requested him to be held. 

San Francisco said no. It is San 
Francisco’s choice—their political 
choice, their life choice. It was a life 
choice for this young lady. Her life is 
gone. 

It is not an economic choice—it is a 
life choice—and their choice led to a 
life’s being taken. It is not about 
whether you like the law or not, and it 
is not about whether you have a view 
on the law or not—it is about whether 
you will enforce the law or not. 

I struggle with this as I understand 
about the interest of immigrant com-
munities, and I understand about good 
policing. My father was a State troop-
er. 

I understand the relationship be-
tween communities and of their all 
working together to provide a safe 
community; but sanctuary cities are 
sanctuaries for those who abide by the 
law—those who are here legally, those 
who want to live a prosperous life and 
just get up and go to work and not 
have to worry about being shot on the 
street by somebody who is being 
sanctuaried because he is here ille-
gally—not once but multiple times 
over. 

As has already been stated, this is 
not a judgment call. San Francisco 
could see this. They could see his 
record. They could see he had been de-
tained for illegally entering. This is 
not something that was, frankly, even 
close. They chose. 

The question remains: Do we enforce 
or do we not? The question remains: Do 
we want to be under a rule of law or do 
we want to have something else? 

It has been brought up many times 
today of a bill in the last Congress that 
was passed by the Senate that would be 
the panacea for everything and prob-
ably would help this. That was the im-
plication given. 

I have just one question to those who 
make that assertion: If San Francisco 
and other sanctuary cities won’t en-
force the law now because of their po-
litical views, what gives them any idea 
they would for a new law? 

We have got a fundamental problem 
here, Mr. Speaker. The fundamental 
problem is: Is political rule of law 
going to happen or is the rule of law 
going to happen? 

Pass any bill you want, but if we 
allow them to ignore it without con-
sequence, then you have no standard, 
you have no basis for debate, you have 
no place to move forward. 

You can pass everything you want to 
and have the President sign it in beau-
tiful ceremonies; but if we allow polit-
ical subdivisions in this country to just 
continue to pick and choose, then we 
have got a problem. 

Now, if there are issues, let’s solve 
them here. Let’s have the debates—I 
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agree—but this isn’t up for debate 
when it leaves here. 

So pass whatever you want to pass. 
Will San Francisco enforce it? I don’t 
know—maybe, maybe not—but when 
they released and when other sanc-
tuary cities release them and say: We 
are not going to hold. We are not going 
to do these things, then they have 
made a choice. Unfortunately, in this 
case, they made a life choice, and that 
beautiful life is gone. 

This rule simply says enforce the 
law. This rule—this bill—says we have 
law. It is what we have got right now. 
It is not your aspirational goal. It is 
the law. Simply enforce it. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance 
of my time, and I move the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The previous question was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. 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. 

f 

SAFE AND ACCURATE FOOD 
LABELING ACT OF 2015 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on the bill, 
H.R. 1599. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 369 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 1599. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Idaho (Mr. SIMPSON) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 

b 1111 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1599) to 
amend the Federal Food, Drug, and 
Cosmetic Act with respect to food pro-
duced from, containing, or consisting 
of a bioengineered organism, the label-
ing of natural foods, and for other pur-
poses, with Mr. SIMPSON in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Kansas (Mr. 

POMPEO) and the gentleman from 
Vermont (Mr. WELCH) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Kansas. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1599, the Safe and 
Accurate Food Labeling Act, is the 
product of diligent and bipartisan work 
by the Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee and the Agriculture Committee. 

Over the past year and a half that we 
have been working on this legislation, 
we have solicited input from Members 
and from relevant agencies like the 
FDA and the USDA. We have also met 
with the organic community, conven-
tional farmers and ranchers, seed pro-
ducers, scientists, and supply chain 
specialists. 

Throughout this process, we have 
sought to address every legitimate con-
cern and provide whatever clarification 
might be necessary. 

The fact is that the scientific con-
sensus on the safety of genetically en-
gineered products is utterly over-
whelming. Precisely zero pieces of 
credible evidence have been presented 
that foods produced with biotechnology 
pose any risk to our health and safety. 

Given this fact, it is not the place of 
government—government at any 
level—to arbitrarily step in and man-
date that one plant product should be 
labeled based solely on how it was bred 
while another identical product is free 
of a government warning label because 
that producer chose a different breed-
ing technology. That is unscientific, 
and that is bad public policy. 

The mandatory labeling of geneti-
cally engineered products has no basis 
in legitimate health or safety concerns, 
but is a naked attempt to impose the 
preferences of a small segment of the 
populace on the rest of us and make 
the constituents whom I serve in Kan-
sas pay more for their food. 

A recent study shows that the pro-
posed State GE labeling laws could 
raise the cost of the average family’s 
food bill by, roughly, $500 per year. 
Many, many families in Kansas simply 
cannot afford that. 

Antibiotechnology interest groups 
are attempting to use State laws to 
force mandatory GE labeling on safe 
products and interfere with interstate 
commerce. 

To ensure that families in Kansas 
and all across the country have access 
to nutritious and affordable food, H.R. 
1599 accomplishes three primary objec-
tives. 

First, we ensure that every new GE 
plant destined to enter the food supply 
goes in for an FDA safety review. 

Second, we prevent the creation of 
what would be the unworkable patch-
work of State-by-State—or even coun-
ty-by-county or city-by-city—manda-
tory GE labeling laws. 

b 1115 

Finally, in order to provide clarity to 
those who prefer not to eat GE prod-
ucts, our bill authorizes a voluntary, 
user-fee-based non-GE labeling pro-
gram at the USDA to provide even 
greater transparency and more options 
so that consumers, by ensuring a com-

mon definition for non-GMO for all 
foods, whether they are sold at the re-
tail level or served in restaurants. 

Members of Congress need to realize 
that allowing activists to create a 
patchwork State-by-State set of rules 
will have a real effect on our families 
and our districts. Those who support 
mandatory GE products must admit 
they are willing to increase the cost of 
food for families in Wichita and Dallas 
and Grand Rapids and in Vermont and 
in Boston and all across our Nation 
based on unscientific demands of a 
handful of antibiotechnology activists. 

Congress’ goal must be to ensure that 
people in those places have access to 
safe, nutritious, and affordable food to 
feed their families. A patchwork of 
laws will not accomplish that. 

The reality is that biotechnologies, 
time and time again, have proven safe. 
It is simply not debatable. U.S. policies 
should reflect that. We should not raise 
prices on consumers based on the wish-
es of a handful of activists. I ask for ev-
eryone to support H.R. 1599. 

Mr Chairman, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 

Washington, DC, July 15, 2015. 
Hon. MICHAEL K. CONAWAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CONAWAY: I write in regard 
to H.R. 1599, Safe and Accurate Food Label-
ing Act of 2015, which was ordered reported 
by the Committee on Agriculture on July 14, 
2015. As you are aware, the bill also was re-
ferred to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. I wanted to notify you that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce will forgo 
action on H.R. 1599 so that it may proceed 
expeditiously to the House floor for consider-
ation. 

This is done with the understanding that 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce’s 
jurisdictional interests over this and similar 
legislation are in no way diminished or al-
tered. In addition, the Committee reserves 
the right to seek conferees on H.R. 1599 and 
requests your support when such a request is 
made. 

I would appreciate your response con-
firming this understanding with respect to 
H.R. 1599 and ask that a copy of our ex-
change of letters on this matter be included 
in the Congressional Record during consider-
ation of the bill on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
FRED UPTON, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, DC, June 15, 2015. 
Hon. FRED UPTON, 
Chairman, Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN UPTON: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 1599, ‘‘Safe and 
Accurate Food Labeling Act of 2015.’’ I ap-
preciate your support in bringing this legis-
lation before the House of Representatives, 
and accordingly, understand that the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce will forego 
action on the bill. 

The Committee on Agriculture concurs in 
the mutual understanding that by foregoing 
consideration of the bill at this time, the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce does 
not waive any jurisdiction over the subject 
matter contained in this bill or similar legis-
lation in the future. In addition, should a 
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conference on this bill be necessary, I would 
support your request to have the Committee 
on the Energy and Commerce represented on 
the conference committee. 

I will insert copies of this exchange in the 
Congressional Record during Floor consider-
ation. I appreciate your cooperation regard-
ing this legislation and look forward to con-
tinuing to work the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce as this bill moves through the 
legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, 

Chairman. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I want to address this 
issue that Mr. POMPEO and this bill 
present to this House. This question of 
GMO labeling and biotechnology is a 
good thing. Biotechnology has done a 
lot of good things for this country and 
for consumers. This is not a question 
about whether the science says that 
GMO foods cause medical issues. That 
is not the issue. 

The question is whether consumers, 
when they purchase food, have a right 
to know what is in it. What Mr. 
POMPEO and this legislation are sug-
gesting is that, regardless of what con-
sumers want, they won’t be told. 

This bill does two fundamental 
things. One, it says to those States 
that this is not about a small group of 
activists. This is States like Vermont, 
Maine, and Connecticut with massive 
bipartisan votes, Republicans and 
Democrats saying that they wanted 
the right to have these products la-
beled, and then the consumer can de-
cide whether he or she wants to pur-
chase that product. It is the market 
that ultimately decides. 

This legislation would basically 
block all State laws that require man-
datory GMO labeling; so if the State of 
Idaho, with its Republicans and Demo-
crats in the legislature responding to 
the demands of its constituents, want-
ed to label it, they wouldn’t be able to 
do it. It effectively blocks the FDA 
from creating a national labeling 
standard. That is the irony here. 

If you are talking preemption, you at 
least have to talk about a national 
standard that has credibility and pro-
vides information that consumers 
want. In this case, we strip from the 
States the right to do what they be-
lieve is in the interest of their citizens 
and don’t substitute any serious label 
that would apply across the board. This 
claim that this would create a patch-
work of different State laws is not ad-
dressed when you don’t even offer a na-
tional standard. 

Next, it would allow ‘‘natural’’ 
claims on GMO foods and block State 
laws that prevent such claims. This 
legislation fundamentally takes away 
from your State and mine the ability 
to do what they believe is in the inter-
est of their consumers: let them know 
what they are buying. 

By the way, what is the problem with 
letting consumers know what they are 
buying? They are the ones that decide 
what products they want to consume. 

The issue here, again, to repeat, is not 
about the science of whether GMOs 
cause health problems, but there is a 
significant issue about GMO products 
requiring significantly more herbicides 
in order to produce, and the use of her-
bicides—glyphosate has gone from 16 
million pounds to about 280 million 
pounds since the introduction. Those 
farming practices do have an effect, 
and a lot of consumers are really con-
cerned about that. 

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

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from the 
great State of Missouri (Mrs. 
HARTZLER). 

Mrs. HARTZLER. Mr. Chairman, 
today, I rise to lend my support to H.R. 
1599, the Safe and Accurate Food La-
beling Act. As a mother, farmer, and 
former nutrition education teacher, I 
understand the importance of pro-
viding valuable information to con-
sumers about where their food comes 
from and how it is grown. 

If we are going to face the growing 
challenges of obesity in this country 
and increasing demand for food world-
wide, each and every American is going 
to have to engage in an honest dialogue 
about our food production and distribu-
tion systems. 

It is important that these systems 
are based on sound science, with a 
strong set of food labeling guidelines 
that are consistent across State lines, 
affordable for all Americans, and pro-
vide accurate and easy to understand 
information on the package for those 
consumers wanting to know more. 

H.R. 1599 is a mirror image of the 
successful USDA organic program that 
many of my constituents have come to 
appreciate and trust. This voluntary, 
commonsense option program is a com-
promise that balances the needs of 
both consumers and producers while 
providing a national path to getting 
consumers information that they may 
want. 

I thank the chairman for bringing 
this timely bill to the floor. I ask all 
my colleagues to support H.R. 1599. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAL-
LONE). 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
stated at our two Energy and Com-
merce Committee hearings on this 
issue that I am sympathetic to the 
need for Federal legislation. 

It does not make sense to have a 
patchwork of food labeling require-
ments in different States. I also do not 
believe that genetically engineered 
foods are unsafe. If they were unsafe, 
they would not be allowed on the mar-
ket. 

However, I acknowledge that the ma-
jority of consumers want foods made 
with genetically engineered ingredi-
ents to be labeled as such. They view 
this as a right-to-know issue. While I 
don’t know of any scientific reason to 
require GE foods to be labeled dif-
ferently than non-GE foods, I do not 

believe we will be engendering con-
fidence in these foods if we pass H.R. 
1599. 

I feel that by preempting State right- 
to-know laws without creating any na-
tional labeling requirement, this legis-
lation will be seen by most consumers 
as an attempt by Congress and Wash-
ington to prevent them from knowing 
which foods have GE ingredients, and 
therefore, I intend to vote against the 
bill. 

However, I also understand why oth-
ers think this bill is important and will 
vote for it. Obviously, it is up to any 
Member to decide for him or herself 
how this affects constituents in their 
own districts and vote accordingly. 

Mr. POMPEO. I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. COL-
LINS). 

Mr. COLLINS of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise today in support of 
H.R. 1599, the Safe and Accurate Food 
Labeling Act. 

As today’s global food chain expands, 
consumers deserve to know what is in 
their food. H.R. 1599 eliminates confu-
sion and saves taxpayers from shoul-
dering the costs associated with a 
patchwork of State labeling laws. 

Additionally, H.R. 1599 ensures that 
our food supply is safe by clearly estab-
lishing the FDA as the preeminent au-
thority to make science-based deci-
sions concerning food safety. Cur-
rently, a patchwork of GMO labeling 
has emerged across our country, with 
some States having completely dif-
ferent food labeling requirements than 
others. 

This hodgepodge of regulation in-
creases the cost of food for families and 
negatively impacts food producers. By 
increasing transparency, reducing the 
cost of regulations, and improving food 
safety, H.R. 1599 will bring our Nation’s 
food labeling into the 21st century. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. PETER-
SON). 

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to support H.R. 1599. 

This bill establishes a voluntary na-
tionwide USDA-administered certifi-
cation program for labeling genetically 
engineered food products, and we be-
lieve that this is a reasonable, work-
able solution that balances consumer 
demand to know more about their food 
with what we know about the safety of 
the foods that we produce. 

I didn’t sign on to this bill initially 
because I thought we needed to make 
some changes, which were eventually 
made and made the bill supportable, 
from my perspective. 

This is a very important point. The 
bill ensures that every new genetically 
engineered plant destined to enter the 
market has to go through an FDA safe-
ty review. This change means that 
foods from genetically engineered 
plants will only be able to enter the 
marketplace after this happens, and 
that is a change from the current situ-
ation. 

H.R. 1599 prevents the unworkable 
scenario of a State-by-State, county- 
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by-county, or even city-by-city label-
ing law. This patchwork of laws would 
only create confusion for consumers, 
farmers, and food companies and would 
also drive up consumer grocery bills. 

I acknowledge that consumers want 
to know what they are eating, and in 
my opinion, H.R. 1599 provides them 
with that information. Before we can 
do anything in this area, we have to de-
fine what this means, and if you talk 
to five different people about what ge-
netically engineered or genetically 
modified means, you are going to get 
five different answers. 

One of the things that will happen 
with this bill if it becomes law is that 
the USDA will go through a process, 
talking to all the stakeholders, and 
come up with a definition of what this 
means, which I think is one of the most 
important things because, right now, I 
think there is a real disconnect be-
tween the science on this issue and the 
consumers. 

What this bill does is allows compa-
nies like companies in my district to 
go and work with the Secretary to cre-
ate a non-GMO label, nongenetically 
engineered label. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the gentleman. 

Mr. PETERSON. Then consumers can 
find out. If they want to purchase non-
genetically engineered products, there 
are companies out there that are going 
to provide them. 

I think this doesn’t get to where a lot 
of people want to get, but it gets us a 
long ways down the road. It will be 
able to define what this means and put 
in place a workable solution that I 
think people should support. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
1599. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume to 
engage in a colloquy with the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

When considering the substitute re-
ported by the Committee on Agri-
culture, I would like to confirm that 
the committee was aware that many 
ingredients derived from genetically 
engineered crops have been so highly 
refined that they contain no geneti-
cally engineered material and that fin-
ished food products produced with such 
ingredients, likewise, would contain no 
genetically engineered material. 

Mr. CONAWAY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POMPEO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. It certainly is our 
understanding that products—and 
sugar is a good example of those—may 
come from a GE crop, but the finished 
product has no genetic material in it. 

Mr. POMPEO. This fact exemplifies 
why labeling as to whether or not food 
has been produced through genetic en-
gineering is appropriately voluntary, 
not mandatory, as it seems unneces-
sary to require labeling about the use 

of genetic engineering if the labeled 
food contains no genetically engi-
neered material. 

I would just add—and hope that the 
gentleman from Texas would concur— 
that this approach is consistent with 
the exemption from the labeling re-
quirements for major food allergens 
that Congress has established for high-
ly refined oils as part of the Food Al-
lergen Labeling and Consumer Protec-
tion Act of 2004. 

While the eight major food aller-
gens—milk, egg, fish, crustacean shell-
fish, tree nuts, wheat, peanuts, and 
soybeans—must be listed on food labels 
where they or ingredients containing 
protein derived from these allergens 
are added to food, the definition of 
‘‘major food allergen’’ excludes any 
highly refined oil derived from a major 
food allergen and ‘‘any ingredient de-
rived from such highly refined oil.’’ 

Mr. CONAWAY. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. POMPEO. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Texas. 

Mr. CONAWAY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. The gentleman is 
correct. This is a perfect example of 
why passage of this legislation is so 
important. 

Mr. POMPEO. I thank the gen-
tleman. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. CONAWAY). 

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

Mr. CONAWAY. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of H.R. 1599. Mankind has 
used biological technologies for more 
than 10,000 years to improve crops and 
livestock and to make useful food prod-
ucts, such as bread, cheese, and to pre-
serve dairy products. 

When applied to plant breeding, these 
technologies have led to evolution of 
nearly every food product we consume. 
These and other advances have enabled 
us to proudly boast that we enjoy the 
safest, highest quality, most abundant, 
diverse, and affordable food supply and 
fiber mankind has ever known. 

As our knowledge has increased, so 
has the speed and precision in which we 
are able to harness natural capabilities 
to improve the plants that we cul-
tivate. These new applications of bio-
technology have been available to 
American and international consumers 
for some three decades. 

The safety of technology has been 
documented and confirmed by the 
world’s leading scientific and public 
health organizations, including the 
World Health Organization, the Na-
tional Academies of Science, the Amer-
ican Association for the Advancement 
of Sciences, the American Medical As-
sociation, and the Royal Society of 
Great Britain. 
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The House Agriculture Committee 
has frequently reviewed these tech-
nologies. We have reviewed the regu-
latory mechanism that has been in 

place since the Reagan administration 
and have been regularly assured by the 
absence of any valid concerns regard-
ing the safety or quality of products 
derived from these production tech-
nologies. 

Biotechnology is an essential tool for 
farmers and our food supply to have in 
the toolbox. If we plan to feed the esti-
mated 10 billion people in the year 2050 
in an environmentally sound, sustain-
able, affordable way, they must be 
used. 

Unfortunately, threats exist to our 
ability to fully utilize this technology 
in the form of proposed Federal and 
State laws as well as some new State 
laws that will be implemented soon if 
we don’t act. Passage of any new 
antibiotech laws and amendments or 
implementation of those already 
passed will likely have far-reaching 
negative consequences, which we will 
debate today. 

The legislation before the House 
today addresses this threat in a man-
ner that pays tribute to the successful 
voluntary, market-driven programs ad-
ministered by the Department of Agri-
culture. These programs have not only 
enabled farmers to receive premiums in 
the marketplace for their efforts to 
distinguish their products, they have 
appealed to the growing desire of many 
food-conscious consumers. One such ex-
ample is the highly successful National 
Organic Program, many aspects of 
which we have replicated in this legis-
lation. 

The structure and coverage of this 
legislation, like that of the National 
Organic Program, will assure con-
sumers are given reliable, accurate, 
and consistent information related to 
the genetic engineering, whether it is 
at the retail level or at a restaurant. 

In developing this legislation, we 
worked in a bipartisan fashion between 
the Agriculture and the Energy and 
Commerce Committees, receiving and 
integrating the ideas and suggestions 
of Federal agencies, organic interests, 
conventional producers and handlers, 
and more. 

Mr. Chairman, mandatory labels are 
used as a warning or a caution. Even 
our opponents to this legislation have 
said there is no safety issue here that 
we are talking about to ‘‘scare’’ poten-
tial consumers. We believe this vol-
untary program meets that need of let-
ting consumers know, and I urge sup-
port of the bill. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. 
GABBARD). 

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Chairman, I am 
rising today in strong opposition to 
H.R. 1599, which actually stands in di-
rect contradiction to the wishes of al-
most 90 percent of Americans across 
the country. It is no wonder that this 
legislation has more commonly become 
known to people who are very con-
cerned about this issue as the DARK 
Act, or the Deny Americans the Right 
to Know Act. And that is really what is 
at issue here. 
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This legislation makes a mockery of 

transparency and leaves U.S. con-
sumers in the dark. What are they so 
afraid of? Why deprive Americans of 
the ability to make educated choices 
about whether they want food with ge-
netically modified ingredients? Why 
make the labeling of such food just vol-
untary? Why not require it as you re-
quire basic nutrition information on 
processed foods now? Why not join the 
64 other countries, including the EU, 
Japan, Australia, Brazil, and China, in 
empowering our constituents with in-
formation, making mandatory label-
ing? 

My State of Hawaii is the number 
one State for experimental genetically 
engineered plant field trials, according 
to the USDA. Many of my constituents 
are very concerned about GE crop field 
testing because of the lack of informa-
tion about these trials and the pes-
ticides that are being applied to the 
fields. 

On the island of Kauai, in my dis-
trict, residents organized and passed an 
ordinance requiring large agrochemical 
companies to disclose the pesticides 
they are spraying and observe buffer 
zones around schools, homes, and hos-
pitals to prevent chemical spray drifts. 

The DARK Act could overrule the 
rights of these local communities to 
make such decisions to protect their 
health and safety and guide the growth 
of their agricultural industries. 

This legislation could overturn a ban 
on the cultivation of genetically engi-
neered coffee passed by Hawaii Island 
constituents, potentially damaging the 
global reputation of Hawaii’s famous 
and unique Kona coffee, the only do-
mestic coffee industry in our country. 
It could negate a ban on the cultiva-
tion of genetically engineered taro, en-
dangering a main staple and culturally 
significant plant for indigenous Native 
Hawaiians. 

This is why I am calling on my col-
leagues to adopt the Genetically Engi-
neered Food Right-to-Know-Act. I urge 
my colleagues today to vote against 
the DARK Act and support common-
sense labeling as we move forward. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, it is 
clear that there is some misinforma-
tion here. This legislation has literally 
nothing to do with rules about cultiva-
tion. State laws will be able to con-
tinue to govern that. That is simply 
about labeling. I think it is important 
every one know that. 

I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS). 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 1599, the Safe 
and Accurate Food Labeling Act. 

When any Federal agency mandates 
what used to be a voluntary process, it 
can only add to a bureaucratic head-
ache. A mandatory process for FDA 
food labeling approvals would create 
increased costs for businesses and con-
sumers, invite potential litigation, and 
burden our Nation’s farmers and small 
businesses. 

I am pleased to see that this bill 
streamlines the voluntary FDA label-

ing process, with the help of the USDA, 
to make a combined, joint effort to 
label food headed to the market. Hav-
ing uniform rules for foods with a 
GMO-free label will benefit consumers 
and alleviate struggles with interstate 
commerce in response to a patchwork 
of State and local labeling standards. 
H.R. 1599 will help give consumers an 
opportunity to make an informed 
choice at the supermarket, while also 
advancing food safety and consistency 
in our food labels. 

I thank my colleagues in the Agri-
culture Committee as well as the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee for 
finding a way to make this change in a 
simple and most effective way. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS). 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman from Vermont for yield-
ing. 

I rise in opposition to H.R. 1599. This 
legislation, which should be called the 
Deny Americans the Right to Know 
Act, or DARK Act, represents a major 
threat to consumer information. States 
have the right to determine their own 
local laws relating to GMO labeling, 
and the Federal Government shouldn’t 
interfere. 

I frequently hear Republicans talk 
about states’ rights and talk about the 
big, bad Federal Government; but when 
it comes down to it, here they want to 
take away the rights of States and 
counties and the voice of people, in-
stead to support huge corporations and 
companies. 

Polls prove again and again Ameri-
cans want to know what is in their 
food. Nine out of ten Americans sup-
port genetically engineered labeling, 
including majorities of Democrats, Re-
publicans, Independents, Whites, 
Latinos, Blacks. What else can bring 
everybody together? This isn’t a 
‘‘handful of activists’’ we are talking 
about here. We are talking about 90 
percent of the American people. 

It is the right of States to be able to 
determine how they label their food. 
States are doing it as we speak, just as 
they do with many other things: sell- 
by requirements; labels on bottled 
water around deposit requirements; 
States requiring origin of seafood and 
catfish, whether it is farm raised or 
wild caught. 

It is a vibrant discussion across the 
States that we should not preempt here 
in Washington at the behest of a couple 
major world corporations. We are talk-
ing about the rights of hundreds of 
counties and States and tribes to talk 
about how close to schools and hos-
pitals pesticides can be used that relate 
to genetically modified organisms. Do 
we really want pesticides used to kill 
superbugs sprayed across your 5-year- 
old child’s playground? 

These are the States that we are 
talking about, not a handful of activ-
ists. It includes States like Texas, 
where legislation has been introduced. 

This bill will remove everything that 
has the right to know for people and 

for States. We need to stand up to fight 
for the right to allow States and con-
sumers to make these kinds of choices 
for themselves. That is why I cospon-
sored my colleague from Maine’s sub-
stitute amendment, which will remove 
the preemption language from the bill. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
DARK Act and to support consumer 
transparency. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

We have heard on multiple occasions 
about this 90 percent number in some 
poll about folks who want to have this 
labeling. This doesn’t even pass the 
smell test. 

When consumers were asked to list 
the items they would like to see la-
beled, exactly 7 percent of respondents 
to a 2013 Rutgers University study vol-
unteered GMOs. Frankly, the most re-
liable survey, the ballot box, has been 
100 percent consistent. Every time a 
GMO labeling bill has been presented 
to voters in any State in the United 
States of America, they have rejected 
it. 

There is most certainly not 90 per-
cent of the folks wanting to know that. 
This bill will not deny those handful 
that do the right to do that. It is dis-
ingenuous to offer up anything to the 
contrary. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PITTS). 

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
support of H.R. 1599. 

There are real sensitivities around 
GMOs and all issues regarding the food 
we eat and feed our children and grand-
children. It is our job as policymakers, 
particularly as it relates to the public 
health, to establish a factually and sci-
entifically sound foundation prior to 
taking any action that would impact 
consumers in our economy. 

The bill before us today, H.R. 1599, 
does just that by ensuring national 
uniformity regarding labeling of foods 
derived from genetically engineered 
plants by preventing a patchwork of 
conflicting State or local labeling laws 
which inherently interfere with inter-
state and foreign commerce. 

Genetic engineering in agriculture 
has occurred for centuries. Ingredients 
from genetically engineered plants 
have been a part of the U.S. food sup-
ply for decades. In fact, as much as 90 
percent of our corn, sugar beet, and 
soybean crops are now genetically en-
gineered, and more than 70 percent of 
processed foods contain ingredients de-
rived from such crops. 

The FDA oversees the safety of all 
food products from plant sources, in-
cluding those from genetically engi-
neered crops. These products must 
meet the same safety requirements as 
foods from traditionally bred crops. 

The FDA currently has a consulta-
tion process in place in which devel-
opers of the underlying technologies 
address any outstanding safety or 
other regulatory issues with the agen-
cy prior to marketing their products. 
The FDA has completed approximately 
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100 of such consultations. No products 
have gone to market until FDA safety- 
related questions have been resolved. 

FDA officials have repeatedly stated 
that the agency has no basis for con-
cluding that bioengineered foods are 
different from other foods in a mean-
ingful way, and the World Health Orga-
nization has confirmed that ‘‘no effects 
on human health have been shown as a 
result of consumption of such foods.’’ 
In fact, they can grow faster, resist dis-
eases and drought, cost less, and prove 
more nutritious. 

Nonetheless, there recently have 
been a number of State initiatives call-
ing for mandatory labeling of food 
products that contain GMOs. I am con-
cerned that a patchwork of State label-
ing schemes would be impractical and 
unworkable. Such a system would cre-
ate confusion among consumers and re-
sult in higher prices and fewer options. 

Mr. Chairman, I commend Represent-
atives POMPEO and BUTTERFIELD for 
their leadership on this legislation. I 
thank my colleagues on the Agri-
culture Committee for working 
through any issues and reaching con-
sensus between the sponsors, commit-
tees of jurisdiction, implementing 
agencies, and impacted stakeholders. I 
commend the legislation to the House 
and urge its adoption. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi-
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank Mr. WELCH and Mr. MCGOVERN 
for their work on this issue. 

Ladies and gentlemen, one of the 
most important lessons I have learned 
in the years I have been in this great 
body is that we have got to be aware of 
unintended consequences. 

While some claim genetically modi-
fied organisms are safe beyond a rea-
sonable doubt, the simple fact is that 
there is a great deal that we do not 
know about a technology that alters 
the basic building blocks of nature. 

We have more to learn about how the 
widespread use of GMOs could hurt the 
resilience of our food system by reduc-
ing the diversity of plant species, and 
there is much research to undertake on 
how the chemicals that are used con-
currently with GMOs threaten human 
health. 

Just this year, the World Health Or-
ganization found the herbicide 
glyphosate to be a probable cause of 
cancer. GMOs are designed specially to 
be used with great quantities of this 
chemical, and the herbicide is being 
used in increasing quantities around 
the world. 

This is why Pope Francis, himself, 
recently spoke of the need to exercise 
greater caution with regard to genet-
ical manipulation by biotechnology. 
This is why more than 90 percent of 
Americans want GMO labeling, accord-
ing to recent polling. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 1599 would make 
it impossible for people to even be 
mindful of unintended consequences. It 
makes it impossible for people to know 

what they are purchasing and eating. 
It prevents States from taking prudent 
actions to protect consumers and farm-
workers. 

Our Nation’s leading legal organiza-
tions, environmental groups, consumer 
groups, and food safety groups all op-
pose H.R. 1599 because it is an attack 
on transparency and a dangerous at-
tack on our great tradition of fed-
eralism. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, it is my 
pleasure to yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from North Caro-
lina (Mr. BUTTERFIELD), an original co-
sponsor, who is responsible for getting 
this bill to the state it is in today. 
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Mr. BUTTERFIELD. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank Mr. POMPEO for yielding time 
and thank him for his leadership on 
this issue. I thank Mr. WELCH for his 
very thoughtful debate. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
H.R. 1599 and urge my colleagues to 
vote ‘‘yes’’ on final passage. This bipar-
tisan bill, cosponsored by 106 of our 
colleagues, creates a science-based na-
tionwide labeling standard for plant- 
based foods. 

It establishes a national GMO-free 
certification program administered by 
USDA that will provide a government- 
issued label to qualifying products 
which will provide a market advantage. 

It requires the FDA to conduct pre-
market safety reviews of all new GM 
plant varieties before they can be used 
to produce food, and it requires the 
FDA to define the term ‘‘natural’’ 
through a rulemaking process allowing 
for public input and discussion. 

Despite the downright false claims 
made by the opponents of what it will 
or won’t do, H.R. 1599 is a measured ap-
proach. It gives consumers certainty, 
while taking into account the delicate 
balance and sheer size and complexity 
of the food supply chain that employs 
tens of millions of Americans and is re-
sponsible for feeding the country. 

My opinion is shared by the bill’s 106 
sponsors and by 475 agriculture, 
science, hunger, and nutrition organi-
zations from all 50 States. 

The alternative to H.R. 1599, already 
beginning to play out in some States 
across the country, is a complex and 
unworkable patchwork of differing 
State laws that create an uneven play-
ing field that only can cause confusion 
among consumers and do little to pro-
vide transparency. 

Depending on what State regulations 
require, farmers and manufacturers 
would be forced to set up separate sup-
ply chains in order to comply with as 
many as 50 different State laws. Whole-
sale changes to growing, packaging, 
and shipping foods would have to be 
made, beginning at the farm and all 
the way to the supermarket shelf, in 
order to comply. 

The new infrastructure requirements 
are as daunting as they are costly. You 
can bet that all of these costs will be 
passed on to our constituents, with a 

recent study showing the average cost 
topping $500 a year. For many of my 
constituents and others across the 
country, that will not work. 

Despite going in with knowledge of 
the consequences that would result 
from upending a highly integrated and 
interconnected system, several States 
have already moved forward with pro-
posals that would require foods con-
taining these ingredients to be labeled. 
This is in response to an unsubstan-
tiated claim that foods containing GM 
ingredients are in some way dangerous; 
they are not. 

Foods containing GM ingredients are 
safe. Don’t take my word for it. The 
science regarding the safety of bioengi-
neered foods is not murky—the oppo-
site, in fact. There have been over 2,000 
studies worldwide that shows foods 
grown from these plants are safe. 

The FDA, USDA, the U.N. Food and 
Agriculture Organization, the Amer-
ican Medical Association, National 
Academy of Sciences, the American 
Association for the Advancement of 
Science, the World Health Organiza-
tion, and nearly every major scientific 
organization agrees that foods pro-
duced with bioengineered products are 
as safe as their non-GMO counterparts. 

Even opponents of GM foods admit 
they ‘‘have failed to produce any unto-
ward health effects,’’ but the demoniza-
tion of GM foods continue, despite ob-
jective science proving the contrary. 
Those opposed to these foods simply re-
ject science. That is tremendously dis-
appointing. Along with the bill’s bipar-
tisan cosponsors—again, 106—I stand 
with the science. 

That is why I have worked with my 
friend, Mr. POMPEO, and the bill’s co-
sponsors, in advocating for a Federal 
framework, a Federal framework that 
puts the FDA and USDA—our Nation’s 
foremost food safety authorities—in 
the driver’s seat. 

H.R. 1599 is a balanced approach that 
reduces confusion by providing con-
sumers with labeling uniformity across 
State lines. It also addresses the con-
cerns of those opposed to GM foods by 
establishing a program at USDA that 
will provide a Federal certification for 
GMO-free foods, while not neglecting 
the fact that our Nation’s farmers and 
manufacturers grow and produce foods 
that are sold far and wide. 

Without a Federal standard, those 
farmers and manufacturers will be 
forced to comply with uneven, costly, 
potentially misleading, onerous State- 
by-State mandates. 

Compliance will require a new, costly 
supply chain infrastructure that will 
disrupt our food supply. It will cause 
confusion, Mr. Chairman, and uncer-
tainty among consumers and, ulti-
mately, will result in the consumer 
shouldering the increased costs associ-
ated with production. 

In that regard, I thank Chairman 
CONAWAY for his commitment to work 
with livestock and meat producers, 
many of whom operate farms and proc-
essing facilities in North Carolina, to 
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address concerns about the definition 
of those products in the bill. 

I share Mr. CONAWAY’s commitment 
to getting the language right on those 
products and ensuring fair and accu-
rate labeling, and I thank him for 
working so diligently with Mr. PETER-
SON on these amendments. 

In conclusion, H.R. 1599 is reasonable 
and, Mr. Chairman, it is workable. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN). 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an idea. It is a radical idea. It is 
something that is unprecedented for 
this Congress, something that would 
genuinely surprise the American peo-
ple. That idea is simple; let’s give the 
American people what they want. 

Poll after poll shows that an over-
whelming majority of the American 
people favor mandatory GMO labeling. 
People want to know what is in their 
food that they eat, and they want to 
know how it is grown. We should give 
them what they want; yet the bill be-
fore us goes in the opposite direction. 
It keeps the American people in the 
dark about whether their food contains 
GMOs. It is no wonder why Congress is 
so unpopular. 

To the supporters of this ‘‘keep 
Americans in the dark’’ bill, I would 
ask one simple question: What are you 
afraid of? 

This debate is not about whether 
GMOs are good or bad. I consume 
GMOs; my kids consume GMOs. This is 
about consumers’ rights to know what 
is in the food that they eat, plain and 
simple. 

As many of my colleagues know, I 
am passionate about ending hunger, 
both here in this country and around 
the world. If I thought for one second 
that GMO labeling would cause food 
prices to rise, I wouldn’t be calling for 
GMO labeling. 

This is a scare tactic being used by 
opponents of GMOs labeling. The fact 
is companies change their labels all the 
time, for all kinds of reasons. Trans-
portation and commodity prices are 
drivers of food prices, not labeling. 

If you are worried about 50 States re-
quiring 50 different labels, then support 
mandatory GMO labeling. Do not over-
ride States that have already embraced 
GMO labeling or consumers who want 
them. Sixty-four countries already 
have GMO labeling. Why can’t we? 

American food companies already 
have to label their foods as containing 
GMOs in those countries. Why can’t 
American consumers have access to the 
same information? Keeping consumers 
in the dark about what is in their food 
is the wrong approach. 

It is a ‘‘Washington knows best’’ ap-
proach from politicians inside the belt-
way who think they know better than 
the American people. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
H.R. 1599. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, may I 
inquire as to the amount of time re-
maining on each side? 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
Kansas has 10 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Vermont has 151⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAMALFA). 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
today in strong support of H.R. 1599, 
the Safe and Accurate Food Labeling 
Act. 

I also have great appreciation for the 
effort by Mr. POMPEO for a thoughtful 
and bipartisan bill that will be success-
ful. 

Some of the opponents of this bill, 
based off clear speculation and fear- 
mongering, are again trying to deny 
America’s first industry—farming—the 
necessary technology it needs to grow 
more food to meet consumer demand in 
this generation and the next. 

In what other industry do we discour-
age innovation? Why is it that farming 
technology meets such scorn perpet-
uated by activist groups that stand to 
gain financially by tearing down mod-
ern agricultural practices? 

Across numerous States, including 
my home State of California, voters re-
soundingly rejected State-mandated 
GMO labeling. The facts are clear. 
Biotechs have facilitated the growth of 
more nutritious crops, all the while re-
ducing pesticide spraying by an esti-
mated 975 million pounds. 

Biotech crops have also increased 
crops produced, saved over 300 million 
acres of land, and helped alleviate pov-
erty for 16.5 million small farmers and 
farm families, while reducing agri-
culture’s—wait for it—greenhouse 
gases. 

While some of the colleagues across 
the aisle have advocated consumers 
have a right to know—and I agree—but 
mandated labeling will only cause 
more consumer confusion, while dras-
tically increasing the cost of foods for 
families at the store shelf across the 
entire Nation. This bill allows con-
sumers to have a choice by establishing 
a voluntary non-GMO labeling pro-
gram, much like the successful na-
tional organic program. 

It is about common sense and deliv-
ering consumers what they want, 
choice and confidence while buying 
their foods without unnecessary confu-
sion and high costs. A uniform, 50- 
State standard helps achieve that goal. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. CAPPS). 

Mrs. CAPPS. I thank my colleague 
for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 1599. This misguided legis-
lation would limit consumers’ access to 
information about the food they eat by 
preempting State laws and codifying 
the current failed system. 

I want to be clear. This is not a de-
bate about whether or not genetically- 
engineered foods are safe. It is a debate 
about whether or not consumers have a 
right to know what is in their food is 
the point I hope we can all agree upon. 

Unfortunately, consumers currently 
do not have access to the information 
they are looking for when it comes to 
genetically engineered foods. Current 
labeling standards are so ineffective 
that consumers are often confused by 
the information that they do find. 

Consumers should be able to trust 
that the labeling on food is both accu-
rate and truthful. Consumers should 
not be confused about something as 
basic and fundamental as the food they 
eat, but rather than fix this problem, 
H.R. 1599 simply perpetuates the status 
quo of confusion. 

The food industry claims the current 
voluntary system is adequate and con-
sumers do have information they need; 
yet despite the fact that there are 
great numbers of genetically engi-
neered foods on the market, very few of 
them have been labeled as such. 

Our constituents want to know how 
their food is made, and they are calling 
on us to help make this information 
more accessible, but instead of re-
sponding to this call, this flawed legis-
lation ignores the problem and makes 
it even harder to require labeling in 
the future. It removes FDA’s authority 
to craft a national labeling solution 
yet also prevents States from acting on 
their own. 

Simply put, this bill prioritizes prof-
its over consumer choice and keeps 
consumers in the dark. That is why I 
strongly oppose this bill, and I urge my 
colleagues to join me in voting ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington State (Mr. NEWHOUSE). 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman from Kansas. 

As a third-generation farmer and a 
former director of my State’s Depart-
ment of Agriculture, I cannot stress 
enough the importance of this legisla-
tion for our Nation and our world’s 
food supply. 

Yesterday, I spoke on the merits of 
preventing a patchwork of conflicting 
State and local GMO labeling laws 
which would require producers to sell 
under potentially hundreds of different 
labels, and I still believe that is a very 
important element to this debate. 

However, there is another aspect I 
would like to address on why I believe 
this mandatory labeling law, which 
some of my colleagues have called for, 
is a very poor idea. 

Mr. Chairman, I question the motives 
behind some of these arguments. They 
say they ‘‘want consumers to have in-
formation’’ but that can’t actually be 
their concern because this legislation 
gives consumers information. It is dis-
ingenuous to claim it doesn’t. 

If you want to go to a store and buy 
a ‘‘non-GMO’’ product, much like ‘‘or-
ganic’’ or ‘‘cage-free,’’ you can do that 
under this legislation. It will provide 
consumers all the information they 
need to purchase food they think is 
right for their families. 

So what is their motive? 
Is it they want to try to scare con-

sumers, to demonize this technology? 
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POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chairman, I make a 
point of order. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman will state 
his point of order. 

Mr. WELCH. The point of order is the 
speaker is questioning motives of those 
on the other side of this argument. 

The CHAIR. Is the gentleman asking 
that the gentleman’s words be taken 
down? 

Mr. WELCH. No, but I would suggest 
that the—— 

The CHAIR. The Chair would gen-
erally advise Members to avoid engag-
ing in personalities. 

Mr. NEWHOUSE. Mr. Chairman, 
antiscience, fear-mongering strategies 
cannot be left unanswered. I believe 
there are a few things people should 
know about biotechnology. 

First, I appreciate anyone’s safety 
concerns. That is why it is important 
to note that the USDA and the FDA 
rigorously test every biotech crop for 
human safety for years before anything 
can be brought to the market. 

To be clear, no peer-reviewed study— 
and there have been hundreds—has 
ever found GMO foods have caused 
health concerns, ever. 

b 1200 

Individuals have concerns about envi-
ronmental impacts. I appreciate that, 
too. But what many people don’t know 
is that, by turning on just one gene in 
corn, we now have a corn that is sig-
nificantly more pest-resistant, which 
means huge reductions in the use of 
pesticides. We can do this with other 
crops as well. To be probiotech is to be 
proenvironment. 

There is a type of rice that is vitamin 
A-enriched and has the ability to pre-
vent hundreds of thousands of cases of 
blindness and death from vitamin A de-
ficiency around the world. 

There is a really nasty type of wheat 
rot called UG–99 spreading from Africa 
and the Middle East that has the abil-
ity to kill 90 percent of the world’s 
wheat supply. 

To be clear, this would cause a global 
famine. Scientists are looking at a way 
to create rot-resistant wheat through 
biotechnology and gene sequencing, 
which would save millions and millions 
of lives. 

Mr. Chair, this technology is good 
proenvironment, lifesaving technology. 
And while I agree we need to have a 
system to give consumers the freedom 
to use it or not, which this bill does, we 
cannot allow antiscience opponents of 
biotechnology to use scare tactics that 
would cost millions of lives in the end. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, I yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. SCHRADER). 

Mr. SCHRADER. Mr. Chair, as a vet-
erinarian and an organic farmer, hav-
ing spent 6 years in the House Ag Com-
mittee, including 2 as ranking member 
of the Biotechnology, Horticulture, and 
Research Subcommittee, I have studied 
GMOs very closely, and it is something 
I take very seriously. In fact, back in 

the eighties, I helped write our State 
organic standards in Oregon. 

For thousands of years, humans have 
grown or bred plants and animals to 
choose the most desirable traits for 
breeding the next generations in an ef-
fort to help them to be able to resist 
pests, disease, and increase yields. 

Through biotechnology, we have been 
able to increase productivity and effi-
ciency while reducing the number of 
inputs, like water and pesticides, re-
sulting in higher crop yields. Higher 
crop yields per acre allow for better 
land management and the conservation 
of marginal lands. 

GMOs, in combination with good ag-
ricultural practices, also improve soil 
quality and reduce pollution by allow-
ing farmers to till, work the ground, 
less often or not at all, reducing soil 
erosion and reducing the carbon foot-
print of agriculture. 

If you are worried about climate 
change and want good science, you 
should be for this bill. GM crops flour-
ish in challenging environments with-
out the aid of expensive pesticides or 
equipment that play an important role 
in alleviating hunger and food stress in 
the developing world. 

This is precisely why I am very con-
cerned about the demonization of bio-
technology and the rejection by many 
of the supporting science behind it. 

Food labeling should be about health 
and safety. The reason we have USDA 
and FDA is to provide uniform protec-
tion to consumers across this country, 
to avoid a patchwork of politically mo-
tivated, nonscientific, mythological 
regulations by activists, not scientists. 
And right to know is protected in this 
bill. 

We have heard from many on polls. I 
would like to cite one. The Pew Re-
search Center conducted a poll recently 
and found that nearly 90 percent—yes, 
90 percent—of the scientific commu-
nity found genetically engineered food 
is safe and poses no health threat to 
the environment or humans. 

H.R. 1599 provides a uniform standard 
for non-GMO products through a 
USDA-administered program and en-
sures national uniformity for non-GE 
claims, providing consistency in the 
marketplace while ensuring consumer 
confidence in the integrity of the label. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chair, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois 
(Mr. RODNEY DAVIS). 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, I thank my colleague from 
Kansas (Mr. POMPEO). I know this 
hasn’t been an easy path to get to 
where we are today, to allow for con-
sumers in all 50 States to be able to 
know what is in their food. 

I congratulate my colleague from 
Kansas (Mr. POMPEO) on the hard work 
he and his staff and those on the House 
Energy and Commerce Committee and 
House Ag Committee have put forth to 
make this bill a reality today. 

I am proud, as a subcommittee chair-
man on the House Ag Committee for 
Biotechnology, Horticulture, and Re-

search, to put my name on an amend-
ment to this bill. 

I am proud to stand here today to 
support this bill as a member of that 
committee and, also, as a dad who is 
responsible for shopping for many of 
the products that we are going to see 
this label put on in the grocery stores 
when I go home every weekend. 

Biotechnology is crucial to our abil-
ity to feed the world. It is a critical 
technology, so much so in my district 
in central Illinois that earlier this 
month I went on a biotech tour in my 
district. 

I visited plants and research facili-
ties from Litchfield, Illinois, to Clin-
ton, Illinois. I met with workers and 
scientists who are committed to devel-
oping better seed products that will 
help us feed a growing world. 

Mr. Chairman, it will help us feed a 
growing world. So many people that 
don’t live in this great country, where 
we take for granted our ability to have 
access to the safest food supply on this 
globe, don’t have access to food. 

Biotechnology allows us to grow that 
food in countries where people need 
food. They need to eat. They don’t 
know where their next meal is coming 
from. Without biotechnology, we are 
not going to be able to feed the billions 
that are going to be required in the 
coming years. 

I want to tell you about Pioneer 
technology in Litchfield, Illinois, who 
is developing a soybean seed that won’t 
have transfats. I thought that was 
good, Mr. Chairman. But this is the 
type of technology that we are talking 
about here. 

Science is on our side. Science shows 
that GMOs and biotechnology are safe. 
As a matter of fact, just earlier today 
I was at a panel discussion with Alexis 
Taylor, the Deputy Under Secretary 
for Farm and Foreign Agricultural 
Services right here at our USDA. 

She even made a comment that 
GMOs are good for climate change. 
That should make many of my col-
leagues in this Chamber happy. But, 
unfortunately, I don’t think that will 
get them to ‘‘yes’’ on this vote. 

We are hearing a lot about motives, 
Mr. Chairman. Our motives are to 
make sure that every single American 
in all 50 States has access, has the 
transparency, knows what is in their 
food. 

This is exactly what H.R. 1599 is 
going to do for every single one of 
them. Every mom and dad in this coun-
try is going to know what is in their 
food. 

That is exactly why we are doing 
this. That is exactly why I am here to 
support this bill. That is exactly why I 
am proud of my colleague from Kansas 
(Mr. POMPEO) for doing exactly what 
we are going to do today. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, I will now 
enter into the RECORD two articles, 
‘‘Mandatory GMO Labeling’’ and ‘‘NFU 
Union Reiterates Support for Manda-
tory GMO Labeling.’’ 
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[From the Huffington Post, July 23, 2015] 
MANDATORY GMO LABELING—IT’S YOUR 

RIGHT TO KNOW 
(By Gary Hirshberg) 

The crossfire on whether or not to require 
mandatory labeling of GMOs has become so 
heated and partisan that it’s hard to discern 
the facts from rhetoric. The latest volley 
was last week’s Slate essay that challenged 
labeling proponents’ lack of substantive 
proof that GMOs are unsafe or unhealthy. 
Author William Saletan raises many valid 
points, but equally fails to address the hy-
perbole and enormous gaps between the 
promise and actual performance of agricul-
tural biotechnology. But beyond this imbal-
ance, he entirely misses the fact that there 
is a long history of government-enacted la-
beling disclosures that have nothing to do 
with safety concerns. There are no unique 
risks associated with orange juice ‘‘from 
concentrate’’ compared to fresh juice, or 
from ‘‘wild caught’’ vs. farmed fish, but both 
require labeling so that consumers can 
choose. Most content on food labels is gov-
ernment mandated, marketing oriented, or 
intended to inform consumers about infor-
mation that people just want to know. 

And that is the fact that trumps all the 
others. Despite years of heated and often ex-
aggerated rhetoric on both sides of the GMO 
labeling debate, poll after poll reveals that 
the public’s skepticism has remained un-
changed and that people just want to know. 
The latest Mellman polls show the same re-
sults as polls taken three years ago—nine in 
every 10 of Americans want labels on foods 
containing GMOs so they can make up their 
own minds. Here are the three reasons why 
this choice makes sense: 

INADEQUATE SCIENTIFIC RESEARCH 
There have been essentially no studies by 

the government or independent researchers 
designed to assess the long-term public 
health impacts of growing and consuming 
GMO crops. FDA approvals are essentially 
based on studies conducted by industry. 
GMO technology developers design and con-
duct all of the studies carried out on their 
own inventions, interpret the results (almost 
always finding ‘‘no new or novel risk’’), and 
report their conclusion to the Food and Drug 
Administration (FDA) as part of a ‘‘vol-
untary consultation.’’ The FDA then per-
forms a cursory appraisal of the submitted 
data, and rarely asks for additional informa-
tion. It does not verify the data’s reliability, 
nor attempt to independently confirm the 
conclusions drawn from it by the companies. 
This is why the FDA is always careful to say, 
in closing out a ‘‘voluntary consultation’’ 
that ‘‘you [the company] have concluded 
. . .’’ 

The lack of credible, independent research 
on GMO safety, performance, and economics 
is the root cause of lingering controversies 
over GMO crops like papaya and golden rice, 
as well as confusion over whether Integrated 
Pest Management, organic systems, or GMOs 
are the best way to deal with pests. 

In order for us to be able to trust the 
science, both the public and private sectors 
need to invest more heavily in the work and 
careers of independent scientists willing to 
develop and apply improved tools to monitor 
the impacts of GMO technology and alter-
natives. Until then, skepticism will not di-
minish, in spite of the propaganda. 

DRASTICALLY INCREASED HERBICIDE USE 
DESPITE CLAIMS TO THE CONTRARY 

While proponents promised that GMO 
crops would reduce pesticide use, they have, 
in fact, locked farmers into unilateral, 
chemical and toxin-based pest management 
systems that are bad for farmers, the envi-
ronment, and consumers. However, the use of 

herbicides, a category of pesticides that kill 
weeds, has explosively increased, according 
to USDA survey data. Where GMO soybeans 
and cotton are grown in 2015, overall per acre 
herbicide plus insecticide use will be close to 
double the level in 1996 at the dawn of the 
GMO era. 

Since the mid-1990s, when biotech compa-
nies introduced genetically engineered crops 
that are not adversely impacted by the her-
bicide glyphosate, its use has increased 16- 
fold to the point where the USGS has found 
glyphosate in 60–100 percent of Iowa rain-
water. Over-use of this formerly effective 
weed control has led to the rapid spread of 
over a dozen serious glyphosate-resistant 
weeds, so now farmers must now spray three, 
four, or five herbicides. This includes older 
products with greater potential to cause 
damage. Farmers also now apply herbicides 
throughout the growing season instead of a 
single application at the beginning with 
greater potential to damage the soil, harm 
wildlife, and increase collateral damage, par-
ticularly among those living in farming 
areas and drinking water with multiple her-
bicide residues in it. 

Thanks in large part to to GMO crop tech-
nology, glyphosate is now by far the most 
heavily used pesticide in history, both in the 
U.S. and worldwide. Glyphosate is now show-
ing-up in the drinking water, air and breast 
milk of mothers in areas where these herbi-
cides are in concentrated use. Most people on 
the planet are exposed to glyphosate on a 
near-daily basis. And this past spring, the 
world’s most respected cancer research 
group—the World Health Organization’s 
International Agency for Research on Cancer 
(IARC) classified glyphosate as ‘‘probably 
carcinogenic.’’ 

So to summarize, regardless of whether 
GMOs are ultimately found to be safe to eat, 
the WHO IARC findings raise serious ques-
tions about whether they are safe to grow. 
As resistance continues to escalate due to 
over-use, farmers will have no choice but to 
continue increasing their use of these toxic 
herbicides. This is surely material to us all. 

IT’S SIMPLY OUR RIGHT TO KNOW 
Responsible advocates are not demanding 

mandatory GMO labeling because they are 
unsafe; we are demanding labeling because 
people want, and have a right to know how 
our foods are grown. Just Label It and other 
responsible labeling proponents have never 
argued that science has proven GMOs to be 
unsafe, although we have and will continue 
to make the case for more in-depth, inde-
pendent science using state-of-the-art meth-
ods to be as sure as possible that they are 
safe. But while scientific questions persist 
over the safety of today’s GMO crops, the 
now sharply upward trajectory in the 
amount of herbicide needed to bring most 
GMO crops to harvest on every continent on 
which GMO, herbicide-tolerant crops have 
been planted, is deeply worrisome. 

People have dozens of valid reasons for 
wanting to know whether their food is from 
genetically engineered crops. Some are 
grounded in religious or ethical views. Oth-
ers reflect concern over the long-term con-
sequences of corporate control over both 
seeds and the food supply. Yet others legiti-
mately believe that there has been inad-
equate independent testing of GMOs for 
health and safety. 

Whatever the reason, it is clear that facts 
and rhetoric will continue to be debated for 
years to come. In the interim, mandatory la-
beling of GMO foods will give consumers an-
other option to steer clear of uncertainty 
and support farming systems and technology 
more closely aligned with personal values 
and concerns. This Thursday, Congress will 
vote on H.R. 1599 the so-called Safe and Ac-

curate Food Labeling Act (colloquially 
called the ‘‘DARK Act’’ for Denying Ameri-
cans the Right to Know), which deceptively 
purports to support federal labeling disclo-
sures. But in fact, this bill would effectively 
block any hopes of American joining the 
other 64 nations around the world who have 
instituted mandatory GMO labeling. This 
bill needs to be stopped so that all interested 
parties—food companies, farmers, regulators 
and consumers can sit down at a table and 
forge a mutually acceptable and responsible 
mandatory labeling protocol free of hyper-
bole and judgment that simply allows con-
sumers to vote in the marketplace for the 
kind of food system we want. 

Please contact your congressperson and 
tell them to stop the DARK Act and vote 
against H.R. 1599. 

[From the National Farmers Union, July 21, 
2015] 

NFU REITERATES SUPPORT FOR MANDATORY 
GMO LABELING, OPPOSES POMPEO BILL BUT 
NOTES PROGRESS 

WASHINGTON.—In light of the U.S. House of 
Representatives’ consideration of the Safe 
and Accurate Food Labeling Act (H.R. 1599), 
National Farmers Union (NFU) President 
Roger Johnson again highlighted NFU policy 
on Genetically Modified Organism (GMO) la-
beling. The policy supports conspicuous, 
mandatory, uniform and federal labeling for 
food products throughout the processing 
chain to include all ingredients, additives 
and processes, including genetically altered 
or engineered food products. 

‘‘NFU appreciates efforts by Representa-
tives Pompeo, R–Kansas, and Davis, R–Illi-
nois, to reduce consumer confusion and 
standardize a GMO label,’’ said Johnson. 
‘‘The bill passed out of committee makes 
significant improvements over previous 
versions of this bill. Absent a mandatory la-
beling framework, however, NFU cannot sup-
port this bill.’’ 

Johnson noted that the bill has changed 
several times from the one introduced during 
the last Congress. Improvements include ad-
ditional authority for the U.S. Department 
of Agriculture (USDA), a labeling framework 
that if utilized could reduce consumer confu-
sion, greater emphasis on the Food and Drug 
Administration’s role in safety reviews, and 
a GMO label that works in conjunction with 
USDA’s organic seal instead of counter to it. 

‘‘Consumers increasingly want to know 
more information about their food, and pro-
ducers want to share that information with 
them,’’ said Johnson. ‘‘It is time to find com-
mon ground that includes some form of man-
datory disclosure for the benefit of all as-
pects of the value chain, but this bill is not 
that common ground.’’ 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, at this time 
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, I was 
pleased to hear the gentleman who pre-
ceded me in the well acknowledge cli-
mate change and say that GMOs are 
the solution. 

I do think climate change is a prob-
lem. I don’t think GMOs are the solu-
tion. 

Let’s go to some of the arguments we 
have just heard: This is what we have 
been doing for millennia, hybridiza-
tion, you know, where you graft the 
plant onto another plant. 

I am not quite sure when the last 
time was when a flounder mated with a 
tomato plant, but we now have toma-
toes that have injected into them 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:11 Jul 24, 2015 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00017 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A23JY7.007 H23JYPT1sm
ar

tin
ez

 o
n 

D
S

K
4T

P
T

V
N

1P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5424 July 23, 2015 
flounder genes in order to enhance pro-
duction, or the last time an eel mated 
with a salmon. They are putting eel 
genes into genetically modified salm-
on—Frankenfish—so they will grow 
twice as fast as other fish, twice as 
fast. 

Now, they say: Don’t worry. They 
won’t get out. And, besides that, most 
of them are sterile. Yes. Right. Okay. 
So what happens when they do get out 
and they begin to cross-breed with real 
salmon as opposed to eel salmon or 
whatever these things are? 

This bill would prohibit any labeling. 
You catch a real salmon, it is a salm-
on. You present someone with a GMO 
eel salmon, it is a salmon. You can’t 
distinguish. You don’t have to disclose. 
So that is not exactly hybridization, 
folks. 

You know this thing about being po-
litically motivated, nonscientific, and 
scare tactics because we want to have 
it disclosed that GMOs are contained in 
the product. Well, I didn’t hear those 
arguments when they required red dye 
number two or cellulose or xanthan 
gum. Why not GMOs? 

Sixty-four countries require the la-
beling of products that contain GMOs, 
not the United States of America. Bas-
tions of democracy like China, Russia, 
Saudi Arabia, require it for their con-
sumers. But, no, we are not going to 
allow that in the United States of 
America. 

Proliferation of labels. Yes. That is 
happening at the State level. And that 
is states’ rights, which Republicans 
normally are for, except when a State 
does something they don’t like, and 
then they are against it. 

But there is a solution to that, my 
bill, which would require a uniform na-
tional label which just simply discloses 
‘‘contains GMOs.’’ It won’t cost any ad-
ditional money, since they are having 
to change the nutritional labels any-
way. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired. 

Mr. WELCH. I yield the gentleman an 
additional 1 minute. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Now, we heard a lot 
about pesticides. This is great. Let’s 
talk about Monsanto and glyphosate- 
resistant corn. 

They are using more pesticides today 
on cornfields than they did histori-
cally, more, and they had glyphosate- 
resistant corn. 

They dumped the glyphosate on the 
corn: Don’t worry. There will never be 
a glyphosate-resistant weed. Oops. 
They were wrong. Weeds everywhere 
now taking over the cornfield. 

Let’s change that up. We are now 
going to have 2,4–D—remember Agent 
Orange? Pretty darn close—resistant 
corn. They are going to dump thou-
sands, millions, of tons of 2,4–D over 
this corn. 

That is the net result of this sort of 
forward movement that they are tout-
ing as helping us deal with pesticide 
and herbicide issues: Oh. Don’t worry. 
There will never be a 2,4–D resistant 

weed. If there is, don’t worry. They will 
get an even more toxic chemical. 

They are addicting farmers to their 
products and addicting farmers to buy-
ing more and more of their pesticides. 

We have now seen milkweed wiped 
out in the Midwest, causing a crisis 
with monarch butterflies, who are ac-
tually a pretty critical pollinator. 
Most people don’t know that, appar-
ently. And that is the result of all this 
glyphosate and the coming of 2,4–D. 

I thank the gentleman for the time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chair, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, I yield 11⁄2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. CLARKE). 

Ms. CLARKE of New York. Mr. 
Chairman, I rise in opposition to H.R. 
1599, the Safe and Accurate Food La-
beling Act, also known as ‘‘the DARK 
Act.’’ One of my concerns is that this 
bill blocks the FDA from creating a na-
tional mandatory GMO labeling sys-
tem. 

The current voluntary labeling sys-
tem is not providing consumers with 
the information they need because only 
2 percent of the products on the shelves 
have voluntarily submitted to the non- 
GMO labeling process. 

It is apparent that mandatory label-
ing is sorely needed, such as the kind 
required by Mr. DEFAZIO, the gen-
tleman from Oregon’s bill, the Geneti-
cally Engineered Food Right to Know 
Act. 

In addition, what has happened to 
the outcry for states’ rights from the 
other side of the aisle? This bill pre-
empts States from passing their own 
GMO labeling laws. 

This would essentially invalidate the 
will of the people and, in so doing, 
limit a State’s ability to respond to the 
individual needs of its constituents. 

There have been many discussions 
and conversations surrounding this 
bill. One such discussion has been ex-
tremely troubling, debasing, and scorn-
ful. Specifically, there are some who 
say that poor people don’t care what is 
in their food, nor do they care what 
they eat. 

Let me be clear: I don’t care whether 
you are wealthy or poor. All Americans 
deserve to know what is in their food. 
Poor people are, first and foremost, 
human beings. They are not marginal 
subordinates in a democratic civil soci-
ety. 

Poor people deserve the same respect 
and consideration as the wealthy. De-
spite what some may think, poor peo-
ple do care about what food they eat, 
and they should be able to choose what 
they put in their bodies. 

I will say it again. All Americans de-
serve to know what is in their food. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in oppos-
ing H.R. 1599, the DARK Act. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chair, I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COSTA). 

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Chair, I rise to urge 
my colleagues to support the Safe and 

Accurate Food Labeling measure be-
fore us. 

This legislation, I understand, cre-
ates a great deal of angst among var-
ious supporters and opponents. We 
have heard that. But it also creates a 
uniform, science-based labeling stand-
ard. I think that is a move forward. 

It also creates Federal regulations 
for the Food and Drug Administration 
and the United States Department of 
Agriculture to remain preeminent au-
thorities in food safety and labeling, 
just as it has been for decades. 

Additionally, it creates a national 
GMO-free certification program so con-
sumers who choose to buy non-GMO 
foods have the ability to do so without 
the higher prices or the misleading la-
beling. 

This legislation does not reject con-
sumers’ rights to choose. While the op-
ponents of this measure wish it would 
do other things, it does not. I think it 
is a balanced attempt. 

Furthermore, the voters of Cali-
fornia, as many of you may know, re-
cently, in proposition 37, had an oppor-
tunity to put in GMO labeling. Mr. 
Chairman, 42 percent said ‘‘yes,’’ and 58 
percent of the voters of California said 
‘‘no.’’ 

I urge we support this legislation. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chair, I reserve 

the balance of my time. 
Mr. WELCH. Mr. Chair, I yield myself 

the balance of my time to close. 
I thank the gentleman from Kansas 

(Mr. POMPEO), my colleague on the En-
ergy and Commerce Committee. He is a 
good man. Sometimes he is misguided, 
but he likes Ben & Jerry’s ice cream. I 
appreciate that. And it is GMO-free. 

But I do want to address seriously 
the arguments the gentleman has made 
because, number one, this is a serious 
issue. It is a serious issue, first of all, 
because this legislation puts handcuffs 
on all of our State legislatures from 
doing whatever it is they deem in the 
best interest of their people. 

b 1215 
Secondly, it puts handcuffs on voters. 

Mr. POMPEO said that voters have re-
jected this. In some ballot initiatives, 
that is the case. He is right. Why pass 
a law that takes that power from the 
voters and invest it here? 

This is a very serious policy question 
where the United States House of Rep-
resentatives is intruding into the ef-
forts of States to represent the people 
that they serve. 

By the way, three States have passed 
laws by overwhelming margins. In 
Vermont, the Vermont Senate bipar-
tisan body, it was a 26–2 vote; the 
Vermont House bipartisan body, it was 
114–30 vote. In Connecticut, it was 143– 
3 in the House and 35–1 in the Senate. 
In Maine, it was 114–4, and it was 
unanimously passed in the Senate 35–0. 

What we are doing in the House of 
Representatives right now is saying to 
the Vermont legislature, saying to the 
Maine legislature, and saying to the 
Connecticut legislature: Drop dead. 
What you passed, we are taking away. 
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I don’t think that is right. 
I will make an acknowledgement. 

Sometimes, it is the right thing for the 
Federal Government or the Congress to 
preempt State action so that it can 
have a uniform, across-the-board 
standard. That is what the DeFazio bill 
does. It acknowledges that so you don’t 
have this patchwork. 

This bill, with voluntary labeling, in 
effect, creates a patchwork. Does it 
mean that company A decides they do 
want to label and they write the label 
they want and company B writes an-
other label or doesn’t? What does that 
mean for consumers? 

First of all, in all likelihood, there 
will be no labels. Secondly, there will 
be the patchwork produced by this leg-
islation that is what the critics of the 
State-by-State approach say they want 
to avoid. 

Next, there was an assertion by my 
friend from Texas, Mr. CONAWAY, that a 
label is a warning. I think that really 
goes to the heart of what the dispute 
here is. Is a label a warning? 

In fact, the proponents of the DeFa-
zio bill and the opponents of this bill 
are not asserting that the purpose of 
the label is to suggest there is sci-
entific evidence indicating GMOs cause 
health problems. What a label is, is in-
formation; and the consumer then de-
cides. Your consumers and my con-
sumers, they decide. Whatever their 
reason is, they have a right to decide 
to buy product A or B, depending on 
what is in it or what is not in it. 

What is the big fear about letting 
consumers know? A lot of the big advo-
cates that are pushing this are, in fact, 
some of these manufacturers that cre-
ate products that they sell to farmers, 
and Mr. DEFAZIO outlined that in his 
argument. They fear that the label will 
reduce the saleability of that product. 

Here is the irony: If what they are 
producing and selling is so good and so 
nutritious and so tasty and so yummy, 
why not let the consumer know what is 
in it? That would be something you 
would want to advertise. 

This really is a very profound deci-
sion by this Congress. Number one, it 
is telling States that have been taking 
initiative on the basis of their citizens’ 
desires that they can’t do it anymore. 
Number two, in the name of avoiding a 
patchwork set of regulations, it is cre-
ating the inevitability of a patchwork. 
Then, three, in a very basic way, it is 
telling American consumers that it is 
really none of their business what is in 
their product, no matter how much 
they really want to know what is in 
their product. 

I urge that we vote ‘‘no’’ and defeat 
this measure and stand for State rights 
and consumer rights to know. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

myself the balance of my time to close. 
As I close, I would like to offer my 

thanks first to Mr. WELCH for the re-
spectful debate today and for the ice 
cream. I would like to thank my lead 
cosponsor, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, for his 

hard work all along the way; as well as 
being the chairman of the Congres-
sional Black Caucus, he has leaned into 
this and really made us able to get 
where we are today 

I would like to thank Chairman 
UPTON, Chairman CONAWAY, and Rank-
ing Member PETERSON for their support 
and effort in getting this legislation to 
the floor as well. I would like to thank 
all the staff on the Energy and Com-
merce and Agriculture Committees for 
their hard work, too. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t thank 
Blake Hollander on my staff, who put 
in long hours making sure this com-
monsense bipartisan bill was ready for 
the floor. 

Mr. Chairman, it is really very sim-
ple. H.R. 1599 has two very simple 
goals. First, it is to ensure families in 
Kansas and across the country have ac-
cess to nutritious and affordable food; 
and, second, it is to make sure that 
those who wish to avoid food products 
that contain GMOs will be able to do 
so, that they will not be denied the 
right to know. 

In place of a convoluted patchwork of 
loophole-filled State or local labeling 
laws, we will ensure that our food pol-
icy is science based and transparent to 
consumers. 

Let’s be very clear. Consumers who 
wish to avoid foods containing GMOs 
are able to do so today, and they will 
be able to do so after this bill becomes 
law—except it is better now. There will 
now be a clear standard about what 
that term really means. 

Mr. Chairman, this is a common-
sense, proconsumer, profarmer bill that 
brings clarity to food labeling and 
keeps affordable food for our constitu-
ents. 

I encourage all my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1599, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair, on June 
23, 2015, the House considered H.R. 1599, 
the Safe and Accurate Food Labeling Act. It is 
my intention to vote against this legislation. 
For the past four decades I have fought tire-
lessly for one of the finest products in the 
world, wild Alaskan salmon. The multi-billion 
dollar seafood industry in Alaska is the largest 
private sector employer in my state. Yet the 
approval of a genetically engineered (GE) 
salmon, or ‘‘Frankenfish’’ as I call it, could put 
our thriving and iconic fishing sector in jeop-
ardy. 

Frankenfish could pose a grave threat to our 
wild salmon stocks in Alaska, and the Food 
and Drug Administration’s (FDA) support for 
approving GE salmon is disturbing. Equally 
disturbing is the fact that, if approved, the FDA 
has said that it would not require GE salmon 
to be labeled. 

In today’s global marketplace, a consumer’s 
access to accurate ingredient information is 
paramount. Clear and accurate GE labeling 
requirements attempt to mitigate the risk of 
market confusion or rejection by countries that 
have no interest in purchasing the hybrid orga-
nism. Consumer confusion about what types 
of salmon or seafood are genetically engi-
neered may deter shoppers from purchasing 
these products altogether. If GE salmon is ap-

proved despite opposition from Congress and 
nearly two million people who wrote in to the 
FDA, it should be clearly labeled to avoid the 
potential market rejection of all salmon. 

In an effort to ensure that Alaskan con-
sumers have this essential information, Alaska 
enacted legislation in 2005 that requires the 
labeling of all products containing GE fish and 
shellfish. However, the so-called Safe and Ac-
curate Food Labeling Act (H.R. 1599), recently 
referred out of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, would block states like Alaska from re-
quiring mandatory labeling of GE fish while 
also curtailing FDA’s ability to craft a true, na-
tional GE labeling system. Rather, its pro-
ponents would suggest that Alaskan fishermen 
should go through a costly non-GMO certifi-
cation if they want consumers to know that 
their salmon is not genetically engineered. 
Why should all U.S. salmon fishermen have to 
prove their salmon are non-GMO when farmed 
GE salmon coming into the U.S. from other 
countries would not. It is insufficient for con-
sumers and it is insufficient for Alaska’s thriv-
ing fishing industry. 

For these reasons, I oppose H.R. 1599 in 
defense of states’ rights to decide these im-
portant matters for themselves. All consumers 
should be able to see whether their salmon is 
Frankenfish or not. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Chair, I rise in oppo-
sition to this legislation, which would preempt 
the ability of states to require GMO labeling 
laws. 

Numerous studies have shown that Ameri-
cans want to know what’s in their food. As 
states respond to this trend, we should not re-
strict their ability to keep consumers informed 
about the food they eat. GMO labeling laws 
are widely supported by consumers in over 60 
countries including China, Russia and the Eu-
ropean Union. We should not deny states the 
ability to make this decision for their residents. 

While I understand the concerns about the 
potential for a patchwork of state labeling 
laws, companies, can, of course, voluntarily 
choose to provide GMO information on their 
labeling. In fact, many of those opposing this 
legislation provide information on GMO prod-
ucts in Europe and other countries. 

Mr. Chair, this bill was rushed through the 
Agriculture Committee and came too quickly to 
the House floor before we could have a seri-
ous discussion about GMO labeling and con-
sumer rights. We must closely study the mer-
its of the bill and find common ground be-
tween labeling and a consumer’s right to know 
before we vote on this far-reaching legislation. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Chair, I rise today to 
highlight an editorial that my good friend and 
colleague, Congresswoman CHELLIE PINGREE 
of Maine and I recently wrote expressing our 
opposition to H.R. 1599, the Safe and Accu-
rate Food Labeling Act. It appeared in the July 
21, 2015 online edition of The Boston Globe. 

[From the Boston Globe, July 21, 2015] 
LET AMERICANS DECIDE FOR THEMSELVES ON 

GMOS 
(By Jim McGovern and Chellie Pingree) 

America has a proud tradition of empow-
ering consumers. You can walk into any gro-
cery store in the country, pick up a product 
from the shelf, and immediately learn the 
calorie count, the amount of protein per 
serving, and the full list of ingredients. 

So it’s alarming that Congress could soon 
pass a bill that aims to keep consumers in 
the dark when it comes to foods with geneti-
cally modified organisms, or GMOs. 
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This week, the House of Representative 

will consider the Safe and Accurate Food La-
beling Act. Unfortunately, the bill does 
nothing to support safe and accurate food la-
beling. Instead, it protects the status quo by 
preventing states from requiring labels on 
foods containing GMO ingredients and locks 
in the current and inadequate voluntary 
GMO labeling system. 

As more of the foods we eat contain GMOs, 
consumers naturally want to know which 
foods contain them. All they are asking for 
are the facts. This bill ignores that. 

Congress needs to pass a law that puts con-
sumers first by requiring mandatory GMO 
labeling across the country, eliminating con-
fusion and establishing one national stand-
ard. 

Polls consistently show that there is over-
whelming support for clearly labeling foods 
that have been genetically modified or con-
tain GMO ingredients. In a 2012 survey by the 
Mellman Group, 89 percent were in favor of 
labeling with 77 percent saying they ‘‘strong-
ly’’ prefer GMO labeling. That same survey 
also showed strong bipartisan support for 
GMO labeling with huge majorities of Demo-
crats (85 percent), independents (93 percent), 
and Republicans (88 percent) all in favor. 

While Congress has been stuck in neutral, 
states have stepped up and passed laws that 
give the power back to consumers. In 2014, 
Vermont became the first state to require 
mandatory GMO labeling. Connecticut and 
Maine have both passed laws to require la-
beling and more than a dozen other states 
are considering similar oversight, including 
Massachusetts. What’s more, 64 other coun-
tries have GMO labeling, including Brazil 
whose consumption patterns are similar to 
those in the United States. 

Supporters of the bill claim that GMO la-
beling will increase food prices. While plenty 
of things impact the prices we pay at the 
grocery store—including transportation 
costs and ingredient costs—GMO labeling is 
not one of them. In study after study, we 
have seen that a simple GMO disclaimer on 
food packaging will not increase prices. 

Food companies change their labels all the 
time to make new claims, and all food com-
panies will soon have to change their labels 
to make important changes to the Nutrition 
Fact Panel. Adding a few words to the back 
of the food package about genetic engineer-
ing will not have any impact of the cost of 
making food. 

Opponents of updating food labeling made 
the same bogus arguments when they fought 
nutrition labeling in the 1980s. Back then, 
they claimed that disclosing the presence of 
calories, salt, fat, and sugar would require 
costly reformulations. But those much more 
significant changes to foods labels—adding 
the Nutrition Facts Panel and including 
more information about ingredients—didn’t 
change the price of food at all. 

Americans want more information, not 
less. What we need is one law that makes 
GMO labeling mandatory across the country 
and establishes a single national standard 
that eliminates confusion and puts con-
sumers in charge. 

This debate isn’t about the safety of GMOs. 
It’s about consumers’ right to know what’s 
in the food they put on their tables. We 
ought to give them that right. 

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Chair, I rise today to offer 
my strong support of the bipartisan Safe and 
Accurate Food Labeling Act of 2015. I want to 
recognize the hard work my colleague of Mr. 
POMPEO, as well as the efforts of both the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce and the 
Committee on Agriculture into this legislation. 

As a representative from the great State of 
Iowa, I am extremely sensitive and aware of 

the issues facing agriculture—from farm to 
fork—and I am aware of the challenges my 
constituents face while producing the delicious 
and nutritious food the rest of us consume. On 
an annual basis, Iowa grows $12B worth of 
corn and $5.7B worth of soybeans, of which 
95% and 97%, respectively, are Genetically 
Modified Organisms—or GMOs. Recently, 
states began to enact laws that required label-
ing of these GMO products, often with exemp-
tions for local products, would increase com-
pliance costs for producers and create confu-
sion for consumers. 

This bill addresses the current patchwork of 
state biotechnology labeling requirements— 
compliance with which would be a daunting 
task for the producers in my district that dis-
tribute food throughout the United States—by 
providing a mechanism for uniform labeling re-
quirements. No one benefits—not farmers, nor 
food manufacturers and processors, nor retail-
ers, and most of all, not consumers—from a 
confusing collection of state laws—each dif-
ferent, with different requirements—creating 
great confusion among consumers in the mar-
ketplace. 

It does so by establishing a voluntary non- 
GMO labeling program at USDA modeled after 
the highly successful National Organic Pro-
gram. Today, when consumers go into a gro-
cery store, they may see a wide variety of 
products that may have a non-GMO label on 
it. However, there isn’t a standard that defines 
what a non-GMO product is or is not. The lan-
guage of the bill directs the USDA to establish 
standards and certification process for pro-
ducers in order to put a non-GMO label on 
their products. 

Mr. Chair, a number of constituents along 
with some of my colleagues, are advocating 
for mandatory labeling for GMO products be-
cause consumers have a right to know what is 
in their food. I agree—consumers have a right 
to know—and the standards set by the USDA 
under this legislation will provide consumers 
with all the information necessary to make in-
formed decisions and choices on their grocery 
stores purchases. This bill protects and en-
hances consumer choice by establishing a vol-
untary non-GMO labeling program—without 
costing them an extra $500 a year per family 
that economists at Cornell University estimate 
mandatory labeling would. 

Mr. Chair, I urge all my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1599—over 470 agricultural and 
food organizations that represent the entire 
food chain have already done so. The legisla-
tion enhances consumer choice, clears up 
confusion in the marketplace, and enhances 
consumer confidence in the food we eat. 

Vote ‘‘Yes’’ on H.R. 1599. 
The CHAIR. All time for general de-

bate has expired. 
Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 

considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on Agriculture, printed 
in the bill, it shall be in order to con-
sider as an original bill for the purpose 
of amendment under the 5-minute rule 
an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules 
Committee print 114–24, modified by 
the amendment printed in part A of 
House Report 114–216. That amendment 
in the nature of a substitute shall be 
considered as read. 

The text of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute is as follows: 

H.R. 1599 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Safe and Accurate Food Labeling Act of 
2015’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Savings clause. 

TITLE I—FOOD SAFETY AFFIRMATION 
FOR CERTAIN PLANT PRODUCTS 

Subtitle A—Food and Drug Administration 
Sec. 101. Consultation process. 

Subtitle B—Department of Agriculture 
Sec. 111. Regulation. 
Sec. 112. Regulations. 
Sec. 113. Preemption. 
Sec. 114. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 115. Implementation report. 

TITLE II—GENETIC ENGINEERING 
CERTIFICATION 

Sec. 201. Genetic engineering certification. 
Sec. 202. Regulations. 
Sec. 203. Preemption. 
Sec. 204. Applicability. 

TITLE III—NATURAL FOODS 
Sec. 301. Labeling of natural foods. 
Sec. 302. Regulations. 
Sec. 303. Preemption. 
Sec. 304. Effective date. 
SEC. 2. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Nothing in this Act (or the amendments made 
by this Act) is intended to alter or affect the au-
thorities or regulatory programs, policies, and 
procedures otherwise available to, or the defini-
tions used by, the Food and Drug Administra-
tion under the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.) or the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service under the 
Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), to 
ensure the safety of the food supply and the 
protection of plant health. 
TITLE I—FOOD SAFETY AFFIRMATION FOR 

CERTAIN PLANT PRODUCTS 
Subtitle A—Food and Drug Administration 

SEC. 101. CONSULTATION PROCESS. 
Chapter IV of the Federal Food, Drug, and 

Cosmetic Act is amended by inserting after sec-
tion 423 of such Act (21 U.S.C. 350l) the fol-
lowing: 
‘‘SEC. 424. FOOD DERIVED FROM NEW PLANT VA-

RIETIES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall con-

tinue to administer the consultation process es-
tablished under the Food and Drug Administra-
tion’s policy statement entitled ‘Statement of 
Policy: Food Derived from New Plant Varieties’ 
published in the Federal Register on May 29, 
1992 (57 Fed. Reg. 22,984). 

‘‘(b) DETERMINATION OF MATERIAL DIF-
FERENCE BETWEEN FOOD FROM GENETICALLY 
ENGINEERED PLANTS AND COMPARABLE FOODS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of subsection 
(a), the use of genetic engineering does not, by 
itself, constitute information that is material for 
purposes of determining whether there is a dif-
ference between a food produced from, con-
taining, or consisting of a genetically engi-
neered plant and a comparable food. 

‘‘(2) LABELING REQUIRED.—The Secretary may 
require that the labeling of a food produced 
from, containing, or consisting of a genetically 
engineered plant contain a statement to ade-
quately inform consumers of a difference be-
tween the food so produced and its comparable 
food if the Secretary determines that— 

‘‘(A) there is a material difference in the func-
tional, nutritional, or compositional characteris-
tics, allergenicity, or other attributes between 
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the food so produced and its comparable food; 
and 

‘‘(B) the disclosure of such material difference 
is necessary to protect public health and safety 
or to prevent the label or labeling of the food so 
produced from being false or misleading in any 
particular.’’. 

Subtitle B—Department of Agriculture 
SEC. 111. REGULATION. 

The Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7701 et 
seq.) is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing new subtitle: 
‘‘Subtitle F—Coordination of Food Safety and 

Agriculture Programs 
‘‘SEC. 461. NOTIFICATION RELATING TO CERTAIN 

GENETICALLY ENGINEERED PLANTS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection (b), it 

shall be unlawful to sell or offer for sale in 
interstate commerce a nonregulated genetically 
engineered plant for use or application in food 
or a food produced from, containing, or con-
sisting of a nonregulated genetically engineered 
plant unless— 

‘‘(1)(A) the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services notified the entity seeking evaluation of 
a food produced from, containing, or consisting 
of the genetically engineered plant in writing 
that the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in evaluating the food from the genetically 
engineered plant through the consultation proc-
ess referred to in section 424(a) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, has no objections 
to the entity’s determination that food produced 
from, containing, or consisting of the genetically 
engineered plant that is the subject of the notifi-
cation is safe for use by humans or animals, as 
applicable, and lawful under the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act, and 

‘‘(B) the entity seeking evaluation of a food 
produced from, containing, or consisting of the 
genetically engineered plant submits to the Sec-
retary of Agriculture the notification of the 
finding of the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services under subparagraph (A); or 

‘‘(2) before the date of the enactment of the 
Safe and Accurate Food Labeling Act of 2015, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services— 

‘‘(A) considered the consultation process re-
ferred to in section 424(a) of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to such ge-
netically engineered plant to be complete; 

‘‘(B) notified the consulting party in writing 
that all questions with respect to the safety of 
food produced from, containing, or consisting of 
the genetically engineered plant have been re-
solved; and 

‘‘(C) published such notification on the public 
Internet website of the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—Notwithstanding sub-
section (a), this section does not apply with re-
spect to the sale or offering for sale in interstate 
commerce of a genetically engineered plant— 

‘‘(1) for the purpose of research or develop-
ment testing, including— 

‘‘(A) testing conducted to generate data and 
information that could be used in a submission 
to the Secretary under this title or other regu-
latory submission; or 

‘‘(B) multiplication of seed or hybrid and vari-
ety development conducted before submitting a 
notification under subsection (a)(1)(B); 

‘‘(2) solely because a processing aid or enzyme 
produced from the genetically engineered plant 
is intended to be used to produce food; or 

‘‘(3) solely because the genetically engineered 
plant is used as a nutrient source for microorga-
nisms. 

‘‘(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
subsection (b)(1) may be construed as author-
izing the sale or offering for sale in interstate 
commerce of a nonregulated genetically engi-
neered plant for use or application in food or a 
food produced from, containing, or consisting of 
a nonregulated genetically engineered plant. 

‘‘(d) PUBLIC DISCLOSURE.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), 

the Secretary of Agriculture shall publish on the 

public Internet website of the Department of Ag-
riculture, and update as necessary, a registry 
that includes— 

‘‘(A) a list of each nonregulated genetically 
engineered plant intended for a use or applica-
tion in food that may be sold or offered for sale 
in interstate commerce, in accordance with sub-
section (a); 

‘‘(B) the petitions submitted to, and deter-
minations made by, the Secretary of Agriculture 
with respect to such a plant; and 

‘‘(C) the notifications of findings issued by the 
Secretary of Health and Human Services with 
respect to such a plant or the use or application 
of such a plant in food. 

‘‘(2) TRADE SECRETS AND CONFIDENTIAL INFOR-
MATION.—Notwithstanding paragraph (1), noth-
ing in this section shall be construed to alter the 
protections offered by laws, regulations, and 
policies governing disclosure of confidential 
commercial or trade secret information, and any 
other information exempt from disclosure pursu-
ant to section 552(b) of title 5, United States 
Code, as such provisions would be applied to the 
documents and information referred to in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (C) of paragraph (1). 

‘‘(e) IMPORTED FOOD.—In the case of food im-
ported into the United States that is food pro-
duced from, containing, or consisting of a plant 
that meets the definition of a nonregulated ge-
netically engineered plant or a plant that, if 
sold in interstate commerce, would be subject to 
regulation under part 340 of title 7, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations (or any successor regulations), 
the provisions of this section shall apply to such 
food in the same manner and to the same extent 
as such provisions apply to a food that is not so 
imported. 
‘‘SEC. 462. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subtitle: 
‘‘(1) FOOD.—The term ‘food’ has the meaning 

given such term in section 201(f) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321(f)). 

‘‘(2) NONREGULATED GENETICALLY ENGINEERED 
PLANT.—The term ‘nonregulated genetically en-
gineered plant’ means a genetically engineered 
plant— 

‘‘(A) for which the Secretary of Agriculture 
has approved a petition under section 340.6 of 
title 7, Code of Federal Regulations (or any suc-
cessor regulations), for a determination that the 
genetically engineered plant should not be regu-
lated under this Act; or 

‘‘(B) that— 
‘‘(i) is not subject to regulation as a plant pest 

under this Act; 
‘‘(ii) contains genetic material from a different 

species; and 
‘‘(iii) has been modified through in vitro re-

combinant deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) tech-
niques.’’. 
SEC. 112. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than one year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary of Agri-
culture shall promulgate interim final regula-
tions to carry out the amendments made by sec-
tion 111. 
SEC. 113. PREEMPTION. 

Regardless of whether regulations have been 
promulgated under section 112, beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act, no State or 
political subdivision of a State may directly or 
indirectly establish under any authority or con-
tinue in effect as to any food in interstate com-
merce any requirement with respect to the sale 
or offering for sale in interstate commerce of a 
genetically engineered plant for use or applica-
tion in food that is not identical to the require-
ment of section 461 of the Plant Protection Act 
(as added by section 111 of this Act). 
SEC. 114. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in the amendments made by this sub-
title is intended to alter or affect the ability of— 

(1) the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices to take enforcement actions with respect to 
a violation of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 et seq.), including sec-
tion 301 of such Act (21 U.S.C. 331); or 

(2) the Secretary of Agriculture to take en-
forcement actions with respect to a violation of 
the Plant Protection Act (7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.), 
including section 411 of such Act (7 U.S.C. 7711). 
SEC. 115. IMPLEMENTATION REPORT. 

(a) STUDY.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Agriculture and the Secretary of Health and 
Human Services shall jointly submit to Congress 
a report evaluating the progress made in the im-
plementation of subtitle F of the Plant Protec-
tion Act, as added by section 111. Such report 
shall include— 

(1) an analysis of plants over which regu-
latory oversight under such subtitle is required; 

(2) an analysis of the extent to which the pro-
visions of such subtitle establish an appropriate 
scope of regulatory oversight for the Animal and 
Plant Health Inspection Service and the Food 
and Drug Administration, including their over-
sight of public research programs; and 

(3) any potential changes to the Plant Protec-
tion Act that would better facilitate implementa-
tion of a coordinated, predictable, and efficient 
science-based regulatory process. 

(b) COORDINATION WITH OTHER EFFORTS TO 
MODERNIZE REGULATION.—The report under 
subsection (a) shall be prepared, to the greatest 
extent practicable, in accordance with the proc-
ess described in the memorandum issued by the 
Executive Office of the President on July 2, 2015, 
entitled ‘‘Modernizing the Regulatory System 
for Biotechnology Products’’, including the di-
rective specified in such memorandum to update 
the ‘‘Coordinated Framework for Regulation of 
Biotechnology’’ published by the Executive Of-
fice of the President, Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, in the Federal Register on 
June 26, 1986 (51 Fed.Reg. 23302). 

TITLE II—GENETIC ENGINEERING 
CERTIFICATION 

SEC. 201. GENETIC ENGINEERING CERTIFI-
CATION. 

The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 
U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) is amended by adding at the 
end the following new subtitle: 

‘‘Subtitle E—Genetic Engineering 
Certification 

‘‘SEC. 291. DEFINITIONS. 
‘‘In this subtitle: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘certifying agent’ means the 

chief executive officer of a State or, in the case 
of a State that provides for the statewide elec-
tion of an official to be responsible solely for the 
administration of the agricultural operations of 
the State, such official, and any person (includ-
ing a private entity) who is accredited by the 
Secretary as a certifying agent for the purpose 
of certifying a covered product as a product, the 
labeling of which may indicate whether the 
product is produced with or without the use of 
genetic engineering. 

‘‘(2) The term ‘covered product’ means— 
‘‘(A) an agricultural product, whether raw or 

processed (including any product derived from 
livestock that is marketed in the United States 
for consumption by humans or other animals); 

‘‘(B) any other food (as defined in section 201 
of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act) 
not derived from an agricultural product; and 

‘‘(C) seed or other propagative material. 
‘‘(3) The term ‘genetically engineered plant’ 

refers to a plant or plant product (as those terms 
are defined in section 403 of the Plant Protec-
tion Act (7 U.S.C. 7702)), if— 

‘‘(A) it contains genetic material that has 
been modified through in vitro recombinant 
deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) techniques; and 

‘‘(B) the modification could not otherwise be 
obtained using conventional breeding tech-
niques. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘comparable food’ means, with 
respect to a covered product produced from, con-
taining, or consisting of a genetically engi-
neered plant— 

‘‘(A) the parental variety of the plant; 
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‘‘(B) another commonly consumed variety of 

the plant; or 
‘‘(C) a commonly consumed covered product 

with properties comparable to the covered prod-
uct produced from, containing, or consisting of 
the genetically engineered plant. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘handle’ means to sell, process 
or package covered products. 

‘‘(6) The term ‘producer’ means a person who 
engages in the business of growing or producing 
covered products. 

‘‘(7) The term ‘Secretary’ means the Secretary 
of Agriculture, acting through the Agricultural 
Marketing Service. 
‘‘SEC. 291A. NATIONAL GENETICALLY ENGI-

NEERED FOOD CERTIFICATION PRO-
GRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish a voluntary genetically engineered food cer-
tification program for covered products with re-
spect to the use of genetic engineering in the 
production of such products, as provided for in 
this subtitle. The Secretary shall establish the 
requirements and procedures as the Secretary 
determines are necessary to carry out such pro-
gram. 

‘‘(b) CONSULTATION.—In developing the pro-
gram under subsection (a), the Secretary shall 
consult with such other parties as are necessary 
to develop such program to ensure that pro-
ducers or handlers seeking to make claims under 
section 291B or 291C are certified to make such 
claims. 

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall im-
plement the program established under sub-
section (a) through certifying agents. Such cer-
tifying agents may certify that covered products 
were or were not produced with the use of ge-
netic engineering or a genetically engineered 
plant, in accordance with this subtitle. 

‘‘(d) SEAL.—The Secretary shall establish a 
seal to identify covered products in interstate 
commerce using terminology the Secretary con-
siders appropriate for covered products certified 
under this title, including terminology com-
monly used in interstate commerce or estab-
lished by the Secretary in regulations. 
‘‘SEC. 291B. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR LABEL-

ING NONGENETICALLY ENGINEERED 
FOOD. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To be sold or labeled as a 
covered product produced without the use of ge-
netic engineering— 

‘‘(1) the covered product shall— 
‘‘(A) be subject to supply chain process con-

trols that address— 
‘‘(i) the producer planting seed that is not ge-

netically engineered; 
‘‘(ii) the producer keeping the crop separated 

during growth, harvesting, storage, and trans-
portation; and 

‘‘(iii) persons in direct contact with such crop 
or products derived from such crop during 
transportation, storage, or processing keeping 
the product separated from other products that 
are or are derived from genetically engineered 
plants; and 

‘‘(B) be produced and handled in compliance 
with a nongenetically engineered food plan de-
veloped and approved in accordance with sub-
section (c); 

‘‘(2) in the case of a covered product derived 
from livestock that is marketed in the United 
States for human consumption, the covered 
product and the livestock, products consumed 
by such livestock, and products used in proc-
essing the products consumed by such livestock 
shall be produced without the use of products 
derived from genetic engineering; and 

‘‘(3) labeling or advertising material on, or in 
conjunction with, such covered product shall 
not suggest either expressly or by implication 
that covered products developed without the use 
of genetic engineering are safer or of higher 
quality than covered products produced from, 
containing, or consisting of a genetically engi-
neered plant. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTIONS.—A covered product shall 
not be considered as not meeting the criteria 

specified in subsection (a) solely because the 
covered product— 

‘‘(1) is manufactured or processed using a ge-
netically engineered microorganism or a proc-
essing aid or enzyme; 

‘‘(2) is derived from microorganisms that con-
sumed a nutrient source produced from, con-
taining, or consisting of a genetically engi-
neered plant; or 

‘‘(3) is an approved substance on the National 
List established under section 2118 of the Or-
ganic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6517). 

‘‘(c) NONGENETICALLY ENGINEERED FOOD 
PLAN.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A producer or handler 
seeking certification under this section shall 
submit a nongenetically engineered food plan to 
the certifying agent and such plan shall be re-
viewed by the certifying agent who shall deter-
mine if such plan meets the requirements of this 
section. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—A nongenetically engineered 
food plan shall contain a description of— 

‘‘(A) the procedures that will be followed to 
assure compliance with this section; 

‘‘(B) a description of the monitoring records 
that will be maintained; and 

‘‘(C) any corrective actions that will be imple-
mented in the event there is a deviation from the 
plan. 

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY.—The nongenetically engi-
neered food plan and the records maintained 
under the plan shall be available for review and 
copying by the Secretary or a certifying agent. 

‘‘(d) TREATMENT OF LIVESTOCK.—In the case 
of a covered product derived from livestock that 
is marketed in the United States for human con-
sumption, the covered product shall not be con-
sidered to be genetically engineered solely be-
cause the livestock consumed feed produced 
from containing, or consisting of a genetically 
engineered plant.’’. 
‘‘SEC. 291C. NATIONAL STANDARDS FOR LABEL-

ING GENETICALLY ENGINEERED 
FOOD. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—To be sold or labeled as a 
covered product produced with the use of ge-
netic engineering— 

‘‘(1) the covered product shall be produced 
and handled in compliance with a genetically 
engineered food plan developed and approved in 
accordance with subsection (b); and 

‘‘(2) the labeling of or advertising material on, 
or in conjunction with, such covered product 
shall— 

‘‘(A) not expressly or impliedly claim that a 
covered product developed with the use of ge-
netic engineering is safer or of higher quality 
solely because the covered product is a product 
developed with the use of genetic engineering; 

‘‘(B) not make any claims that are false or 
misleading; and 

‘‘(C) contain such information as the Sec-
retary considers appropriate. 

‘‘(b) GENETICALLY ENGINEERED FOOD PLAN.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A producer or handler 

seeking certification under this section shall 
submit a genetically engineered food plan to the 
certifying agent and such plan shall be reviewed 
by the certifying agent who shall determine if 
such plan meets the requirements of this section. 

‘‘(2) CONTENTS.—A genetically engineered 
food plan shall contain a description of— 

‘‘(A) the procedures that will be followed to 
assure compliance with this section; 

‘‘(B) a description of the monitoring records 
that will be maintained; and 

‘‘(C) any corrective actions that will be imple-
mented in the event there is a deviation from the 
plan. 

‘‘(3) AVAILABILITY.—The genetically engi-
neered food plan and the records maintained 
under the plan shall be available for review and 
copying by the Secretary or a certifying agent. 

‘‘(c) PROHIBITION AGAINST RESTRICTING CER-
TAIN DISCLOSURES.—With respect to a covered 
product that otherwise meets the criteria speci-

fied in subsection (a), the Secretary may not 
prevent a person— 

‘‘(1) from disclosing voluntarily on the label-
ing of such a covered product developed with 
the use of genetic engineering the manner in 
which the product has been modified to express 
traits or characteristics that differ from its com-
parable food; or 

‘‘(2) from disclosing in advertisements, on the 
Internet, in response to consumer inquiries, or 
on other communications, other than in the la-
beling, that a covered product was developed 
with the use of genetic engineering. 
‘‘SEC. 291D. IMPORTED PRODUCTS. 

‘‘Imported covered products may be sold or la-
beled as produced with or without the use of ge-
netic engineering if the Secretary determines 
that such products have been produced and 
handled under a genetic engineering certifi-
cation program that provides safeguards and 
guidelines governing the production and han-
dling of such products that are at least equiva-
lent to the requirements of this subtitle. 
‘‘SEC. 291E. ACCREDITATION PROGRAM. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall estab-
lish and implement a program to accredit a gov-
erning State official, and any private person, 
that meets the requirements of this section as a 
certifying agent for the purpose of certifying a 
covered product as having been produced with 
or without the use of genetic engineering or a 
genetically engineered plant, in accordance with 
this subtitle. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS.—To be accredited as a 
certifying agent under this section, a governing 
State official or private person shall— 

‘‘(1) prepare and submit to the Secretary an 
application for such accreditation; 

‘‘(2) have sufficient expertise in agricultural 
production and handling techniques as deter-
mined by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(3) comply with the requirements of this sec-
tion. 

‘‘(c) DURATION OF ACCREDITATION.—An ac-
creditation made under this section shall be for 
a period of not to exceed 5 years, as determined 
appropriate by the Secretary, and may be re-
newed. 

‘‘(d) COORDINATION WITH EXISTING ORGANIC 
PROGRAM ACCREDITATION.—A governing State 
official or private person who is accredited to 
certify a farm or handling operation as a cer-
tified organic farm or handling operation pursu-
ant to section 2115 of the Organic Foods Produc-
tion Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6415) (and such ac-
creditation is in effect) shall be deemed to be ac-
credited to certify covered products under this 
subtitle. 
‘‘SEC. 291F. RECORDKEEPING, INVESTIGATIONS, 

AND ENFORCEMENT. 
‘‘(a) RECORDKEEPING.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this title, each person who sells, labels, 
or represents any covered product as having 
been produced with or without the use of ge-
netic engineering or a genetically engineered 
plant shall— 

‘‘(A) maintain records in a manner prescribed 
by the Secretary; and 

‘‘(B) make available to the Secretary, on re-
quest by the Secretary, all records associated 
with the covered product. 

‘‘(2) CERTIFYING AGENTS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—A certifying agent shall— 
‘‘(i) maintain all records concerning the ac-

tivities of the certifying agent with respect to 
the certification of covered products under this 
subtitle in a manner prescribed by the Secretary; 
and 

‘‘(ii) make available to the Secretary, on re-
quest by the Secretary, all records associated 
with such activities. 

‘‘(B) TRANSFERENCE OF RECORDS.—If a private 
person that was certified under this subtitle is 
dissolved or loses accreditation, all records and 
copies of records concerning the activities of the 
person under this subtitle shall be transferred to 
the Secretary. 
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‘‘(b) INVESTIGATIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may take 

such investigative actions as the Secretary con-
siders to be necessary— 

‘‘(A) to verify the accuracy of any informa-
tion reported or made available under this sub-
title; and 

‘‘(B) to determine whether a person covered 
by this subtitle has committed a violation of any 
provision of this subtitle, including an order or 
regulation promulgated by the Secretary pursu-
ant to this subtitle. 

‘‘(2) SPECIFIC INVESTIGATIVE POWERS.—In car-
rying out this subtitle, the Secretary may— 

‘‘(A) administer oaths and affirmations; 
‘‘(B) subpoena witnesses; 
‘‘(C) compel attendance of witnesses; 
‘‘(D) take evidence; and 
‘‘(E) require the production of any records re-

quired to be maintained under this subtitle that 
are relevant to an investigation. 

‘‘(c) VIOLATIONS OF SUBTITLE.— 
‘‘(1) FAILURE TO PROVIDE INFORMATION.—Any 

person covered by this subtitle who, after notice 
and an opportunity to be heard, has been found 
by the Secretary to have failed or refused to pro-
vide accurate information (including a delay in 
the timely delivery of such information) required 
by the Secretary under this subtitle, shall be as-
sessed a civil penalty of not more than $10,000. 

‘‘(2) MISUSE OF LABEL.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Any person who, after no-

tice and an opportunity to be heard, is found by 
the Secretary to have knowingly sold or labeled 
any covered product as having been produced 
with or without the use of genetic engineering 
or a genetically engineered plant, except in ac-
cordance with this subtitle, shall be assessed to 
a civil penalty of not more than $10,000. 

‘‘(B) CONTINUING VIOLATION.—Each day dur-
ing which a violation described in subparagraph 
(A) occurs shall be considered to be a separate 
violation. 

‘‘(3) INELIGIBILITY.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in sub-

paragraph (C), any person that carries out an 
activity described in subparagraph (B), after no-
tice and an opportunity to be heard, shall not 
be eligible, for the 5-year period beginning on 
the date of the occurrence, to receive a certifi-
cation under this subtitle with respect to any 
covered product. 

‘‘(B) DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITIES.—An activity 
referred to in subparagraph (A) is— 

‘‘(i) making a false statement; 
‘‘(ii) a violation described in paragraph (2)(A); 
‘‘(iii) attempting to have a label indicating 

that a covered product has been produced with 
or without the use of genetic engineering or a 
genetically engineered plant affixed to a covered 
product that a person knows, or should have 
reason to know, to have been produced in a 
manner that is not in accordance with this sub-
title; or 

‘‘(iv) otherwise violating the purposes of the 
genetically engineered food certification pro-
gram established under section 291A, as deter-
mined by the Secretary. 

‘‘(C) WAIVER.—Notwithstanding subpara-
graph (A), the Secretary may modify or waive a 
period of ineligibility under this paragraph if 
the Secretary determines that the modification 
or waiver is in the best interests of the geneti-
cally engineered food certification program es-
tablished under section 291A. 

‘‘(4) REPORTING OF VIOLATIONS.—A certifying 
agent shall immediately report any violation of 
this subtitle to the Secretary. 

‘‘(5) CEASE-AND-DESIST ORDERS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, after 

providing notice and an opportunity to be 
heard, issue an order, require any person who 
the Secretary reasonably believes is selling or la-
beling a covered product in violation of this sub-
title to cease and desist from selling or labeling 
such covered product as having been produced 
with or without the use of genetic engineering 
or a genetically engineered plant. 

‘‘(B) FINAL AND CONCLUSIVE.—The order of 
the Secretary imposing a cease-and-desist order 
under this paragraph shall be final and conclu-
sive unless the affected person files an appeal 
from the Secretary’s order with the appropriate 
district court of the United States not later than 
30 days after the date of the issuance of the 
order. 

‘‘(6) VIOLATIONS BY CERTIFYING AGENT.—A 
certifying agent that is a private person that 
violates the provisions of this subtitle or falsely 
or negligently certifies any covered product that 
does not meet the terms and conditions of the 
genetically engineered food certification pro-
gram established under section 291A, as deter-
mined by the Secretary, shall, after notice and 
an opportunity to be heard— 

‘‘(A) lose accreditation as a certifying agent 
under this subtitle; and 

‘‘(B) be ineligible to be accredited as a certi-
fying agent under this subtitle for a period of 
not less than 3 years, beginning on the date of 
the determination. 

‘‘(7) SUSPENSION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary may, after 

first providing the certifying agent notice and 
an opportunity to be heard, suspend the accred-
itation of the certifying agent for a period speci-
fied in subparagraph (B) for a violation of this 
subtitle. 

‘‘(B) PERIOD OF SUSPENSION.—The period of a 
suspension under subparagraph (A) shall termi-
nate on the date the Secretary makes a final de-
termination with respect to the violation that is 
the subject of the suspension. 

‘‘(8) ENFORCEMENT BY ATTORNEY GENERAL.— 
On request of the Secretary, the Attorney Gen-
eral may bring a civil action against a person in 
a district court of the United States to enforce 
this subtitle or a requirement or regulation pre-
scribed, or an order issued, under this subtitle. 
The action may be brought in the judicial dis-
trict in which the person does business or in 
which the violation occurred. 
‘‘SEC. 291G. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS; FEES. 
‘‘(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 

There are authorized to be appropriated to es-
tablish the genetically engineered food certifi-
cation program under section 291A, $2,000,000, to 
remain available until expended. 

‘‘(b) FEES.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon establishment of the 

genetically engineered food certification pro-
gram under section 291A, the Secretary shall es-
tablish by notice, charge, and collect fees to 
cover the estimated costs to the Secretary of car-
rying out this subtitle. 

‘‘(2) AVAILABILITY.—Fees collected under 
paragraph (1) shall be deposited into a fund in 
the Treasury of the United States and shall re-
main available until expended, subject to appro-
priation, to carry out this subtitle.’’. 
SEC. 202. REGULATIONS. 

In promulgating regulations to carry out the 
amendments made by section 201, the Secretary 
of Agriculture shall— 

(1) provide a process to account for certified 
nongenetically engineered covered products con-
taining material from genetically engineered 
plants due to the inadvertent presence of such 
material; 

(2) to the greatest extent practicable, establish 
consistency between the certification programs 
established under subtitle E of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (as added by section 201 
of this Act), the organic certification program 
established under the Organic Foods Production 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 6501 et seq.), and other vol-
untary labeling programs administered by the 
Secretary; 

(3) with respect to regulations for covered 
products intended for consumption by non-food 
animals, take into account the inherent dif-
ferences between food intended for animal and 
human consumption, including the essential vi-
tamins, minerals, and micronutrients required to 

be added to animal food to formulate a complete 
and balanced diet; and 

(4) provide a process for requesting and grant-
ing exemptions from the requirements of subtitle 
E of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (as 
added by section 201 of this Act) under condi-
tions established by the Secretary. 
SEC. 203. EFFECTIVE DATE; PREEMPTION. 

(a) EFFECTIVE DATE.—Regardless of whether 
regulations have been promulgated under sec-
tion 202 of this Act, the amendments made by 
section 201 shall take effect beginning on the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

(b) PROHIBITIONS AGAINST MANDATORY LA-
BELING OF FOOD DEVELOPED USING GENETIC EN-
GINEERING.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Subject to paragraph (2), no 
State or political subdivision of a State may di-
rectly or indirectly establish under any author-
ity or continue in effect as to any covered prod-
uct (as defined in section 291 of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946, as added by section 201 
of this Act) in interstate commerce, any require-
ment for the labeling of a covered product indi-
cating the product as having been produced 
from, containing, or consisting of a genetically 
engineered plant, including any requirements 
for claims that a covered product is or contains 
an ingredient that was produced from, contains, 
or consists of a genetically engineered plant. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—Notwithstanding paragraph 
(1), a State (or a political subdivision thereof) 
may establish either of the following voluntary 
programs for the regulation of claims described 
in such paragraph: 

(A) A program that relates to voluntary claims 
to which paragraph (1) of section 204(a) of this 
Act applies. 

(B) A program that— 
(i) is voluntary; 
(ii) is accredited by the Secretary pursuant to 

section 291E of the Agricultural Marketing Act 
of 1946 (as added by section 201 of this Act); and 

(iii) establishes standards that are identical to 
the standards established under section 291B or 
291C of the Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, 
as applicable (as added by section 201 of this 
Act). 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—For the sole pur-
pose of subsection (b)(1), a covered product de-
rived from livestock that consumed genetically 
engineered plants shall be deemed as having 
been produced from, containing, or consisting of 
a genetically engineered plant. 
SEC. 204. APPLICABILITY. 

(a) EXISTING CLAIMS.—A voluntary claim 
made with respect to whether a covered product 
(as defined in section 291 of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946, as added by section 201 
of this Act) was produced with or without the 
use of genetic engineering or genetically engi-
neered plants before the date of the enactment 
of this Act— 

(1) may be made for such a product during the 
36-month period that begins on the date of the 
enactment of this Act; and 

(2) after the expiration of such 36-month pe-
riod, may be made so long as the labels associ-
ated with such a claim meet the standards speci-
fied in section 291B or 291C of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946, as applicable (as added 
by section 201 of this Act). 

(b) ORGANIC CERTIFICATION.—In the case of a 
covered product (as defined in section 291 of the 
Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946, as added by 
section 201 of this Act) produced by a farm or 
handling operation that is certified as an or-
ganic farm or handling operation under the Or-
ganic Foods Production Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 
6501 et seq.), such product is deemed to be cer-
tified as a product produced without the use of 
genetic engineering under the genetically engi-
neered food certification program established 
under section 291A of the Agricultural Mar-
keting Act of 1946 (as added by section 201 of 
this Act). 
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TITLE III—NATURAL FOODS 

SEC. 301. LABELING OF NATURAL FOODS. 
Section 403 of the Federal Food, Drug, and 

Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 343) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following: 

‘‘(z)(1) If its labeling contains an express or 
implied claim that the food is ‘natural’ unless 
the claim is made in accordance with subpara-
graph (2). 

‘‘(2) A claim described in subparagraph (1) 
may be made only if the claim uses terms that 
have been defined by, and the food meets the re-
quirements that have been established in, regu-
lations promulgated to carry out this para-
graph. 

‘‘(3) Notwithstanding subparagraph (2), prior 
to the finalization of regulations to carry out 
this paragraph, the use of any claim that a food 
is ‘natural’ shall be allowed if consistent with 
the Secretary’s existing policy for such claims. 

‘‘(4) In promulgating regulations to carry out 
this paragraph, the Secretary shall differentiate 
between food for human consumption and food 
intended for consumption by animals other than 
humans. 

‘‘(5) For purposes of subparagraph (1), a nat-
ural claim includes the use of— 

‘‘(A) the terms ‘natural’, ‘100% natural’, ‘nat-
urally grown’, ‘all natural’, and ‘made with 
natural ingredients’; and 

‘‘(B) any other terms specified by the Sec-
retary.’’. 
SEC. 302. REGULATIONS. 

(a) PROPOSED REGULATIONS.—Not later than 
18 months after the date of enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices shall issue proposed regulations to imple-
ment section 403(z) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act, as added by section 301 of 
this Act. 

(b) FINAL REGULATIONS.—Not later than 30 
months after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of Health and Human Services 
shall issue final regulations to implement such 
section 403(z). 
SEC. 303. PREEMPTION. 

Section 403A(a) of the Federal Food, Drug, 
and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 343–1(a)) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period 
and inserting a comma; and 

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

‘‘(6) any requirement for the labeling of food 
of the type required by section 403(z) that is not 
identical to the requirement of such section.’’. 
SEC. 304. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

The labeling requirements of section 403(z) of 
the Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as 
added by section 301 of this Act, shall take ef-
fect on the effective date of final regulations 
promulgated under section 302(b) of this Act. 
The provisions of section 403A(a)(6) of the Fed-
eral Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act, as added by 
section 303 of this Act, take effect on the date of 
enactment of this Act. 

The CHAIR. No amendment to that 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute shall be in order except those 
printed in part B of House Report 114– 
216. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time speci-
fied in the report equally divided and 
controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 1 printed in part 
B of House Report 114–216. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. I have an amendment 
at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 4, after line 5, insert the following: 
‘‘(3) LABELING OF PRODUCTS THAT ARE RE-

QUIRED TO BE LABELED ABROAD.— 
‘‘(A) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall 

require that food produced from, containing, 
or consisting of a genetically engineered 
plant and intended for sale in interstate 
commerce be labeled as such if— 

‘‘(i) the person producing or manufacturing 
the food, or any affiliate thereof, produces or 
manufactures an equivalent food intended 
for consumption in a foreign country; and 

‘‘(ii) the person or affiliate is required by 
such foreign country to indicate in the label-
ing of such food that it is produced from, 
contains, or consists of a genetically engi-
neered plant. 

‘‘(B) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the 
term ‘affiliate’ means any entity that con-
trols, is controlled by, or is under common 
control with another entity.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 369, the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DEFAZIO) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Oregon. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, there was a 
time when Monsanto supported label-
ing. Of course, 64 countries have adopt-
ed labeling, including the United King-
dom. 

Here is what Monsanto said back 
then: Monsanto fully supports U.K. 
food manufacturers and retailers in 
their introduction to these labels. We 
believe you should be aware of all the 
facts before making a purchase. We en-
courage you to look out for these la-
bels. 

That was then; this is now. Now, 
Monsanto and Monsanto’s allies say 
such labeling is impossible, imprac-
tical, and unnecessary. There was a 
time when Monsanto was proud of their 
genetically modified organisms. Why 
not now? 

We have heard all of these argu-
ments, some of which aren’t exactly 
accurate, about the great benefits of 
GMOs. Why not put on there, ‘‘GMOs 
solve global warming.’’ Put it right 
there on the label. For all the people 
who are concerned about climate 
change, that would be something. 

Now, 64 countries around the world 
require labeling; and many, many large 
U.S. firms actually do label in those 
countries. The countries are all the Eu-
ropean Union—that is a pretty big slice 
of the world economy—China, Japan, 
Australia, South Korea, Brazil, India, 
New Zealand, Russia, Ukraine, 
Kazakhstan, and Saudi Arabia. Now, 
all of those countries require it; U.S. 
manufacturers ship products to those 
countries, and they put it on the label. 

Now, Hershey’s is not the only com-
pany that does this. This is a Hershey’s 
label, and it is ‘‘made in the USA.’’ We 
like that. We like exporting things 
around the world, so we are very proud 
of the exports of Hershey’s and other 
food manufacturers, but because of 

laws in Sweden, they have to say ‘‘con-
tains genetically modified organisms.’’ 

Now, somehow, they can do that 
there. I mean, the EU has consistent 
rules, and my bill would have rules 
consistent with the EU. They could 
make one label, which would go to 
about half the world’s economy. If it 
really costs money to print different 
labels, that would actually save them 
money, and it would do away with this 
argument about a proliferation of var-
ious different labels across the U.S. 

There are some other countries that 
have different requirements, and they 
do still export to those countries, too. 
They can’t have a uniform overseas 
label, but they could get darn close 
with all of the European Union, United 
States; and New Zealand and Australia 
are virtually identical. 

Now, it isn’t just Hershey’s. These 
large companies go into—at least—50 of 
the 64 countries that require labeling: 
Pepsi, Tyson, Nestle, Coke, Mars, Her-
shey, Kellogg, and Heinz. 

Now, I was contacted by Hershey, and 
they said: We can’t deal with the pro-
liferation in the States. 

Then they should support my bill. 
Get a uniform national label. Let con-
sumers know it contains GMOs. Mon-
santo can go out and tout the benefits 
or others can tout the benefits of 
GMOs, and then they could have one 
label for the EU and the United States. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chair, I rise in op-

position to the amendment. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Kansas is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, the 

United States should not let other 
countries dictate U.S. food policy. This 
would be absurd. It is exactly what this 
amendment does. 

The proponents of this amendment 
seemingly wish to scare the public with 
unjustified warning labels on all prod-
ucts produced with any technology or, 
short of that, punish companies that 
have the audacity to engage in foreign 
commerce. 

Just because European policy has 
been driven by fear-mongering, we 
should not allow it to be so here in the 
United States. We should not succumb 
to this angry rhetoric. We should lead 
the world in getting this policy right. 

Now, let’s just say, for sake of argu-
ment, we were to pass this amendment. 
I would like to ask: Who would be re-
sponsible for enforcement of such a 
quagmire? What agency licenses ex-
ports of food? What agency would be 
responsible for monitoring where in the 
world those products went and what 
specific requirements were placed on 
them by the countries receiving those 
products? 

Assuming such information is actu-
ally obtained, that information is like-
ly proprietary business information, 
exempted from disclosure between 
agencies by the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act. 

Here in the United States, we rely on 
the FDA for responsibility for food in-
spection, but as many proponents of 
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mandatory warning labels are quick to 
point out, the FDA inspects less than 1 
percent of the products. 

Are the proponents just doing this 
for show? Or do they actually expect an 
agency to fulfill its enforcement obli-
gation? If so, has this amendment been 
scored? 

I can only imagine what the cost will 
be to the agency to ensure that labels 
mandated by this amendment’s spon-
sors are accurate. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would take us backwards. It would re-
quire an even more patchwork set of 
rules. I urge that we get to uniformity. 
The logistics of enforcing every prod-
uct label and their counterpart in 1 of 
195 other countries in the world would 
be costly and a waste of taxpayer dol-
lars. 

I urge the defeat of this ill-conceived 
effort to punish American businessmen 
and -women who are doing their best to 
grow our economy. 

I reserve the balance of my time 
Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, 64 countries 

require labeling, including the Euro-
pean Union. This would give companies 
an opportunity to have a consistent 
label across the United States and into 
the European Union. 

Consumers want this. The polls are 
consistently 88 percent. Monsanto 
spends $20 million, $30 million like they 
did in Oregon convincing people it 
would drive up food costs; and then 
they won by one one-hundredths of 1 
percent in that election, after spending 
a record amount of money. 

Americans want to know what is in 
their food; don’t put them in the dark. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, we 

should not create a system whereby 
U.S. food producers are at the complete 
mercy of global actors all around the 
world. Goodness knows what the re-
quirements would be for their labels 
here. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Oregon will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HUFFMAN 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 2 printed in part 
B of House Report 114–216. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. I have an amend-
ment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 10, line 12, at the end of section 113 of 
the bill insert the following: ‘‘Nothing in 
this title or the amendments made thereby 

shall be construed to limit the authority of 
a State or tribe (or a political subdivision 
thereof) to prohibit or restrict the cultiva-
tion of genetically engineered plants on or 
near tribal lands.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 369, the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUFFMAN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
to offer an amendment to ensure tribal 
sovereignty is not inadvertently 
harmed by this legislation, the DARK 
Act. 

I am joined by several colleagues in 
support of this amendment, including 
cosponsors Representatives POLIS, 
MCCOLLUM, GRIJALVA, and RUIZ. 

Now, much of the debate this morn-
ing has focused on how and if this bill 
will preempt State and local laws, 
which would include ordinances in my 
district that have been adopted by 
Marin, Mendocino, Humboldt, and 
Trinity Counties. 

b 1230 

I agree with my colleagues: we de-
serve to know what is in our food, and 
this bill prevents local and State gov-
ernments from providing consumers 
with that information, the information 
they want. 

But in today’s debate, little has been 
said about the need to protect the prin-
ciple of tribal self-governance. I recog-
nize that some of my colleagues believe 
the manager’s amendment addresses 
any concerns regarding preemption and 
tribal sovereignty. I disagree. That is 
why I am offering this amendment to 
address any potential ambiguity in the 
bill, and to ensure that tribes can con-
tinue to take action on GMOs, as many 
of them have sought to do. If the un-
derlying bill is supposed to protect 
tribal sovereignty, I would hope that 
the bill supporters wouldn’t mind mak-
ing that protection explicit by passing 
this amendment. 

In 2013, the National Congress of 
American Indians, which supports my 
amendment today, passed a resolution 
calling on Congress and the Federal 
Government to ‘‘preserve, protect, and 
maintain the integrity of traditional 
native foods, seeds, and agricultural 
systems . . . support the labeling of 
seeds or products containing GE tech-
nology and ingredients . . . create GE 
and transgenic crop-free zones; and op-
pose the use and cultivation of GE 
seeds in the United States.’’ But this 
bill would preempt the creation of a 
national standard for GMOs that NCAI 
has asked for. 

Now, this is not just about crops, Mr. 
Chairman. The Affiliated Tribes of 
Northwest Indians, which includes sev-
eral tribes in my district, are strongly 
opposed to the FDA approval of geneti-
cally engineered salmon due to the po-
tential for harmful impacts on wild 
salmon that are so important to the 
tribes and to, frankly, the commercial 
economy in my district. Under this leg-

islation, it is hard to see how FDA 
could ever require the labeling of ge-
netically engineered salmon. 

With the significant concerns over 
GE foods and the proactive steps that 
tribes are taking on their lands and re-
sources, we ought to make clear that 
this bill will not affect tribes’ authori-
ties to prohibit or restrict the cultiva-
tion of GE plants on or near tribal 
lands. 

The Congressional Research Service 
has taken a look at this bill’s new pre-
emption section, and they have said 
that the effects of the preemption lan-
guage are ambiguous. In the case of im-
pacts to tribes, we ought to leave no 
ambiguity. 

I urge support of this amendment. No 
matter how we feel about the legisla-
tion as a whole, I would hope, at the 
very least, we could clarify that tribes 
should retain the authority to restrict 
GE plants on their own lands, if they so 
choose. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Kansas is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, simply 

put, H.R. 1599 does not prohibit local 
governments from passing and enforc-
ing bans on cultivation of genetically 
engineered crops. Similarly, it does not 
do that with respect to tribal sov-
ereignty either. 

The bill before us applies only to the 
food use and labels. There is nothing in 
this legislation that any opponent can 
point to that suggests or implies inter-
ference with State or local ordinances 
related to plant cultivation, period. 

Likewise, the preemption provision 
that the amendment seeks to modify 
only applies to States and political 
subdivisions thereof. Tribal lands are 
sovereign. They are not affected. 

If the amendment sponsor wishes 
only to clarify sovereign rights of trib-
al governments on their land, then we 
would be happy to work with him, but 
the structure of this amendment ap-
pears to provide tribal governments 
with some level of authority over land 
outside of their boundaries. This may 
or may not have been the intended pur-
pose of the amendment, but it has seri-
ous unintended consequences. 

I urge the sponsor to withdraw this 
amendment and allow us the oppor-
tunity to work together to address 
their concerns. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, if the 

intent is not to prohibit or restrict or 
preempt tribal sovereignty, why not 
make it clear, why not pass this 
amendment? 

I yield 1 minute to the distinguished 
gentleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO). 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, there 
are three preemption sections in this 
bill: one prohibits States from labeling 
GMOs; another establishes something 
for a label called ‘‘natural,’’ which will 
contain GMOs and can contain GMOs 
and still be labeled ‘‘natural’’; and then 
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finally, a very poorly written big sec-
tion that seems to preempt all State 
regulations and tribal regulations. 

The Navajo Nation has a ban on the 
cultivation of genetically modified 
crops. They are trying to preserve their 
indigenous crops. 

States have provided for buffer zones 
in 30 States. This bill, I believe, will 
preempt those 30 States from estab-
lishing buffer zones to protect conven-
tional crops. 

We had conventional wheat in Oregon 
that was banned from export because of 
GMO pollution—conventional wheat, 
let alone organic wheat, which would 
be worthless if it had GMO pollution. 

So in this bill I had an amendment to 
clarify this section and say, no, no, no, 
not preempting State Departments of 
Agriculture establishing reasonable 
rules to protect conventional and or-
ganic farmers from preemption. They 
say they fixed it. I don’t believe they 
have. That part of the bill is very 
vague. This, I believe, could both pre-
empt tribal sovereign entity, State 
sovereign entity, and reasonable regu-
lations to protect other farmers. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, the lan-
guage is very clear. It says that ‘‘no 
State or political subdivision of a State 
may directly or indirectly establish 
under any authority or continue in ef-
fect as to any food in interstate com-
merce any requirement with respect to 
genetically engineered plants for a use 
or application of food that is not iden-
tical to the requirement of section 461 
of the Plant Protection Act.’’ 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I re-

spectfully disagree that that language 
is clear, but I would note that that lan-
guage says nothing about tribal sov-
ereignty. 

Mr. Chairman, colleagues, this is a 
bill that is deeply flawed. It should be 
opposed for all sorts of reasons. But 
here is an amendment that would at 
least make it a little better for those of 
us that represent Indian Country, for 
those of us that care about tribal sov-
ereignty. 

For those of us that want to protect 
the tribes who have taken action on 
their land, who have in some cases 
partnered with States for buffer zones 
near tribal land, we ought to at least 
take this additional step to make it 
clear that they can do that, that we are 
not running roughshod over their trib-
al sovereignty. 

With that, I request an ‘‘aye’’ vote, 
and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, nothing 
in this amendment will impact tribal 
sovereignty one iota. It talks about 
States and political subdivisions. That 
doesn’t apply in any way to tribal land. 

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues 
to vote against this amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California (Mr. HUFFMAN). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from California will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in part 
B of House Report 114–216. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 33, lines 13 through 17, amend para-
graph (2) to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) A claim described in subparagraph (1) 
may be made only if— 

‘‘(A) the claim uses terms that have been 
defined by, and the food meets the require-
ments that have been established in, regula-
tions promulgated to carry out this para-
graph; and 

‘‘(B) the food is not produced using, does 
not contain, and does not consist of a geneti-
cally engineered plant.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 369, the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Connecticut. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, my amendment would 
make clear that foods labeled ‘‘nat-
ural’’ cannot contain genetically modi-
fied material. 

I want to emphasize right from the 
outset it is about our basic right to 
know what we are eating and what we 
are feeding to our children. 

FDA already requires clear labeling 
of over 3,000 ingredients, additives, and 
food processes. One example: fruit juice 
must indicate whether or not it is from 
concentrate. Clearly, that is not a 
judgment on food safety; it is a simple 
matter of transparency. 

Calling GMO foods ‘‘natural’’ is not 
transparent. It is confusing, and we 
have the data to back that up. 

As Members can see from the chart 
behind me, almost two-thirds of Amer-
ican adults believe that ‘‘natural’’ al-
ready means GMO-free, and 84 percent 
agree that that is what it should mean. 

We need to make sure that food la-
bels reflect that commonsense under-
standing. As drafted, this bill would do 
the opposite. It would codify the status 
quo, being that food companies can put 
‘‘natural’’ on a product, even if it was 
genetically engineered, which allows 
misleading labels. It would perpetuate 
misunderstandings and confusion. It 
would keep American families in the 
dark. 

This is not what the American public 
wants. More than 90 percent of us want 
clear GMO labeling. In response to this 
overwhelming demand, three States— 
Vermont, Maine, and my home State of 
Connecticut—have passed laws re-
stricting the ‘‘natural’’ label to foods 
that do not contain GMOs. Several 
other States are considering similar 
laws. 

Without my amendment, this bill 
would nullify those State laws. This 
would represent a serious setback for 
the right to know in these States 
around the country. 

Mr. Chairman, American families 
want clear information about GMOs. 
They deserve that information. I urge 
my colleagues to support the amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, I wish to rise in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman is recog-
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, I reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO), my colleague. 

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Chairman, this 
bill would deceive consumers. It would 
say that there will now be an FDA defi-
nition of ‘‘natural.’’ The FDA has 
never, ever wanted to try and define 
‘‘natural’’ and that it would include 
GMOs. Something labeled as ‘‘nat-
ural’’—Cheerios, naturally flavored—if 
it contained GMOs, they wouldn’t have 
to say that. 

So consumers often, in fact, confuse 
the ‘‘organic’’ and the ‘‘natural’’ label. 
In fact, some polls show that con-
sumers more often think ‘‘natural’’ is 
natural and they are not quite sure 
what ‘‘organic’’ is. This bill is going to 
muddy those waters further, deceive 
consumers, and have them buy things 
labeled ‘‘natural’’ that contain geneti-
cally modified organisms. 

Why is that in this bill? We can fight 
over the labeling standards for disclo-
sure. Why are you going to muddy the 
waters and confuse things and create a 
new mandatory Federal definition and 
label for ‘‘natural’’ that contains 
GMOs? 

Again, here we have all natural 
vodka creamy marinara. Wow, that is 
something. And again, this has a num-
ber of things in it that very likely con-
tain GMOs that wouldn’t be disclosed. 
But they do have to disclose, and she 
does, cellulose, sorbic acid, whey, xan-
than gum, vodka—of course, it is vodka 
sauce. But in the future, natural, con-
tains GMOs, no disclosure. 

This is really, really I think probably 
the most egregious part of a very egre-
gious bill—preempting states’ rights. 
Remember, this is the party of states’ 
rights. Until a State does something 
they don’t like, then we have got to 
preempt it. 

Then they say, well, we can’t have 
proliferation of labels. Well, there is a 
very simple solution, my bill, one man-
datory standard Federal label that 
would say, ‘‘contains GMOs.’’ Then 
that label could be sold into the Euro-
pean Union. You would be able to sell 
to about half of the world’s economy 
with one label; whereas, today, you 
have got to have one label for the EU, 
one label for the U.S., and then a mul-
tiple of other countries where 50 major 
corporations sell their products. 
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This is so disingenuous. It is very dis-

couraging. 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 

Chairman, I continue to reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time remains? 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Connecticut has 1 minute remaining. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, as I 
said at the beginning, this is not a 
question of safety or otherwise of GMO 
foods. We need to ask ourselves a sim-
ple question: Does the word ‘‘natural’’ 
really mean to a salmon engineered to 
grow at double the normal rate? a ce-
real created in a laboratory to be re-
sistant to herbicide? a tomato with fish 
genes? Are these things natural? Our 
common sense says no. A clear major-
ity of Americans agree. By over-
whelming margins, we want to know 
when our food contains GMOs. 

We are what we eat, and whether it is 
the number of calories in our kids’ 
Happy Meals, the country where our 
beef was raised, or the GMO content of 
the food we buy at the supermarket, as 
consumers, as parents, as Americans, 
we have a right to know. 

As drafted, this bill would fly in the 
face of that broad consensus and keep 
us in the dark. For the sake of trans-
parency and for commonsense, I urge 
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 

Chairman, it is interesting; this whole 
entire debate we have talked about 
science. The science clearly shows that 
genetically modified seeds, genetically 
modified foods, are safe for every single 
American family. 

It is also interesting that my col-
league brought a box of Honey Nut 
Cheerios to the floor. My colleague 
talked about claims made on that box. 
Well, it is interesting that my col-
league didn’t bring a box of regular 
Cheerios that sometimes contain a 
label of non-GMO. 

Well, it is a marketing ploy, and that 
is what we are trying to correct here, 
because there is no GMO oat. It is all 
to convince consumers that it is some-
how safer, even though there is no dis-
tinction between that Cheerios that 
has that label and the other Cheerios 
box that doesn’t. 

b 1245 

It is interesting to see those specific 
points brought to the floor to try and 
make this case. It is just clearly not 
resonating with the American people. 

There are no clear and consistent 
standards for the term ‘‘natural,’’ 
which is why we are trying to correct 
this in this bill. 

We need to make sure that consistent 
litigation that has come about because 
of the very definitions of what the 
term ‘‘natural’’ means can stop. Let’s 
put a clear standard in place. 

H.R. 1599 also requires the FDA to 
file a notice and comment rulemaking 
process to define and set standards for 

the term ‘‘natural.’’ I thought this was 
exactly what the rulemaking process 
was supposed to be used for. 

This will allow for an open, trans-
parent, public process so that the FDA 
can establish such standards based on 
the facts, the science, and the input re-
ceived. 

This amendment would predetermine 
that outcome and not allow for a 
science-based, fact-driven process— 
that is open to the public—to continue 
to move forward. 

I urge my colleagues to reject this 
amendment. Let’s get on the path of 
passing H.R. 1599 in this House. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO). 

The question was taken; and the 
Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MS. PINGREE 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 4 printed in part 
B of House Report 114–216. 

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 1, strike line 1 and all that follows 
through the end of the bill, and insert the 
following: 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Non-GMO 
Disclosure Act of 2015’’. 
SEC. 2. NON-GMO FOOD CERTIFICATION PRO-

GRAM. 
The Agricultural Marketing Act of 1946 (7 

U.S.C. 1621 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subtitle: 

‘‘Subtitle E—Non-GMO Food Certification 
Program 

‘‘SEC. 291. CERTIFICATION OF NON-GMO FOODS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall es-

tablish a voluntary certification program for 
food produced without the use of genetic en-
gineering to be known as the Non-GMO Food 
Certification Program. 

‘‘(b) CONSULTATION.—The Secretary shall 
consult with other relevant parties to de-
velop the Non-GMO Food Certification Pro-
gram. 

‘‘(c) CERTIFICATION.—The Secretary shall 
implement the Non-GMO Food Certification 
Program through certifying agents. Certi-
fying agents may certify that products were 
not produced with the use of genetic engi-
neering or a genetically engineered plant, in 
accordance with this subtitle. 

‘‘(d) SEAL.—The Secretary shall establish a 
seal to identify products that were not pro-
duced with the use of genetic engineering or 
a genetically engineered plant in interstate 
commerce using terminology the Secretary 
considers appropriate, including terminology 
commonly used in interstate commerce or 
established by the Secretary in regulations. 
‘‘SEC. 292. DEFINITIONS. 

‘‘In this subtitle: 

‘‘(1) GENETICALLY ENGINEERED.—The term 
‘genetically engineered’, used with respect to 
a food, means a material intended for human 
consumption that is— 

‘‘(A) an organism that is produced through 
the intentional use of genetic engineering; or 

‘‘(B) the progeny of intended sexual or 
asexual reproduction (or both) of 1 or more 
organisms that is the product of genetic en-
gineering. 

‘‘(2) GENETIC ENGINEERING.—The term ‘ge-
netic engineering’ means a process— 

‘‘(A) involving the application of in vitro 
nucleic acid techniques, including recom-
binant deoxyribonucleic acid (DNA) and di-
rect injection of nucleic acid into cells or 
organelles; 

‘‘(B) involving the application of fusion of 
cells beyond the taxonomic family; or 

‘‘(C) that overcomes natural physiological, 
reproductive, or recombinant barriers and 
that is not a process used in traditional 
breeding and selection.’’. 
SEC. 3. REGULATIONS. 

Not later than 1 year after the date of the 
enactment of this Act, the Secretary shall 
promulgate regulations to implement the 
Non-GMO Food Certification Program in ac-
cordance with section 291 of the Agricultural 
Marketing Act of 1946 (7 U.S.C. 1621 et seq.), 
as added by section 2. 
SEC. 4. SAVINGS CLAUSE. 

Nothing in this Act (or the amendments 
made by this Act) is intended to alter or af-
fect the authorities or regulatory programs, 
policies, and procedures otherwise available 
to, or the definitions used by, the Food and 
Drug Administration under the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 301 
et seq.) or the Animal and Plant Health In-
spection Service under the Plant Protection 
Act (7 U.S.C. 7701 et seq.). 

Ms. PINGREE (during the reading). 
Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
sent to dispense with the reading. 

The CHAIR. Is there objection to the 
request of the gentlewoman from 
Maine? 

There was no objection. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-

lution 369, the gentlewoman from 
Maine (Ms. PINGREE) and a Member op-
posed each will control 10 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Maine. 

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I appreciate the lively debate that 
has gone on today, and I want to speak 
in favor of this particular amendment. 

This is the Pingree-DeFazio-Polis 
amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute, which strikes all of the 
anticonsumer and antifarmer provi-
sions of the underlying bill. 

This comes down to a very simple 
proposition: Do consumers have a right 
to know what is in the food they buy 
and that they feed to their families? 

As we have heard many times today, 
9 out of 10 consumers say, yes, they 
support GMO labeling. The public 
wants to know, as more and more peo-
ple care about what is in their food and 
where it comes from. People want to 
know more, not less, about what they 
eat. 

We already know a lot about our 
food. We know how many calories are 
in it, thanks to the labels. We know 
how much vitamin C we get per serv-
ing. We know if a fish is farm raised or 
wild caught. 
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We want to know those things. We 

actually know if our orange juice is 
made from concentrate or not. Maybe 
not everybody wants to know that, but 
it is right there on the label. Shouldn’t 
we also be able to know if the food we 
are buying has GMO ingredients? 

I know some of the opponents of la-
beling have suggested that consumers 
might be frightened by GMO ingredi-
ents if they were to see them on the la-
bels. 

Do we really think that consumers 
are not smart enough to handle this in-
formation? Do we really think that 90 
percent of Americans are wrong to 
want GMO products labeled? 

Not only does this bill make it very 
unlikely that we would ever see the la-
beling of GMO products on a national 
basis, but it goes after the laws that 
have already been passed at the State 
level, just like in my State of Maine. 

Our law was passed by a Democratic 
legislature, was signed by a conserv-
ative Republican Governor, and it has 
a huge amount of public support. 

Now Congress wants to tell the con-
sumers of my State and my State legis-
lators that they cannot have this basic 
piece of information. 

I guarantee you, if Congress passes 
this law, my State legislature and my 
constituents will not be happy. They 
do not want to see their ability to 
make those decisions taken away. 

Not only does this bill go after State 
labeling laws, but it may also preempt 
laws and regulations at a local level 
that protect farmers from contamina-
tion by drift from GMO crops. 

In my State and in many others, 
local organic farms are contributing to 
the economy by growing high-value, 
high-demand crops. 

Some local and county governments 
have created buffer zones to protect 
those farms from contamination from 
GMO crops, and we have heard from ex-
perts who say this bill would preempt 
these laws. 

Why would we want to do that? Why 
would we want to undercut one of the 
fastest growing sectors in our farm 
economy that has been very beneficial 
to rural States like mine—that has re-
vitalized many communities and that 
has provided economic opportunities 
for our farmers? What reason would we 
have to go in the opposite direction? 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. It would strike the dan-
gerous parts of this bill. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 

opposition to the amendment. 
The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

Kansas is recognized for 10 minutes. 
Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, this 

amendment would completely gut the 
primary purpose of the legislation be-
fore us today. 

In order to prevent a patchwork of 50 
different labeling laws for genetically 
engineered ingredients, preemption is 
necessary to protect interstate com-
merce. 

Of course, we have heard a lot today 
about states’ rights, but the Founders 

understood what was important about 
interstate commerce. 

They knew that local governments 
were at risk of trying to put in place 
rules that favored local activities; so 
they accounted for this. They created 
what is called the Interstate Commerce 
Clause. 

It is right there in the Constitution, 
and it is pretty darned clear. It was 
about trade between the States. It said 
that the Federal Government shall 
have the authority to regulate this 
trade. It is important that we do this 
today, but this amendment would deny 
us the capacity to do that. 

Current State labeling initiatives in-
clude a number of varying exemptions, 
loopholes, and caveats, making it very 
confusing for not only food producers, 
but for consumers to understand what 
it is they are truly consuming. 

H.R. 1599 builds on this idea of a uni-
form standard to provide clarity and 
consistency to consumers that they 
can depend upon, regardless of where 
they shop for food. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), my good friend and 
the ranking member of the Appropria-
tions Subcommittee on Agriculture, 
Rural Development, Food and Drug Ad-
ministration, and Related Agencies. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of this amendment. The 
author is an organic grower. She knows 
how people care about what is in their 
food. 

I represent one of the most successful 
agricultural counties in the United 
States—Monterey County. I challenge 
anybody to find a county in this coun-
try that makes $4.5 billion a year by 
growing over 100 different crops in one 
county. 

Food is just like politics—it is all 
local. What the underlying bill does is 
strike local control—local control 
where people care about the method-
ology of growing. 

My area is the area that blossomed 
into creating the California Organic 
Standards Act, which I authored in the 
California State Legislature, which be-
came the model for the Federal Or-
ganic Standards Act. This preempts 
some of the regulations in there. That 
is not a good thing to do. 

Although the Federal Government 
may have the authority on interstate 
commerce, I don’t think that people 
want the Federal Government to pre-
empt the ability for them to know 
their farmers, to know their food, and 
to have it be labeled as they so choose 
in a local area. 

Labeling is really important, but 
what you do is change the definition of 
labels here to one size fits all. That is 
not the way this country works. That 
is not the way farming works. And it is 
certainly not the way that consumers 
want it to be. 

It is too early for the Federal Gov-
ernment, for Congress, to jump in and 
try to mix up this field. Allow local 

politics to exist. Allow people to 
choose to know what is in their food by 
allowing it to be labeled locally. 

Let’s support American agriculture 
so that we can sell it abroad. This bill 
does everything but gain confidence. 
The amendment is to be supported. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS). 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Chairman, I am honored to follow my 
colleague from California. Less than a 
year ago I was in his fine district, and 
I saw the benefits of the agricultural 
industry in Monterey, California. 

I actually toured an organic food 
processing facility in and around my 
colleague’s district, and I saw firsthand 
the impact of California agriculture. 

I want my colleagues to be assured 
that the organic labeling program is 
exactly what this bill is modeled after. 

The words that may have been devel-
oped in the California State Senate and 
in the California State Assembly are 
part of our national organic standards 
because they work. Organic is a vol-
untary program just like we are trying 
to put forth. 

This is exactly what we are trying to 
do, Mr. Chairman—address the con-
cerns of many Americans who want a 
label and who have contacted our of-
fices. 

Americans also want standards; so, 
when we hear words like ‘‘contamina-
tion,’’ unfortunately, it connotates 
negativity to consumers that somehow 
GMOs are bad for them. The science, 
though, clearly shows they are not. 

As a matter of fact, I just walked 
over to the Senate side and sat down 
with some of my colleagues who prob-
ably will not vote for this bill. We 
didn’t know, because there was no 
label, whether or not that sandwich we 
ate contained genetically modified or-
ganisms—seeds—if it were produced 
with GMOs. 

We are trying to fix that. We would 
allow that sandwich shop to actually 
meet a set of standards, just like how 
our organic growers do today, to deter-
mine what a GMO product means. 

When we hear about trade, earlier 
today, I was with a member of the Eu-
ropean Parliament, Julie Girling. We 
were talking about some of the impacts 
of the GMO rules and regulations in 
the EU on their ability to get cheap 
food into their supermarkets. 

I would urge my colleagues to talk to 
those who are experiencing the exact 
same thing right now in our European 
countries that are our allies. Talk with 
Ms. Girling. Talk to her about the 
problems that Europe is experiencing. 

We are trying to stop those problems 
from happening here in America. I 
want to make sure that we use 
science—that we use the facts—and 
that we use a model of a very success-
ful organic labeling program to write 
this bill. 

Therefore, my colleagues should be in 
favor of this if they are so in favor of 
the existing program today. 
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Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

2 minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PALLONE), the ranking 
member of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, who cares deeply about 
issues surrounding our environment 
and public health. 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Chairman, the 
amendment offered to H.R. 1599 by Con-
gresswoman PINGREE and Congressman 
DEFAZIO would replace the underlying 
bill with a voluntary certification pro-
gram for non-genetically engineered 
foods, enabling companies that elect to 
go through this process to certify that 
their food is non-GE and share this in-
formation with consumers through a 
seal established by the USDA, similar 
to the organic program. 

This amendment is a step forward in 
providing consumers with the informa-
tion they want. While this amendment 
would preserve the ability of States 
and localities to act in regards to the 
labeling of non-GE and GE foods, it un-
fortunately does not address the prob-
lem many of us have heard about 
today, and that is a patchwork of food 
labeling requirements across the coun-
try. 

As I have said previously, I can’t sup-
port preempting State labeling laws 
without establishing a national manda-
tory labeling standard in its place. 
Moving forward, I hope that we can 
work with the Senate to strike a bal-
ance that will address concerns we 
have heard on both sides of this issue. 

Mr. POMPEO. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Or-
egon (Mr. BLUMENAUER), a hard-work-
ing Congressman who cares deeply, as 
well, about agriculture issues and 
about the consumers in his State. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. I thank the gen-
tlewoman who represents the other 
Portland. I deeply appreciated her 
leadership and insight in this area. 

Mr. Chairman, these are areas that 
touch Americans on a whole host of 
levels, but one of the things that is im-
portant to note is that the extreme 
provisions of the preemption bill, of 
the underlying bill that we are dis-
cussing, actually have significant neg-
ative consequences on hard-working 
farmers in our State. 

There are vast world markets that 
we export to, and most of the world 
markets care about whether or not the 
product is genetically engineered or 
not. You can argue the merits, but the 
world market has made a judgment. 

We had some cross contamination in 
wheat for the genetically engineered 
strain, which set off alarm bells. Or-
egon farmers lost business as a result 
of that. 

The underlying bill would undercut 
the efforts of 40 States in working with 
their local communities to try and pro-
vide protections. 

Whether or not you are going to label 
it, there is no reason that you can’t 
provide reasonable buffers around crops 
that are genetically modified so that 
you can help provide some protection. 

b 1300 

Why would we want to strip away the 
ability of State and local governments 
to provide those sort of protections? 

Now, in the long run, Mr. Chairman, 
what we need to do is just have a uni-
form national policy that labels these, 
that gets rid of all the problems of 
multiplicity of labels and the costs and 
the confusion. My good friend from Or-
egon (Mr. DEFAZIO) has legislation that 
would do precisely that. But in the 
meantime, I deeply appreciate my 
friend from Maine stepping up to get 
rid of the most egregious part of the 
underlying bill, create a program that 
they can label their products GE free, 
and get rid of these egregious preemp-
tion provisions. 

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

Ms. PINGREE. Would the Chair 
please inform how much time I have re-
maining. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Maine has 2 minutes remaining. The 
gentleman from Kansas has 61⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

Ms. PINGREE. Mr. Chair, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

We have heard a lot of arguments 
about this bill today and the various 
components of it, why the bill is not a 
good idea, and why my amendment, 
which would strike most of the egre-
gious parts of the bill, would be a bene-
ficial way to change this. 

Just to go back to my favorite exam-
ple about labeling, the next time you 
go into a grocery store, take a look at 
the carton of orange juice. Right there 
on the front of the label you will see 
the words ‘‘from concentrate’’ on most 
of the juice boxes. By law, those words 
have to appear right there on the front 
of the label in letters at least half as 
tall as the name of the brand. We are 
that specific. 

Now, the fact that we need to know 
the difference in that carton between 
fresh squeezed and made from con-
centrate or any other process that 
might have been used shows me that 
we have decided to have labels for al-
most everything you can think of ex-
cept GMO ingredients. 

If it is so important for Americans to 
know whether or not their orange juice 
is made from a concentrate, don’t you 
think it is reasonable to put a label 
somewhere on the back of a package of 
food telling consumers whether or not 
it contains GMO ingredients? 

This bill, if it is passed by the House, 
will effectively guarantee that con-
sumers won’t have access to that infor-
mation when they go to the grocery 
store. This bill will take away the 
rights of States like mine in Maine to 
pass laws that protect our consumers. 
States like Maine and Vermont, who 
have already passed laws like this, will 
not have the right to proceed. The Pin-
gree-DeFazio-Polis amendment will 
strike the worst parts of this bill. I 
urge all of my colleagues to support 
this amendment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. POMPEO. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment 
would put us right back where we are 
today, with a patchwork of laws con-
fusing consumers and making it dif-
ficult on American food companies to 
compete around the world to feed the 
next billion people. 

This amendment would drive up the 
cost of food for every consumer in the 
United States of America by relegating 
them to the set of patchwork rules, 
which would drive costs throughout 
the food safety and supply chain. 

We have heard today that this puts 
farmers at risk, it makes life for farm-
ers difficult. We have heard from Rep-
resentatives from Maine who said that, 
and yet the Maine Beverage Associa-
tion and the Maine Potato Board both 
endorsed this legislation. 

We have heard that this will hurt Or-
egon farmers and Oregon consumers, 
and yet the Oregon Farm Bureau, the 
Oregon Feed and Grain Association, 
the Oregon Potato Commission, the Or-
egon Retail Council, the Oregon Seed 
Association, the Oregon Wheat Grow-
ers League, and Oregonians for Food & 
Shelter endorsed this bill. 

Mr. Chairman, this amendment will 
gut this entire legislation. It takes 
away the important balance that has 
been struck in order to make sure that, 
in fact, consumers do have the right to 
know. 

We have heard these vague epithets 
trying to rename this bill the DARK 
Act, Denying Americans the Right to 
Know, but as a good conservative, I can 
promise you, this bill doesn’t deny any 
consumer any right to know what is in 
their food product. 

If a consumer, like my cousin, who 
likes her non-GMO food, wants to con-
tinue to feed that to herself and her 
family, when this bill becomes law, she 
will still be able to do so. I would never 
deny any American the right to know 
what is in their food. 

This is about freedom and consumer 
choice and affordability. Our bill will 
achieve that, and this amendment 
would destroy that. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this amend-
ment. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Maine (Ms. PINGREE). 

The amendment was rejected. 
ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, proceedings will now re-
sume on those amendments printed in 
part B of House Report 114–216 on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. DEFAZIO of 
Oregon. 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. HUFFMAN of 
California. 

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. DELAURO of 
Connecticut. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. DEFAZIO 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oregon (Mr. DEFAZIO) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been 
demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 123, noes 303, 
not voting 7, as follows: 

[Roll No. 459] 

AYES—123 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Cummings 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DeSaulnier 
Doggett 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Grayson 

Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Higgins 
Honda 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pascrell 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Thompson (CA) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—303 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bera 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 

Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carney 
Carter (GA) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 

Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 

Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 

Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Larsen (WA) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 

Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Takano 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—7 

Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 

Israel 
Kaptur 
Keating 

Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 

b 1332 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Messrs. 
DONOVAN, AUSTIN SCOTT of Geor-
gia, CLAY, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, Messrs. BUTTERFIELD and 
LAWRENCE changed their vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia changed her vote from ‘‘no’’ to 
‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. HUFFMAN 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. HUFFMAN) 
on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been 
demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIR. This will be a 2-minute 

vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 196, noes 227, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 460] 

AYES—196 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Cole 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fitzpatrick 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 

Gabbard 
Gallego 
Gibson 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Herrera Beutler 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meeks 
Meng 
Miller (MI) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reed 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rokita 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 
Young (AK) 
Zinke 
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NOES—227 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 

Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Perry 

Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bishop (MI) 
Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 

Israel 
Kaptur 
Keating 

Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 

Pearce 
Royce 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE CHAIR 

The CHAIR (during the vote). There 
is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1338 

Mr. FLEISCHMANN changed his vote 
from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. VEASEY changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. DELAURO 

The CHAIR. The unfinished business 
is the demand for a recorded vote on 
the amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms. 
DELAURO) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The CHAIR. A recorded vote has been 
demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The CHAIR. This is a 2-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 163, noes 262, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 461] 

AYES—163 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brooks (AL) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Fudge 
Gabbard 

Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gibson 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Huizenga (MI) 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Loudermilk 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Nadler 

Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Rohrabacher 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Thompson (CA) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 
Zeldin 

NOES—262 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bera 
Bilirakis 

Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 

Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clyburn 

Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 

Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lofgren 
Long 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Perry 
Peters 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 

Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Scalise 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Takano 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—8 

Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 

Israel 
Kaptur 
Keating 

Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 

Pearce 

b 1342 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The CHAIR. The question is on the 

amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The CHAIR. Under the rule, the Com-

mittee rises. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. SIMPSON, Chair of the Committee 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5438 July 23, 2015 
of the Whole House on the state of the 
Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the bill 
(H.R. 1599) to amend the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act with respect to 
food produced from, containing, or con-
sisting of a bioengineered organism, 
the labeling of natural foods, and for 
other purposes, and, pursuant to House 
Resolution 369, he reported the bill 
back to the House with an amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
amendment to the amendment re-
ported from the Committee of the 
Whole? 

If not, the question is on the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 275, noes 150, 
not voting 8, as follows: 

[Roll No. 462] 

AYES—275 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bera 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carney 
Carter (GA) 
Castor (FL) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clay 
Cleaver 

Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 

Foxx 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 

Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 

Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Pompeo 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Scalise 

Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Veasey 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zinke 

NOES—150 

Aguilar 
Amash 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Beyer 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 

Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Gibson 
Grayson 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kuster 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Massie 
Matsui 
McDermott 

McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 

Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 

Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—8 

Bishop (UT) 
Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 

Clawson (FL) 
Israel 
Kaptur 

Keating 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 

b 1350 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. POLIS 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I have an 
amendment at the desk to change the 
title of the bill to the ‘‘Deny Ameri-
cans the Right to Know Act.’’ 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Clerk will report the amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Polis moves to amend the title of H.R. 

1599 to read as follows: ‘‘A bill to enact the 
‘Deny Americans the Right to Know Act’ or 
the ‘DARK Act’.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
clause 6 of rule XVI, the amendment is 
not debatable. 

The question is on the amendment. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. POLIS. 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, this 15- 
minute vote on the amendment to the 
title will be followed by a 5-minute 
vote on adoption of House Resolution 
370. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 87, nays 337, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 463] 

YEAS—87 

Aguilar 
Bass 
Becerra 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Capps 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cummings 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Fattah 
Gabbard 
Gallego 

Grayson 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Higgins 
Honda 
Huffman 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kennedy 
Kuster 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Massie 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Nolan 
O’Rourke 

Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree 
Polis 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Roybal-Allard 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Schiff 
Serrano 
Sherman 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 

NAYS—337 

Abraham 
Adams 

Aderholt 
Allen 

Amash 
Amodei 
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Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Beatty 
Benishek 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Carney 
Carter (GA) 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DelBene 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farenthold 
Farr 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 

Fudge 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck (NV) 
Heck (WA) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Holding 
Hoyer 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Maloney, Sean 
Marchant 
Marino 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McHenry 
McKinley 

McMorris 
Rodgers 

McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norcross 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Price, Tom 
Quigley 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 

Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 

Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 

Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—9 

Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 
Israel 

Kaptur 
Keating 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 

Lynch 
Woodall 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

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

b 1407 

Mr. RUIZ and Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 3009, ENFORCE THE LAW 
FOR SANCTUARY CITIES ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on adop-
tion of the resolution (H. Res. 370) pro-
viding for consideration of the bill 
(H.R. 3009) to amend section 241(i) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act 
to deny assistance under such section 
to a State or political subdivision of a 
State that prohibits its officials from 
taking certain actions with respect to 
immigration, 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 the resolution. 

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 243, nays 
174, not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 464] 

YEAS—243 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 

Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 

Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 

Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 

Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 

Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NAYS—174 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 

Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 

Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
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O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 

Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 

Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—16 

Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 
Doggett 
Green, Gene 
Hinojosa 

Israel 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Lynch 

McNerney 
Quigley 
Sires 
Vela 
Wilson (FL) 

b 1416 
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: 
Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 

on rollcall No. 464, had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

ENFORCE THE LAW FOR 
SANCTUARY CITIES ACT 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 370, I 
call up the bill (H.R. 3009) to amend 
section 241(i) of the Immigration and 
Nationality Act to deny assistance 
under such section to a State or polit-
ical subdivision of a State that pro-
hibits its officials from taking certain 
actions with respect to immigration, 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Ms. 

FOXX). Pursuant to House Resolution 
370, the bill is considered read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 3009 

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 ‘‘Enforce the 
Law for Sanctuary Cities Act’’. 
SEC. 2. ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR STATE 

CRIMINAL ALIEN ASSISTANCE PRO-
GRAM (SCAAP) FUNDING. 

Section 241(i) of the Immigration and Na-
tionality Act (8 U.S.C. 1231(i)) is amended by 
adding at the end the following: 

‘‘(7) A State (or a political subdivision of a 
State) shall not be eligible to enter into a 
contractual arrangement under paragraph (1) 
if the State (or political subdivision)— 

‘‘(A) has in effect any law, policy, or proce-
dure in contravention of subsection (a) or (b) 
of section 642 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1373); or 

‘‘(B) prohibits State or local law enforce-
ment officials from gathering information 
regarding the citizenship or immigration 
status, lawful or unlawful, of any indi-
vidual.’’. 
SEC. 3. LIMITATION ON DOJ GRANT PROGRAMS. 

(a) COPS.—In the case of a State or unit of 
local government that received a grant 

award under part Q of title I of the Omnibus 
Crime Control and Safe Streets Act of 1968 
(42 U.S.C. 3796dd et seq.), if, during a fiscal 
year, that State or local government is a 
State or local government described in sub-
section (c), the Attorney General shall with-
hold all of the amount that would otherwise 
be awarded to that State or unit of local gov-
ernment for the following fiscal year. 

(b) BYRNE-JAG.—In the case of a State or 
unit of local government that received a 
grant award under subpart 1 of part E of title 
I of the Omnibus Crime Control and Safe 
Streets Act of 1968 (42 U.S.C. 3750 et seq.), if, 
during a fiscal year, that State or unit of 
local government is described in subsection 
(c), the Attorney General shall withhold all 
of the amount that would otherwise be 
awarded to that State or unit of local gov-
ernment for the following fiscal year. 

(c) STATES AND LOCAL GOVERNMENTS DE-
SCRIBED.—A State or unit of local govern-
ment described in this subsection is any 
State or local government that— 

(1) has in effect any law, policy, or proce-
dure in contravention of subsection (a) or (b) 
of section 642 of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility Act of 
1996 (8 U.S.C. 1373); or 

(2) prohibits State or local law enforce-
ment officials from gathering information 
regarding the citizenship or immigration 
status, lawful or unlawful, of any individual. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) 
and the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. 
CONYERS) each will control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and to include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 3009, currently under con-
sideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I support H.R. 3009, the Enforce the 
Law for Sanctuary Cities Act, and 
commend Representative HUNTER for 
introducing this legislation. It helps to 
address one of the main factors con-
tributing to the collapse of immigra-
tion enforcement in the United States, 
‘‘sanctuary cities’’ that prohibit their 
law enforcement officers from sharing 
information with Federal immigration 
authorities to enable the removal of 
unlawful and criminal aliens. 

Nearly 20 years ago, Congress real-
ized that sanctuary cities were imped-
ing the Federal Government from en-
forcing our immigration laws and jeop-
ardizing the safety of our residents, im-
migrant and native-born alike. 

Legislation cowritten by former 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee, 
LAMAR SMITH, prohibited States and lo-
calities from becoming sanctuaries for 
unlawful aliens. 

The Illegal Immigration Reform and 
Immigrant Responsibility Act of 1996 
ensures that jurisdictions cannot pro-
hibit or restrict government officials 

from sending to or receiving from Fed-
eral immigration authorities informa-
tion regarding the immigration status 
of any person. 

Unfortunately, despite the prolifera-
tion of sanctuary jurisdictions, the 
Justice Department has never initiated 
a prosecution for violation of the 1996 
act. If the administration won’t act, 
Congress must, and that is what Mr. 
HUNTER’s bill does. 

It withholds key Federal law enforce-
ment grants from sanctuary jurisdic-
tions that violate the 1996 act. Enact-
ment of Representative HUNTER’s legis-
lation will help persuade sanctuary ju-
risdictions to simply abide by current 
Federal law and, in doing so, advance 
public safety. 

Representative HUNTER’s bill is an 
important first step, but there is much 
more we will need to do to rebuild im-
migration enforcement in the United 
States. Once jurisdictions notify DHS 
of arrested unlawful and criminal 
aliens, it is crucial that they hold 
these aliens for transfer so that DHS 
can launch removal proceedings. 

The Center for Immigration Studies 
has revealed that, in the first 8 months 
of 2014, sanctuary cities refused to 
comply with DHS detainers for 8,145 
aliens. After releasing these aliens, in 
only an 8-month period, 1,867 were ar-
rested again for a criminal offense. 
Most recently, San Francisco’s refusal 
to honor a DHS detainer resulted in 
the tragic death of Kathryn Steinle. 

This is why it is so important that 
jurisdictions honor DHS detainers. In 
fact, just this morning, we held a hear-
ing in the Judiciary Committee where 
a representative from the Steinle fam-
ily testified. 

The conclusion of the witnesses was 
that we need to make crystal clear 
that compliance with ICE detainers is 
mandatory; yet this administration 
openly proclaims that detainers can be 
ignored and has chosen to dramatically 
scale back their issuance. 

This administration has chosen to 
create enforcement-free zones for mil-
lions of unlawful and criminal aliens. 
It has turned the U.S. into a sanctuary 
Nation. That is the current reality. 

Despite DHS’ pledge to prioritize the 
removal of serious criminal aliens, in 
the last year, the number of adminis-
trative arrests by criminal aliens has 
fallen by a third. U.S. Immigration and 
Customs Enforcement continues to re-
lease thousands of criminal aliens onto 
our streets, 30,558 in 2014, of which an-
other 1,423 have already been convicted 
of new crimes. 

There are almost 180,000 convicted 
criminal aliens currently in removal 
proceedings living in our neighbor-
hoods and almost 170,000 convicted 
aliens who have been ordered removed 
from the country also still living free 
and causing crimes on our streets. 

Under the Obama administration, the 
total number of convicted criminal 
aliens who are not being detained has 
jumped 28 percent since 2012 to a total 
of nearly 350,000. 
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We must prevent this or any other 

administration from being able to turn 
off the switch on immigration enforce-
ment. Representative GOWDY, chair-
man of the Immigration and Border Se-
curity Subcommittee, has offered us a 
way forward to ensure enforcement of 
our immigration laws, despite the pur-
poseful inaction of any administration. 

His legislation, the Michael Davis, 
Jr. and Danny Oliver in Honor of State 
and Local Law Enforcement Act, al-
lows States and localities to enact and 
enforce immigration laws of their own, 
as long as they are consistent with 
Federal law. Jurisdictions could 
proactively take responsibility for pro-
tecting their communities and ensur-
ing the integrity of our immigration 
system. 

Today, we are making an important 
down payment on protecting our con-
stituents, and I appreciate the major-
ity leader’s commitment to me that we 
will take additional action to ensure 
compliance with our immigration laws 
in the future. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
3009, the Enforce the Law for Sanc-
tuary Cities Act, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 
3009, the Enforce the Law for Sanc-
tuary Cities Act. 

This thoroughly flawed measure is a 
blatant attempt by most of the major-
ity to insert its anti-immigrant status 
agenda into local policing initiatives. 
It does this by prohibiting State and 
local governments from receiving crit-
ical criminal justice funds if they have 
policies that prioritize public safety 
and community policing over Federal 
immigration enforcement. 

The bill absolutely makes no sense 
because, rather than improving public 
safety, it will achieve the complete op-
posite; and that is not just my conclu-
sion. Law enforcement agencies from 
across the United States and numerous 
organizations—such as the Major Coun-
ty Sheriffs Association, the Fraternal 
Order of Police, the Law Enforcement 
Immigration Task Force, the United 
States Conference of Mayors, and the 
National League of Cities—all oppose 
this bill. 

In effect, this bill would punish law 
enforcement officers by withholding 
the funds they need to do their jobs, 
and it would require States and local-
ities to prioritize Federal immigration 
enforcement ahead of enhancing public 
safety. 

Reactionary proposals such as this 
legislation will only make our commu-
nities less safe because immigrants 
will not report crimes or otherwise co-
operate with the police if they fear 
they or their family members may be 
asked for their immigration status. As 
a result, crimes will go unsolved and 
unpunished while criminals are free to 
victimize more people. 

In addition, withholding crucial 
United States Department of Justice 

funds from local communities will not 
lower crime. Studies have dem-
onstrated that these programs, par-
ticularly the COPS and Byrne JAG 
funds, provide crucial support services 
to fight criminal activity, but a vote 
for H.R. 3009 is a vote to take these 
funds away and to risk making commu-
nities less safe. 

All of us, on both sides of the aisle, 
are opposed to violent crime. There is 
simply no debate about that. Not one 
of us would condone what happened to 
Kate Steinle in San Francisco, but 
H.R. 3009 is simply the wrong approach. 

I agree with the Major Cities Chiefs 
Association that the best way to re-
duce crime in their cities is to gain the 
community’s trust and cooperation. I 
also believe that the majority of immi-
grants in this country are hard-work-
ing, law-abiding residents; and com-
prehensive immigration reform would 
allow these law-abiding individuals to 
come out of the shadows and get right 
with the law. 

Such legislative reform would enable 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement 
to focus its limited resources on de-
porting the worst elements, while en-
suring that our entire community, citi-
zens and immigrants alike, are pro-
tected from harm. 

Instead of considering this common-
sense solution, the majority—most of 
them—have repeatedly voted to deport 
DREAMers; to deport the parents of 
United States citizens; and to deport 
vulnerable children from fleeing perse-
cution, violence, and trafficking. 

Now, the majority, in the form of 
H.R. 3009, asks us to override the public 
safety mission of State and local en-
forcement agencies to increase depor-
tations. 

I strenuously urge my colleagues to 
oppose this dangerous legislation. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1430 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. HUNTER), the chief 
sponsor of this legislation. 

Mr. HUNTER. Madam Speaker, let 
me say to Chairman GOODLATTE, thank 
you very much for your leadership on 
this and thanks for moving this so 
quickly. This is a timely bill, and I just 
want to thank you and your committee 
for moving it so quick. 

This legislation is about one thing. 
That is accountability. The American 
people have the right to not give their 
Federal tax dollars to municipalities 
and States that do not follow Federal 
law. 

There are lots of changes to enforce-
ment that must be imposed on sanc-
tuary cities, and we are going to work 
toward those things. This Republican 
Congress is going to work toward those 
things, just as we are putting in mo-
tion a mechanism today that holds 
sanctuary cities accountable. 

I think we can all agree that any lo-
cality must comply with the law, and 

they are required to coordinate and co-
operate with the Federal Government. 
If an arrest is made, the Federal Gov-
ernment should be notified. 

The fact that San Francisco and L.A. 
and other cities disagree with the poli-
tics of Federal enforcement does not 
give them a free pass to subvert the 
law. If they do, there has to be con-
sequences. 

The way that we impose con-
sequences on these sanctuary cities is 
by hitting them where it hurts, and 
that is in their pocketbook. It is sim-
ple. 

If you don’t comply with the law as 
it stands now, then you don’t receive 
coveted Federal money intended for 
law enforcement. And that money allo-
cated for fiscal year 2015 alone almost 
adds up to a billion dollars. 

$800 million are going to municipali-
ties, cities, counties, and States that 
care more about illegal alien criminals, 
felons, than they do their own citizens. 
It is time we stand up to sanctuary cit-
ies and begin holding them accountable 
for their failure to uphold the law. 

I come as a representative that has 
sanctuary cities in my district. They 
are going to lose money for this. They 
are going to lose money because they 
are not complying with Federal law. 

This Federal money that they get is 
taxpayer money from States like Wis-
consin, from New York, from South 
Carolina, from Florida, and throughout 
the entire country. People around this 
country don’t want their money going 
to States and cities that don’t care to 
follow the Federal law. 

Again, if you are a State, city, or lo-
cality and you choose to defy Federal 
immigration law, you will be cut off 
from three Federal programs: the State 
Criminal Alien Assistance Program, 
the Community-Oriented Policing 
Services program, and the Byrne JAG 
program. 

These are the three funds that will 
get cut if you are a sanctuary city. All 
you have to do to receive these funds is 
comply with the Federal law. 

This bill is just the first step in re-
storing accountability in our immigra-
tion system. Our border infrastructure 
continues to fall short in too many 
places, and I am as frustrated as any-
one in this Congress that the adminis-
tration refuses to enforce Federal im-
migration law. 

These are all serious issues that need 
to be addressed, and I look forward to 
working with this Congress and Chair-
man GOODLATTE in the future to ad-
vance these goals. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
3009. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from California (Ms. ZOE LOFGREN). 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, we 
have an immigration system that is 
badly broken. There are 11 million un-
documented people in this country. 
Contrary to what Donald Trump may 
think, the majority of these people are 
not rapists. 
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They are hard-working people, 

spouses and parents of U.S. citizens, 
DREAMers, entrepreneurs who want an 
opportunity to come forward, submit 
to background checks, and become 
fully American. 

Faced with a broken system, State 
and local law enforcement have adopt-
ed policies to enhance public safety 
and maintain community trust. 

Because when people are afraid of the 
police, when they are afraid that the 
police might ask them or their family 
about their immigration status, they 
are afraid to report crimes, unlikely to 
cooperate with investigations, and 
then criminals thrive and the general 
public suffers. 

This bill puts an impossible choice 
between State and local law enforce-
ment agencies. They can either aban-
don policies that work or they can lose 
the Federal funds they rely on to police 
their communities and protect them. 

The dangers posed by this bill are 
real. 144 national, State, and local ad-
vocacy organizations have written op-
posing this bill because of the detri-
mental impact it would have on public 
safety, big cities, but also little ones 
like Dayton, Ohio, a place that most 
people don’t think of as a sanctuary 
city. 

In Dayton, police officers are told not 
to check immigration status of wit-
nesses and victims, nor to ask about 
immigration during minor traffic 
stops. 

The police chief there has explained 
that this policy has helped them have a 
safer community. According to the 
chief, after the policy was adopted, se-
rious violent crime dropped nearly 22 
percent and serious property crime de-
creased almost 15 percent. 

Madam Speaker, why should Dayton, 
Ohio, be barred from receiving funds 
for policing when their policies work? 

Now, punishing the law enforcement 
officers by withholding the funds they 
need is not only incorrect, it is why the 
bill is opposed to by the Major County 
Sheriffs’ Associations, the Fraternal 
Order of Police, dozens of sheriffs and 
police chiefs. 

The President has said we should de-
port felons, not families, and that is 
what his priority enforcement program 
does. 

The Secretary of Homeland Security 
told the Judiciary Committee just last 
week that withholding funds from com-
munities would be a huge setback in ef-
forts to improve the relationship be-
tween DHS, State, and local law en-
forcement in communities across the 
country. 

It has been said that this bill is a re-
sponse to the tragic murder of Kathryn 
Steinle in San Francisco, just up the 
road from my district. 

However, nothing in this bill would 
have prevented that outrageous murder 
of Ms. Steinle. Nothing in the bill 
would have required the Bureau of 
Prisons and ICE to consult with San 
Francisco, to ascertain whether or not 
the 20-year-old warrant would lead to a 
prosecution. 

Nothing in this bill would have re-
quired ICE to obtain a warrant, as is 
necessary to hold people beyond the 
term of their criminal sentence. 

Nothing in the bill would even have 
affected the sheriff of San Francisco’s 
decision to release the individual 
charged with murdering Ms. Steinle. 

So that tragedy should not be used to 
advance a different agenda, this bill. 

Over the last year we have come to 
the floor to vote on bills to deport the 
DREAM Act kids, to deport the parents 
of U.S. citizens, to deport vulnerable 
children fleeing persecution and sex 
trafficking. 

Today we are asked to vote on a bill 
that overrides the public safety mis-
sion of State and local law enforcement 
agencies and to increase deportations 
all around. 

We had the votes to pass comprehen-
sive immigration reform in the last 
Congress, and I hope we can get back 
to that point. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. I yield 15 seconds to 
the gentlewoman. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I 
would note that we have an oppor-
tunity here to learn from the tragedy 
in San Francisco to come up with real 
solutions that would make our commu-
nity safer instead of using that tragedy 
as an excuse to promote a different 
agenda. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 15 seconds to make very 
clear nothing in this bill requires any 
officer of the law to ask any question 
of any victims of crime about their im-
migration status. 

All it does is prohibit cities and 
counties from ordering their officers to 
not communicate with ICE or gather 
information from ICE about the status 
of individuals. This is a good bill. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. SMITH), the former 
chairman of the Judiciary Committee 
and the current chairman of the 
Science Committee. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, first of all, let me thank the gen-
tleman from Virginia and a good friend 
and the chairman of the Judiciary 
Committee for yielding me time. 

Madam Speaker, I support H.R. 3009, 
the Enforce the Law for Sanctuary 
City Act. The bill is appropriately 
named, since sanctuary cities violate 
current laws that require these juris-
dictions to share information with Fed-
eral authorities about illegal immi-
grants who have been arrested. 

H.R. 3009 helps enforce an immigra-
tion bill I introduced several years ago 
that became law. This legislation with-
holds certain Federal funds from sanc-
tuary jurisdictions that hide the immi-
gration status of illegal immigrants 
charged with crimes. These reforms 
serve as a first step in keeping dan-
gerous criminals off our streets and out 
of our neighborhoods. 

Sanctuary cities have increased 
under this administration, which has 
done nothing to discourage them. 

During only an 8-month period last 
year, sanctuary cities released almost 
9,000 illegal immigrants charged with 
or convicted of serious crimes. One- 
quarter have already been arrested 
again for committing more crimes, like 
murder and sexual assault. When does 
it end? 

I don’t understand how anyone could 
oppose enforcing immigration laws. 
The victims are not Democrats or Re-
publicans. The victims are innocent 
Americans. 

Many of the crimes committed by il-
legal immigrants could have been pre-
vented if the Obama administration 
had enforced immigration laws. In-
stead, it has chosen to ignore them and 
innocent Americans continue to pay a 
steep price. 

I thank the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. HUNTER) for authorizing 
this legislation, and I urge its ap-
proval. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. NADLER), a senior mem-
ber of the Judiciary Committee. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Speaker, I rise 
in strong opposition to H.R. 3009, which 
would make communities across the 
country less safe from crime. 

This legislation would withhold need-
ed Federal funding from cities that 
prohibit their law enforcement au-
thorities from collecting information 
on a person’s immigration status or 
that have policies restricting the dis-
closure of this information to other 
governmental entities. 

Many cities, including New York, 
have made the reasonable determina-
tion that they will not question vic-
tims of crime or witnesses to a crime 
about their immigration status. They 
believe it is counterproductive to make 
them afraid to cooperate with law en-
forcement. 

But this bill says that we in Congress 
know better, and, in the name of pro-
tecting public safety, we will deny such 
cities the funds that they need to pro-
tect the public safety. 

Many cities think that their commu-
nities are safer when a victim of do-
mestic violence feels comfortable ask-
ing the police for protection from their 
abuser without fear of deportation. 

They believe that witnesses to a mur-
der ought to step forward and assist 
law enforcement in tracking down the 
perpetrator without fear that they will 
face consequences of their own if they 
step forward. 

They think that good policing de-
pends on building trust with their resi-
dents and that striking fear among im-
migrants that they may be deported if 
they report a crime makes everyone 
less safe. 

Punishing residents of cities whose 
officials have made such decisions is 
both unfair and unwise. New York City 
alone could lose $57 million under this 
legislation. 

This would not only punish the pub-
lic officials who set these policies and 
the undocumented residents in their 
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communities, but it would punish all 
innocent people who depend on these 
Federal resources to protect public 
safety. 

My heart is with the Steinle family, 
and we all share their outrage at 
Kate’s senseless murder. But this bill 
and other attempts to punish so-called 
sanctuary cities would do nothing to 
address the issues that might have pre-
vented her death. 

Instead of taking positive steps to 
improve communication between Fed-
eral, State, and local authorities, this 
bill simply demonizes immigrants and 
perpetuates the myth that they are 
more prone to commit a crime than is 
the native-born population. 

This legislation might fit com-
fortably in Donald Trump’s campaign 
platform, but it has no business on the 
House floor. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.’’ 
Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman 

yield? 
Mr. NADLER. I yield to the gen-

tleman from Michigan. 
Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 

just want to make clear that the gen-
tleman from Virginia, the chairman of 
the committee, is wrong about this 
bill. He says it only prohibits States 
and localities from adopting policies 
about not communicating with ICE. 
This is not true. 

The bill also prohibits State and 
local law enforcement agencies from 
adopting policies directing their offi-
cers not to collect information about 
immigration status for the general 
public. 

Any individual, the bill says. So it 
doesn’t state that State and local po-
lice must gather immigration status 
information for the Federal Govern-
ment. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman. 

b 1445 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself 15 seconds to say again, 
nothing in the bill requires any officer 
to ask any question of any victim of 
crimes about their immigration status. 
All it does is prohibit cities and coun-
ties from ordering their officers to not 
communicate with ICE or to gather the 
information status of individuals. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Iowa (Mr. KING), a member of the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. KING of Iowa. Madam Speaker, I 
appreciate this bill coming to the floor. 

I hear this discussion, and it seems to 
me there is a consistent theme that the 
people on the other side of the aisle are 
opposed to bringing leverage to polit-
ical subdivisions to bring about law en-
forcement. They assert that nothing in 
this bill could have prevented the trag-
ic murder of Kate Steinle. 

I would suggest that if we had no 
sanctuary jurisdictions in America, 
there is a lot greater chance that his 
deportation would have stuck; and if 
we had a President of the United 
States who worked to get our law en-

forcement officers to coordinate at 
each level of our political subdivisions 
rather than litigate when they do mir-
ror Federal law, likely we would have 
had a chance to prevent not only her 
tragic death but that of thousands and 
thousands of others. 

I support this bill. It is encompassed 
within an amendment that I brought to 
the floor here on June 3 that passed 
with 227 votes. I congratulate DUNCAN 
HUNTER for his persistence on this leg-
islation that is 6 years long. I am 
grateful to be working on an immigra-
tion issue with the second generation 
of Hunters. 

I see there is much more enforcement 
that is ahead of us, but this is a step, 
and it is a step that helps us find out 
are people for a thread of enforcement 
and bringing some leverage to try to 
bring the political subdivisions in line 
rather than having them flout the law, 
which they have consistently done, and 
it has grown dramatically under the 
Obama administration. 

I would add that there is much more 
that I would like to do, much more to 
do. I would like to move Kate’s Law. 
MATT SALMON has brought some of 
that. I would like to make it incre-
mental so it goes from a 5-year manda-
tory to a 10-year mandatory on second 
offense and move it up the line. I would 
like to make E-Verify mandatory. I 
would like to pass the New IDEA Act 
so the IRS can help enforce this. I 
would like to build a fence, a wall, and 
a fence, Madam Speaker, and I would 
like to repass the border bill that we 
did last summer. There are a number of 
good things. 

By the way, we need to make detain-
ers mandatory, and we need to tighten 
up the loophole language. All of that 
we have a chance to do after Labor 
Day. Today we need to do what we can 
do, and that is pass this bill. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
North Carolina (Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Madam 
Speaker, I rise in opposition to this 
misguided legislation offered under the 
false pretense that it has something to 
do with the tragic murder of Kathryn 
Steinle in San Francisco. Make no mis-
take, Miss Steinle’s killer should not 
have been on the streets. We must get 
to the bottom of the official misjudg-
ment and negligence and the bureau-
cratic breakdown that led to this trag-
edy. 

As the former chairman of the Sub-
committee on Homeland Security of 
the Committee on Appropriations, I 
take a backseat to no one when it 
comes to deporting dangerous criminal 
aliens who pose a threat to public safe-
ty. But we also need to be very clear 
about this: this tragedy has nothing to 
do with so-called sanctuary cities. 

The bill before us would punish some 
of the most vulnerable cities high on 
the UASI list—places like San Fran-
cisco, New York, Miami, Chicago—pun-
ish them for exercising their lawful 
discretion in dealing with noncriminals 

or those with minor violations. They 
do this in order to protect the public 
and enforce the law, which requires 
trust and cooperation with immigrant 
communities. To scapegoat entire cit-
ies and make law enforcement less ef-
fective through this bill is simply inex-
cusable. 

I urge its defeat. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 

yield myself 15 seconds to say to the 
gentleman from North Carolina, this 
bill has everything to do with what 
happened in San Francisco. The tragic 
murder of Kate Steinle was because the 
city of San Francisco was not following 
the law and contacting the immigra-
tion service and doing things to make 
sure that he was deported. Instead, 
they released him back onto their 
streets. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. CALVERT). 

Mr. CALVERT. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of this bill, in 
support of American families. 

This week, we have heard powerful 
and heartbreaking stories from fami-
lies who have lost a loved one at the 
hands of an illegal immigrant. Often-
times, these individuals were able to 
operate freely because of the sanctuary 
policies of certain U.S. cities, policies 
that ignore Federal immigration law. 

It is time this Congress put the lives 
and welfare of American citizens and 
legal residents first. It is time to pro-
tect the innocent. This means not an-
other Kate, Josh, Dennis, Danny, 
Grant, and countless others. It is time 
to penalize cities that willfully ignore 
Federal law to the detriment of citi-
zens and legal residents. 

I encourage my fellow Members to 
read the testimony from this week’s 
Senate hearing. Read about the lives 
lost, the brutality of the crimes, the 
lack of remorse by the perpetrators, 
and the heartbreak of the families. 
Today we have a choice: protect fellow 
Americans or give sanctuary to crimi-
nal aliens. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 21⁄2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. GUTIÉRREZ), an excel-
lent member of the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

Mr. GUTIÉRREZ. Madam Speaker, 
just a few weeks into his campaign and 
Donald Trump has a bill on the floor of 
the House. That is better than some of 
the Senators he is running against. 
Donald Trump announces his cam-
paign, saying Mexican immigrants are 
mostly murderers, drug dealers, and 
rapists. What is the response from the 
Republican Party? Do they denounce 
him? No, they only denounce people 
when they go after war heroes who ran 
for President. I denounce him for that, 
too. 

Some tried to distance themselves 
from his comments. Okay. But here we 
are on the floor of the House passing a 
bill to jump on the Trump bandwagon, 
cynically exploiting a family’s tragedy 
in San Francisco to score political 
points. 
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I have been very clear from day one, 

despite efforts to spear me by hard-line 
advocates, that the person, this Lopez- 
Sanchez, who pulled the trigger in San 
Francisco should have been deported 
and never turned over. I have no sym-
pathy for him. I have said it on this 
floor, and I will say it again today: 
murderers should rot in hell. 

The breakdown by the Federal Gov-
ernment—the Federal Government—to 
deport a known criminal, as they have 
done before, to keep them in jail, is 
what led to an American woman losing 
her life. She was just about the age of 
my daughters when she was killed. A 
tragedy, and a preventable tragedy, if 
the Federal Government had done what 
it is supposed to do, and preventable if 
this Congress had done what it was 
supposed to do and address immigra-
tion years ago, as my side of the aisle 
has been pleading for you to do. 

But this Republican proposal is not a 
serious attempt at fixing the problem. 
Instead of piecemeal measures aimed 
at maximizing deportation, the long 
overdue solution is for Congress to 
enact comprehensive immigration re-
form that combines smart enforcement 
at the border and in the interior with a 
clear plan for reducing the size of the 
undocumented population in America. 

We do this by having a modern visa 
system so people can come with visas 
and background checks, not with 
smugglers or overstaying visas and just 
blending in. We do this by telling mil-
lions of people who have never com-
mitted crimes: Come forward; admit 
you are here illegally; go through a 
background check; and work your way 
to the right side of the law. Get the 
millions of immigrants inside the sys-
tem and on the books so they no longer 
need to worry about their local police 
working with or without the deporta-
tion system. 

If you get millions and millions of 
immigrants inside the law, then the 
ones who are criminals can’t qualify to 
get inside the law. They will stick out 
like sore thumbs, not blend in to our 
communities across America and cause 
havoc, as they did in San Francisco. 

But this is very specifically the ap-
proach the Republican majority re-
fused to touch with a 10-foot pole be-
cause they see demagogues like Donald 
Trump. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield an additional 15 seconds to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GUTIÉRREZ. But this approach 
of bringing millions and millions of im-
migrants inside the law so that we can 
get after the criminals that stick out 
like sore thumbs outside of the law, 
this approach is what has been the ap-
proach that the Republican majority 
refuses to touch with a 10-foot pole be-
cause they see demagogues like Donald 
Trump firing up frustrated voters and 
want to take the easy way out. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Arizona (Mr. SALMON). 

Mr. SALMON. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague DUN-
CAN HUNTER for working with me in 
crafting this important piece of legisla-
tion. As the coauthor of this bill, I am 
very proud to see the House taking ac-
tion on this front. I also want to thank 
leadership for bringing this bill to the 
floor. 

We are hearing some strange rhetoric 
here today, especially from the other 
side of the aisle. I hear about vulner-
able cities. How about vulnerable tax-
paying Americans? I hear about sanc-
tuary for thugs like the one that killed 
Kate Steinle. Shouldn’t our cities be a 
sanctuary for law-abiding American 
citizens who have a right to walk on 
safe streets? 

Make no mistake, this is a very, very 
important bill. From 2010 to 2014, the 
number 121 should stick in everybody’s 
minds; 121 illegal immigrants with 
lengthy criminal records went on to 
commit murder after they were let out 
to do their heinous crimes. 

That is why I was so appalled to hear 
one of my colleagues from across the 
aisle call the murder of American citi-
zens like Kate Steinle and my con-
stituent, Grant Ronnebeck, a little 
thing. Such disgusting remarks and 
flagrant disregard for life, especially 
the lives of those that we claim to rep-
resent, I find repulsive. In fact, such 
callous remarks only serve to highlight 
the fact that it is time for the majority 
of Americans who want to see govern-
ment fulfill its most basic constitu-
tional duties, protecting its borders 
and its citizens, stand up and take 
America back. It is time to stand up 
and be heard and demand that our gov-
ernment fulfill these most basic duties. 

These sanctuary cities that refuse to 
uphold the law and openly broadcast 
the fact that they are flouting the law 
make our country less safe and only 
serve to perpetuate tragedies like the 
one that we saw in San Francisco. Not 
only are these supposed sanctuary cit-
ies ignoring the law, but they are 
broadcasting the fact to illegal immi-
grant felons like Kate Steinle’s mur-
derer, a seven-time felon who flat out 
admitted one of the reasons that he 
chose to stay in San Francisco—in 
fact, the predominant reason he chose 
to stay—was because he knew that 
they would protect him. 

Well, who is going to protect law- 
abiding Americans? When will Amer-
ican cities be sanctuaries for Ameri-
cans and not for illegal felons? 

Unfortunately, these sanctuary cities 
are not being held accountable by this 
administration, which has dem-
onstrated time and time again it has 
no interest in securing the border or 
upholding existing immigration law. 
With this in mind, I think that we have 
a responsibility to stand up and do 
what is right. This sanctuary cities 
policy and fixing it so that they have 
to abide by the laws that we pass here 
in Congress to protect our borders and 
protect our citizens has to be adhered 
to. It is just common sense. 

Mr. CONYERS. Madam Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to Rep-
resentative LOFGREN and ask unani-
mous consent that she be permitted to 
control the time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Madam Speaker, I 

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE). 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to bring the perspective of 
my community, the community I have 
the honor of representing in Congress, 
El Paso, Texas, to bear in this discus-
sion. 

El Paso is the safest community with 
an over 500,000 population in the United 
States today, and it has been for the 
last 4 years in a row. That is, some peo-
ple think, despite the fact that it is 
connected to Ciudad Juarez at the 
U.S.-Mexico border and despite the fact 
that it has a large number of immi-
grants in the community. I say, and 
the people who live in that community 
agree with me, that it is, in large part, 
because of immigrants who come to 
participate and contribute to the 
American Dream. 

b 1500 

On issues and matters of law enforce-
ment, I tend to defer to the experts. 
Big city police chiefs and county sher-
iffs, like the sheriff in El Paso, Texas, 
say for them to prevent crime and 
solve crimes, it is necessary to be able 
to work with everyone in the commu-
nity without fear that they are going 
to be enforcing Federal law enforce-
ment mandates to the exclusion of the 
public safety of the people that I have 
the honor of representing. 

For that reason, I urge my colleagues 
to join me in voting against this pro-
posal, a solution in search of a prob-
lem. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 15 seconds to say, yet 
again, nothing in this bill requires any 
officer to ask any question of any vic-
tims of crime about their immigration 
status. All it does is prohibit cities and 
counties from ordering their officers 
not to communicate with ICE or to 
gather information status about indi-
viduals. 

It is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes 
to the gentlewoman from Tennessee 
(Mrs. BLACKBURN). 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Virginia for 
so consistently working on this issue of 
how we deal with the criminal illegal 
alien population and also with the 
sanctuary cities. 

I thank Mr. HUNTER for the work 
that he has done on this bill. I chuck-
led when Congressman KING and the 
gentleman from Iowa mentioned the 
second generation of Hunters because, 
yes, we do know that his father was 
very involved in this issue and focusing 
on making certain that we keep our 
cities safe. 
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As we have this debate and as we 

look at these sanctuary city policies 
that certain counties and cities and 
State have exercised, we have come to 
realize that through the years, every 
State has become a border State and 
every town a border town because of 
the criminal illegal alien population 
that will gravitate to these sanctuary 
cities. 

Los Angeles was the first sanctuary 
city in 1979. We hear people say, Oh, 
this is an issue that has been around 
for a long time. Mr. Speaker, that does 
not mean you do not address the issue. 
It means you solve the problem; you 
bring forward solutions, and that is 
what we are doing here today. 

The U.S. Sentencing Commission re-
cently released some data that I think 
is instructive to this debate. Illegal 
aliens accounted for almost 75 percent 
of Federal sentencing for drug posses-
sion and made up more than a third of 
all Federal sentences in 2014. That is 
why we are dealing with this issue. 

Our constituents are saying, You 
need to put this on a front burner and 
deal with this issue. That is what we 
are doing here. Look at the State of 
Texas. I just recently read the stats 
from them. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BYRNE). The time of the gentlewoman 
has expired. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield an addi-
tional 1 minute to the gentlewoman 
from Tennessee. 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. In Texas, the de-
partment of public safety released a re-
port that, between 2008 and 2014, for-
eign aliens committed over 600,000 
crimes and almost 3,000 murders in the 
State of Texas. That is the reason that 
we come here to address this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, the crime rate for ille-
gal aliens in this country should be 
zero. It should be zero because it 
should not be tolerated. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. BECERRA). 

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

The man who killed Kathryn Steinle 
should be punished to the fullest extent 
of the law. Perhaps more importantly, 
the officials who released the person 
who killed her—released this man from 
custody—dropped the ball, they should 
be held accountable. 

This bill punishes the police in my 
city of Los Angeles, the police in the 
city of Knoxville, and the police in 
Manchester, New Hampshire. It pun-
ishes police that had nothing to do 
with the crime that occurred in San 
Francisco. It takes away money from 
the police departments in Los Angeles, 
in Knoxville, and Manchester, when we 
need to put people and police on the 
street to protect all of us. 

This would deprive our cities of mon-
ies we have earned because we paid our 
taxes. Why? It is because the pro-
ponents of this bill say that our cities 
are violating the law. If we are vio-
lating the law, name the law we are 

violating. We are not violating any 
law. You just don’t like the policy. 

Don’t take the Donald Trump bait. 
Don’t punish others for the crimes of 
someone else. In our country, you go 
after the person who is criminally lia-
ble; you go after that individual and 
lock them up forever, but don’t tell the 
police in Los Angeles, Manchester, or 
in Knoxville, Tennessee, or other cities 
that are trying to have a working rela-
tionship between their police and grow-
ing immigrant communities that they 
won’t be able to collaborate so we can 
go after the criminals—because that is 
what you are doing. 

You are taking money away from 
L.A., even though this crime did not 
happen in my city, and you are telling 
my police department and the men and 
women in uniform in L.A. that they 
will have fewer officers by their side 
because you are going to take money 
away because you don’t like that some 
guy committed a criminal act. He 
killed someone; he should be punished 
for it, but we had nothing to do with it. 
Go after the folks that are account-
able. 

This is not the way we do justice in 
America, and it is wrong. It is wrong 
for you to tell all these communities 
who have a working relationship be-
tween their police officers and their 
growing immigrant communities that 
they are now going to lose funds to 
hire more police officers. That is the 
wrong way to do it. 

That is the Donald Trump bait. Don’t 
take it. Let’s vote this down. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded that their remarks 
must be directed to the Chair. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 30 seconds to respond to 
the gentleman from California to tell 
him that the law that sanctuary cities 
are violating is title 8, section 1373 of 
the United States Code, communica-
tion between government agencies and 
the Immigration and Naturalization 
Service. 

The failure to do that has resulted in 
8,000 criminal aliens being released 
onto our streets just last year by sanc-
tuary cities. Those 8,000 criminal aliens 
have since then already committed 
nearly 1,900 additional crimes. This is 
about not just San Francisco, but other 
States as well. 

I yield 3 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD). 

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today in support of the Enforce the 
Law for Sanctuary Cities Act because 
we have got to stop the madness of not 
enforcing our laws. 

In the last weeks, we have seen cov-
erage of two terrible murders that oc-
curred because our laws went unen-
forced. My thoughts, prayers, and con-
dolences go out to the families of the 
victims. Sadly, these tragedies are but 
a representation of a larger, deeper, 
and more troubling problem. 

While I wish today we were also con-
sidering legislation by Mr. GOWDY to 
address the administration’s abysmal 

lack of respect for our immigration 
laws, Chairman MCCAUL’s bill to secure 
the borders, or Chairman LAMAR 
SMITH’s bill to implement E-Verify to 
stop businesses from exploiting un-
documented workers, this bill is a step 
in the right direction. It will stop the 
American people from subsidizing local 
law enforcement departments that 
refuse to do their jobs and enforce the 
law. 

Let’s take the emotion out of this. 
Let’s take it out of the immigration 
and border security issue, which are 
emotionally charged. This is a fiscally 
responsible bill. If we were spending 
money for a defense contractor to de-
velop a new weapons system and they 
weren’t developing that weapons sys-
tem, we would take the money back. 

Well, here we are, giving money to 
law enforcement to work with ICE to 
deal with criminal aliens, and they are 
not doing it. Of course, we have got to 
take the money back. It would be fool-
ish to do anything else. 

Mr. Speaker, this horrible loss of life 
that we have seen is a result of the 
negligence and complete lack of re-
spect for the rule of law that this ad-
ministration and the mayors of sanc-
tuary cities took an oath to uphold. It 
is appalling. Today, we are going to be 
able to deal with one part of that prob-
lem, and I am going to encourage all of 
my colleagues to vote with me to sup-
port H.R. 3009 and put our Nation back 
on the path to sanity. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire how much time remains? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California has 93⁄4 re-
maining. The gentleman from Virginia 
has 71⁄2 minutes remaining. 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, we 
have only one additional speaker, and I 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Community trust policies result in 
more efficient policing. When State 
and local law enforcement agencies 
promote community trust policies, 
public safety is increased. 

The current New York police com-
missioner and former chief of police in 
Los Angeles, William Bratton, said: 
‘‘When officers can speak freely with 
victims and witnesses, it goes a long 
way towards making every American 
neighborhood much safer.’’ 

Here is a case study in New Haven, 
Connecticut. According to a 2010 report 
by the Police Executive Research 
Forum, New Haven, Connecticut, devel-
oped a community trust policy in 
which New Haven police assured immi-
grant communities that the police de-
partment’s goals were to address crime 
and to make the streets safer. 

They encouraged people to report 
crime and to cooperate, regardless of 
their immigration status. The city law 
prohibited immigration status inquir-
ies of crime victims, witnesses, or oth-
ers who approached police for assist-
ance. 
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I would note that the bill before us 

would prohibit this policy, this law 
that New Haven adopted. The result of 
New Haven’s policy and their other 
community trust policies were strong-
er ties between law enforcement and 
the immigrant community. Over the 
next several years, New Haven experi-
enced a 46 percent decrease in murders 
and a 13 percent decrease in rape 
incidences. This policy, which this bill 
would prohibit, worked. 

This was a very important result. 
After learning of it, the United States 
Conference of Mayors, a group that 
most of us trust pretty much, did a sur-
vey of cities around the United States 
who adopted the same trust policies. 

They include Alameda, California; 
Augusta, Georgia; New Brunswick, New 
Jersey; and a whole host of others. 
They found that all of these cities also 
reported the same kind of reduction in 
crime after they adopted these policies. 
Adopting these policies is an important 
component of keeping communities 
safe, and this bill would prohibit that. 
It would prohibit it. 

Now, I understand the outrage over 
Mr. Lopez-Sanchez. In fact, I share it. 
Obviously, he has been accused of mur-
der. Even when we have a situation 
like this, we have to have a trial, but 
I believe personally that he is guilty, 
based on all the evidence. 

I believe he should not have been out 
on that street in San Francisco. If you 
look at his record—and I will go 
through it a little bit—it actually 
makes certain points. I have heard peo-
ple say, Well, we have got open borders, 
and that is why he was here. 

In fact, that is not the case. This in-
dividual attempted to enter the United 
States repeatedly, and he was caught 
by the Border Patrol, just as they are 
supposed to do their job. 

What happened then is he was de-
ported repeatedly in the nineties, and 
then they started prosecuting him for 
felony reentry after removal. He served 
16 years in Federal prison for the fel-
ony of reentering after removal. 

Our laws went after him. He should 
not have been released in San Fran-
cisco, but I think some of what we need 
to do is see what policies would have 
kept him off that street, and I will deal 
with those later. 

I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from California (Mr. BECERRA). 

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

I took a look at the statute, the code 
section that the chairman cited as the 
authority that a law has been violated 
by San Francisco. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will suspend. 

The gentleman will direct his re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, I will 
direct my remarks to the Chair. 

May I ask, Mr. Speaker, if any of my 
time has been consumed as a result of 
the Chair’s interruptions of my re-
marks? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. It has 
not. 

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. Speaker, the chairman of the 

committee made a statement that the 
law that had been violated by San 
Francisco, and the law that would be 
violated by places like Los Angeles 
that would cause this legislation to 
have my community of Los Angeles 
lose money for its police officers was a 
particular section in the code. 

b 1515 

I have read the code. I am looking it 
up right now. That section relates to 
information being provided about the 
immigration status of an individual. 
We are not talking about the immigra-
tion status of an individual. We all 
knew that this individual was not doc-
umented. We knew his status. The in-
formation that was not conveyed in 
this particular case is that the indi-
vidual is going to be released from cus-
tody. This bill doesn’t change that. 

There was no law violated by the city 
of San Francisco. Certainly, my city of 
Los Angeles didn’t violate any law. The 
city of Knoxville, Tennessee, didn’t 
violate any law. The city of Man-
chester, New Hampshire didn’t violate 
any law. And I could name to you any 
number of other cities and towns in 
America who are trying to establish 
working relationships with their immi-
grant community who did not violate 
any law. But this bill would punish all 
those cities and towns simply because 
this legislation wishes to extract pun-
ishment for any city that has estab-
lished a policy working with its immi-
grant community. 

There is no State or city law in 
America that supersedes Federal law. 
Federal law is the law of the land. The 
chairman knows that. We all know 
that. And so, to pretend that somehow 
cities are violating Federal law is a 
farce. It is the sort of attack that Don-
ald Trump is using right now as he 
goes out and campaigns for President. 

We should not fall for that, and we 
should not deny our police departments 
funding because of a policy that some 
people don’t like. 

I thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I just want to close by posing some of 
the questions that this bill does not 
deal with and that I think should com-
mand our attention. 

In this case, we had an individual 
who had a criminal record. He had at-
tempted to enter the United States, 
was apprehended, deported, was pros-
ecuted and convicted for illegal entry 
after removal. After serving over 4 
years for the last felony prosecution, 
he was ready to be deported, but they 
found, even though he had been de-
ported many times before with an out-
standing bench warrant from 1995 
where the underlying offense was mari-
juana possession, all of a sudden, this 
year, he was sent to San Francisco. 

I think one of the questions we need 
to ask is: What is the process of out-

standing warrants and its interface 
with the Bureau of Prisons when some-
one really should be deported? 

Apparently, there was no commu-
nication between the Federal Govern-
ment and the prosecuting attorney in 
San Francisco. He was sent to, appar-
ently, San Francisco, but the district 
attorney did not see this matter until 
he was already in custody. 

Now, I don’t fault the district attor-
ney for not prosecuting on a 20-year- 
old marijuana possession case. Where 
would you find the witnesses? And, in 
fact, in California today, marijuana 
possession is an infraction, not a mis-
demeanor. But the point is he should 
never have been in San Francisco to 
begin with. 

So I think we need to take a look at 
the processes that we have to make 
sure that we don’t have this kind of 
situation again. Clearly, he should not 
have been released when the district 
attorney declined to prosecute. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to my 
colleague from California (Mr. FARR). 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I represent 
many small communities in California 
that have a lot of gang violence. It is 
mostly Hispanic young men against 
Hispanic young men. They are not un-
documented. They are actually second- 
generation gangs, a lot of killings. In 
fact, it is labeled the murder capital of 
the world, or in the United States. 

What the community has been trying 
to do is work out what we call commu-
nity policing, where you really trust 
the cops. What happens is they asked 
them to be a sanctuary city, because 
what the local cops didn’t like about 
the INS and la migra coming in is that 
they would just come in and do raids 
and they would round up innocent peo-
ple, and there was just lots of confu-
sion. Our office would get involved try-
ing to trace people down, where are 
they, and all these things. 

What the sanctuary city says is, 
look, let’s not just turn over the name 
to everybody we stop on an infraction 
to the Federal cop. Let them come 
down and do what they call jail checks. 
Well, they don’t want to do jail checks. 
That is not fun and fancy. 

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

Ms. LOFGREN. I yield the gentleman 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. FARR. The problem is that this 
community policing, the problem is 
this bill just busts all that, all the 
trust that has been built. 

As Congresswoman LOFGREN said, the 
San Francisco deal was a big screwup 
between law enforcement. But don’t pe-
nalize all these other cities that are 
doing a lot of wonderful things to do 
community policing and lead to con-
fidence in law enforcement, not 
disconfidence. 

You are going to create more prob-
lems than you ever imagined, like peo-
ple not wanting to report crimes, not 
wanting to talk to cops, and you are 
just using the heavy hand of govern-
ment to bust good community rela-
tions. 
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I just think this is the wrong way to 

do it. Let’s let this thing air out and 
address the problems that Congress-
woman LOFGREN talked about and not 
adopt this bill. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself 1 minute to respond to 
both gentlemen from California. 

First, with regard to Mr. BECERRA, 
the fact of the matter is that title 8 of 
the United States Code, section 1373, 
related to communication between 
government agencies and Immigration 
and Naturalization Service, is an im-
portant statute, and sanctuary cities 
violate that statute when they pass or-
dinances that prohibit—prohibit—their 
law enforcement officers from commu-
nicating with the Immigration and 
Naturalization Service. 

This yields situations like what oc-
curred in San Francisco, because the 
sheriff there has a policy saying they 
could not communicate with the INS. 
Already, one San Francisco supervisor 
has called upon the city to change the 
policy so that they will communicate. 

This bill, which cuts off funds to cit-
ies that have provisions that con-
tradict and violate the United States 
law does the same thing by a different 
route, and it will save many lives in 
the future if local law enforcement will 
communicate with the INS. 

Now, to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. FARR), I just want to repeat 
again what I have said several times 
here. 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield myself an 
additional 15 seconds. 

There is nothing in this bill that re-
quires any officer to ask any question 
of any victims of crimes about their 
immigration status or to reveal that 
information to the INS. 

So I would urge folks to look at what 
this bill, very straightforward, simple 
bill says. Federal law governs immigra-
tion policy, and local governments 
shouldn’t have hundreds of different 
immigration policies of their own. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself the balance of my time. I would 
just close by saying that we have been 
asked by law enforcement agencies, by 
domestic violence advocacy groups, by 
the faith community not to adopt this 
bill. I know we can come together to 
make a safer community. This bill is 
not the answer, and I urge Members to 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

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

I ask how much time is remaining? 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman has 61⁄4 minutes remaining. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from South Carolina (Mr. 
GOWDY), the chairman of the Immigra-
tion and Border Security Sub-
committee, to close our debate. 

Mr. GOWDY. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank Chairman GOODLATTE for his 
leadership on this and so many other 

issues of significance on the Judiciary 
Committee. His steady hand and bril-
liant legal mind are without equal on 
our committee. 

Mr. Speaker, I also want to thank 
the family of Kate Steinle for the grace 
that they have shown during this time 
of unspeakable grief. 

Burying a child, Mr. Speaker, is what 
each of us who has ever been called 
Mom or Dad fears the most. After 
Trayvon Martin was killed, the Presi-
dent said, ‘‘That could have been my 
son,’’ Mr. Speaker. 

And when I see a picture of a beau-
tiful Kate Steinle smiling, that could 
have been any of our daughters. And it 
still can be, because what happened to 
her, Mr. Speaker, can and will happen 
again if we do not get serious about en-
forcing the law. 

Juan Francisco Lopez-Sanchez, Mr. 
Speaker, had a quarter century’s worth 
of lawlessness. Dating back to 1991, he 
committed local, State, and Federal 
crimes in five separate States, I hasten 
to add, Mr. Speaker. He was deported 
five times, and each time had so little 
regard for the law of this country that 
he reentered that border that we are 
supposed to have functional control 
over. 

His procedural history, Mr. Speaker, 
is every bit as disturbing. In May of 
2011, this defendant was convicted and 
sentenced to 46 months imprisonment 
for illegal reentry again. At the conclu-
sion of that sentence, he was released 
from the Bureau of Prisons to a known 
sanctuary jurisdiction for the osten-
sible prosecution of an old drug case. 

Of course, Mr. Speaker, San Fran-
cisco did not prosecute that old drug 
case. They dismissed it, which sur-
prises exactly no one, and then they re-
leased this defendant. 

They did not return him to the Bu-
reau of Prisons. They did not return 
him to Federal probation. They did not 
honor the detainer that had been 
placed by ICE. They released him, who 
was not supposed to be in the country 
in the first place, with this horrific 
criminal history. They released him so 
he would be free to walk around and 
shoot someone’s daughter, which is ex-
actly what he did. 

Mr. Speaker, we are given a litany of 
excuses. I have heard them this morn-
ing, Mr. Speaker, for policies like this. 
We are told that we need policies like 
the one in San Francisco so people will 
cooperate with law enforcement. 

I want you, Mr. Speaker, to consider 
just how utterly illogical that com-
ment is. We need to release known 
criminals back into society so society 
will help us catch known criminals. 
How absurd is that, that we are going 
to release people that should be de-
ported, that are recidivist felons, so 
other people will help us catch those 
who should be deported and are recidi-
vist felons? 

For almost 5 years, Mr. Speaker, I 
have worked alongside Chairman GOOD-
LATTE, and I have heard a litany of 
phrases, with almost catatonic fre-

quency, as if repeating something 
enough will make it true—phrases, Mr. 
Speaker, like ‘‘functional control over 
the border’’—but I have yet to hear 
how somebody can reenter five times if 
you have functional control over the 
border. 

I have heard we need citizenship for 
11 million undocumented aspiring 
Americans, as if 11 million of any cat-
egory can pass a background check. 

I have heard arguments against em-
powering State and local law enforce-
ment to assist in the enforcement of 
our immigration laws, Mr. Speaker. 

Now, stop and think. We trust them 
to do murder cases, sex assault cases, 
kidnapping cases, narcotics traf-
ficking. You even trust them to pro-
vide security, Mr. Speaker, at their 
own functions back in the district. But 
when it comes to immigration law, oh, 
no. No, sir. We don’t trust you to en-
force immigration law. Everything 
else, including our own security both 
here in Washington and back in the 
district, but God forbid we trust State 
and local cops to help us with immigra-
tion law. 

The President says we need immigra-
tion reform so folks will, to use his 
words, Mr. Speaker, come forward, get 
on the books, get right with the law. 

I want you to ask yourself, what in 
Mr. Lopez-Sanchez’ background makes 
you think he would ever come forward? 
And why in the hell does he need to be 
on the books? He is in the Bureau of 
Prisons. You don’t need him on the 
books. He is in the Bureau of Prisons. 
And you had him, and you let him go. 

b 1530 

Which brings me to my favorite 
phrase, Mr. Speaker, ‘‘sanctuary cit-
ies.’’ It has almost a Utopian sound to 
it, doesn’t it? 

Well, as the Speaker knows, the defi-
nition of a ‘‘sanctuary’’ is a place of 
refuge or safety. And my question for 
folks in San Francisco and my col-
leagues who support this policy is: A 
refuge for whom? A sanctuary for 
whom? A refuge for Kate Steinle? A 
sanctuary for Kate Steinle? A refuge 
for a convicted felon with a 25-year- 
long criminal history? 

So the phrase sounds benign, but it 
was no sanctuary for her. It may have 
been for him, but it sure as hell wasn’t 
for her. 

Mr. Speaker, my message to San 
Francisco would be simple: You won’t 
honor our detainers, we won’t honor 
your warrants. If detainers are too 
much trouble for you to handle, per-
haps Federal money will be too much 
trouble for you to handle, too. If you 
can’t honor our detainers, you are not 
going to get any more money. 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
express my concerns about the Enforce the 
Law for Sanctuary Cities Act. I am completely 
appalled by the tragic and senseless death of 
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Kathryn Steinle and those responsible should 
be held fully accountable. Dangerous crimi-
nals, including those who are in the United 
States illegally, should not ever be released 
into the community. 

However, H.R. 3009 does not address this 
problem. In fact, if H.R. 3009 becomes law it 
will only make it more difficult for law enforce-
ment agencies to prevent future tragedies like 
this one. The system failed to catch this felon, 
not because of our nation’s immigration policy, 
but because there was a breakdown in com-
munication between agencies. The suspect, 
who has confessed to the shooting, has seven 
prior felony convictions, and has been de-
ported five times, was apprehended by U.S. 
Immigration and Customs Enforcement (ICE) 
and turned over to the custody of the San 
Francisco Sheriff’s Department at its request 
on an outstanding drug warrant. ICE issued a 
detainer, requesting to be notified before the 
suspect’s release. Unfortunately, the suspect 
was released back onto the streets after the 
prosecutor declined to pursue the drug 
charges. 

This individual should never have been re-
leased from the custody of law enforcement, 
and the events that followed reflect a systemic 
failure on the part of local law enforcement 
and prosecutors. And while I believe that Con-
gress has a moral responsibility to prevent fu-
ture tragedies like this from occurring in the fu-
ture, this legislation falls far short in address-
ing any of the failings in our immigration sys-
tem that led to it. If enacted, H.R. 3009 would 
not have required local law enforcement to 
certify that the suspect would be prosecuted 
before taking custody of him. Nor would it 
have required the Bureau of Prisons or ICE to 
consult with local law enforcement or prosecu-
tors to determine whether justice would be 
better served by having the suspect deported 
rather than being transferred to face an un-
likely prosecution for a 20-year-old drug pos-
session charge. 

H.R. 3009 purports to address this tragedy 
by stripping local law enforcement agencies of 
necessary federal funding to fulfill its respon-
sibilities to the public. More specifically, the 
legislation would strip funding for state criminal 
alien assistance programs. Instead of aiding 
local law enforcement, this bill would cripple 
the efforts of these agencies to support federal 
law enforcement. In a naked attempt to score 
political points, this legislation deliberately ig-
nores and neglects the roots of the tragedy. 
As such, a wide coalition of groups oppose 
H.R. 3009, including the Major County 
Sherriff’s Association, the National Fraternal 
Order of Police, the Law Enforcement Immi-
gration Task Force, the National League of 
Cities, the U.S. Conference of Mayors, AFL– 
CIO, AFSCME, ACLU, LULAC, and LCCHR. 
While I remain committed to substantive and 
constructive reform of our nation’s immigration 
system, this legislation falls far short of what 
is necessary. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Committees on the Judici-
ary and on Homeland Security, I rise in strong 
opposition to H.R. 3009, the so-called ‘‘En-
force the Law for Sanctuary Cities Act.’’ 

I oppose this legislation because it under-
mines public safety, fails to address needed 
immigration reform, promotes a deportation- 
only approach, and will not achieve the Re-
publican leadership’s stated purpose in bring-
ing the bill to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, nothing in H.R. 3009 would 
have prevented the tragic killing of an innocent 
young woman in San Francisco. 

Instead, this bill is being rushed to the floor 
for the sole purpose of exploiting that tragedy 
by scapegoating immigrants and undocu-
mented persons, holding them responsible for 
the actions of one person, and avoiding action 
on comprehensive immigration reform. 

It is undisputable that victims of murder de-
serve justice. 

H.R. 3009 the ‘‘Enforce the Law for Sanc-
tuary Cities Act’’ would push undocumented 
immigrants further into the shadows and cre-
ate and an environment with heightened 
threats to our safety and ability to seek justice. 

Stripping state and local law enforcement 
agencies of key funding and resources im-
pedes their ability to combat crime and protect 
our communities. 

Surely, House Republicans do not want to 
tie the hands of law enforcement when it 
comes to preventing and investigating criminal 
acts. 

Rather than taking positive steps to promote 
better cooperation and communication be-
tween Federal, State and local authorities, 
where appropriate, H.R. 3009 punishes State 
and local law enforcement agencies that 
prioritize public safety and community policing 
over immigration enforcement efforts. 

Nearly every major law enforcement asso-
ciation in the country, from the Major Cities 
Chiefs Associations, the Major Counties Sher-
iffs Association, the Fraternal Order of Police, 
and the Law Enforcement Immigration Task 
Force, opposes H.R. 3009 and the host of 
other similar and related proposals set forth by 
Republicans. 

H.R. 3009 simply spreads the myth that all 
immigrants are criminals and threats to the 
public—despite decades of research that dem-
onstrate the fact that immigrants are less likely 
to commit serious crimes than native-born per-
sons and are less likely to end up in prison. 

In fact, thousands immigrant populations 
throughout the country have resided within our 
country for decades as law-abiding, tax-pay-
ing, hard-working model persons who con-
tribute to our nation’s economy and culture of 
diversity and inclusiveness. 

Additionally, thousands of immigrant popu-
lations are actually here seeking safety and 
refuge because they too are victims of horrific 
abuse, torture and massacre that plagues their 
native countries. 

Yet, once again we are discussing meas-
ures that simply seek to enhance and promote 
mass criminalization, racial profiling and dis-
crimination, and deportation of immigrants. 

In just this past year, House Republicans 
have voted to: 

1. Deport hundreds of thousands of Dream-
ers who came to the country as children and 
are American in all but name; 

2. Deport millions of parents of US citizens 
who are playing by the rules, contributing to 
their communities and working to support their 
families; and 

3. Deport without due process tens of thou-
sands of unaccompanied children who came 
to the US fleeing persecution, extreme vio-
lence and trafficking. 

Just this past Friday, the U.S. Court of Ap-
peals for the 1st Circuit issued an opinion dis-
missing immunity claims by ICE Agents who 
unlawfully detained an American citizen. 

A U.S. citizen who was born in Guatemala 
and has resided here since the 1980s and 

was naturalized in 1995, was subjected to 
multiple ICE detainers in violation of her 
Fourth and Fifth Amendment rights. 

On at least two occasions the plaintiff was 
detained by ICE and questioned about her citi-
zenship—despite her repeated claims and as-
sertion of her legal status. 

No efforts were made to confirm or inves-
tigate prior to her detention by ICE which al-
lowed her to be booked, strip-searched and 
held in jail for up to 48-hours. 

‘‘Detain first, question later’’ practices and 
policies should not be supported—yet H.R. 
3009 penalizes law enforcement for refusing 
to gather information about one’s citizenship 
or immigration status where such actions are 
unwarranted. 

President Obama issued a statement today 
advising that H.R. 3009 will get vetoed if pre-
sented to him for signature. 

It cannot be said that immigration reform is 
being taken seriously, when proposals are 
rushed and fail to go through regular order. 

Serious reform requires bringing to the floor 
for debate a comprehensive immigration bill 
that reforms our broken immigration system by 
making it fairer and more humane, and se-
cures our Northern, Southern, and maritime 
borders and our ports. 

The House Homeland Security Committee 
proved this can be done last year when it re-
ported out of committee on a unanimous vote, 
H.R. 1417, the Border Security Results Act of 
2014. 

Instead of wasting time on legislation that is 
designed to attract publicity rather than have 
any realistic chance of becoming law, we 
should be bringing to the floor for debate leg-
islation that will address the real problems and 
challenges facing the American people. 

Instead of squandering valuable floor time 
on this irresponsible legislation, the House 
should be allowed to work its will on issues 
that matter, like raising the minimum wage, 
protecting the right to vote of all Americans, 
and passing criminal justice reform that builds 
trust and respect between law enforcement 
agencies and the communities they are to pro-
tect and serve. 

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in opposition to H.R. 3009, the so-called ‘‘En-
force the Law for Sanctuary Cities Act.’’ 

This misguided legislation is purportedly a 
response to the heartbreaking and tragic 
shooting of Kathryn Steinle earlier this month. 
However, the reality is that this legislation 
cynically uses this isolated incident to scape-
goat all undocumented immigrants and under-
mine community policing. Specifically, H.R. 
3009 would withhold critical funding for State 
and local law enforcement agencies as well as 
victims of crimes unless these jurisdictions 
bear the burden of enforcing Federal immigra-
tion statutes. 

If passed, this bill would tie the hands of 
local law enforcement agencies who are work-
ing to promote safety and build community 
trust. Requiring local police to enforce Federal 
immigration laws often times dissuades un-
documented individuals from reporting crimes, 
offering testimony, and serving as witnesses in 
court proceedings. For example, the evidence 
shows that victims of domestic violence will be 
afraid to report these crimes to police for fear 
of deportation. A survey conducted by the Na-
tional Domestic Violence Hotline in 2013 found 
that nearly 50-percent of foreign born individ-
uals were afraid to seek help because of their 
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immigrant status. As Secretary of Homeland 
Security Jeh Johnson testified earlier this 
month, ‘‘mandating through legislation the con-
duct of sheriffs and police chiefs’’ is not the 
way to go. 

Instead of pushing these failed policies, we 
need to come together and pass bipartisan 
legislation to address our broken immigration 
system. I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. FARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to 
voice my opposition to HR 3009. First and 
foremost, my heartfelt sympathies go out to 
the Steinle family for the loss of their daugh-
ter, Kate. There is no question that her death 
is tragic and unjust. 

However, this bill neither avenges her death 
nor effectively prevents similar tragedies from 
happening in the future. Absent comprehen-
sive immigration reform, we are forcing local 
police to act as federal immigration officials. 
That is wrong, wrong, wrong. 

I represent one of the largest agriculture dis-
tricts in CA that is dependent on migrant work-
ers who toil the fields to feed our nation. We 
also have a significant gang violence problem 
in ‘‘the Salad Bowl of the World’’, yet, I am not 
aware that any of our local law enforcement 
officials think this bill is a good idea. 

In some of the harshest neighborhoods, our 
local law enforcement officials have estab-
lished satellite facilities and programs for the 
kids in the neighborhood that provide alter-
natives to joining gangs. This type of 21st 
Century Policing encourages community part-
nerships, problem-solving and organizational 
transformation. 

Mr. Speaker, we have already seen the will-
ingness of the Republicans to shut down the 
government over immigration issues by failing 
to fund the Department of Homeland Security 
for 4 months. While compromising the safety 
of our communities and the effectiveness of 
our local police might be good for Donald 
Trump, it is bad for America. 

I urge a no vote. 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, the re-

cent killing of Kathryn Steinle in San Francisco 
is a tragedy, and my thoughts are with her 
family during this very difficult time. 

Unfortunately, the Majority has chosen to 
politicize this tragedy by bringing this mis-
guided and unacceptable bill to the floor. 

H.R. 3009 would withhold Department of 
Justice grants specifically targeted to enhance 
public safety, support community policing, and 
assist crime victims from states and law en-
forcement agencies that do not collect infor-
mation regarding a person’s immigration sta-
tus. 

We can and should ensure that serious 
criminals who are dangerous and enforcement 
priorities for ICE are not released from the 
custody of local law enforcement. However, it 
is misguided and counterproductive to force 
local law enforcement officers to inquire about 
a person’s immigration status at any time and 
for any reason in order to be eligible to re-
ceive critical public safety funding. 

It is also wrong and irresponsible that this 
bill misrepresents the immigrant community as 
one comprised entirely of criminals. In fact, 
decades of research show that immigrants are 
less likely to commit serious crimes than na-
tive-born persons. 

Earlier this year, many Republicans insisted 
that our Homeland Security Appropriations bill 
include anti-immigrant riders, and threatened 

to shut down the Department of Homeland Se-
curity if they did not get their way. Sadly, H.R. 
3009 is just more of the same from the Major-
ity, who apparently think it is more important 
to incite hatred of our immigrant population for 
political purposes than it is to keep our com-
munities safe and secure. 

If we truly want to deal with our broken im-
migration system, we must pass comprehen-
sive immigration reform that treats immigrants 
humanely, focuses on deporting those who 
threaten our safety and national security, and 
better secures our borders. Unfortunately, the 
House Majority has no interest in passing 
such reforms and instead chooses to rob local 
law enforcement of the money they need to 
keep our constituents safe from harm. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 

for debate has expired. 
Pursuant to House Resolution 370, 

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. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentleman opposed to the bill? 
Mr. JEFFRIES. I am opposed to it in 

its current form. 
Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I re-

serve a point of order. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point 

of order is reserved. 
The Clerk will report the motion to 

recommit. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. Jeffries moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 3009 to the Committee on the Judiciary, 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith, with the following 
amendment: 

Add at the end the following: 
SEC.ll. PROTECTING LOCAL COMMUNITIES 

FROM CUTS TO LAW ENFORCEMENT. 
The Attorney General may not reduce or 

eliminate, under this Act or the amendment 
made by this Act, any sums provided to a 
State (or a political subdivision of a State) if 
the Attorney General determines that such 
reduction or elimination would result in— 

(1) an increase in the overall crime rate in 
that State or political subdivision, including 
an increase in domestic violence, sex traf-
ficking, or crimes against children; or 

(2) a decrease in the number of trained law 
enforcement officers in that State or polit-
ical subdivision, including community po-
lice, that are available to protect the public. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the final amendment to the bill, which 
will not kill the bill or send it back to 
committee. If adopted, the bill will im-
mediately proceed to final passage, as 
amended. 

The murder of Kate Steinle in San 
Francisco was a national tragedy that 
certainly shocked the conscience of 
America. We must continue to mourn 
her passing. We must continue to stand 
behind her family. 

We must continue to make sure that 
her killer is prosecuted to the full ex-

tent of the law, but we should not re-
spond with irresponsible public policy. 

Our Founders indicated that the 
House of Representatives is supposed 
to reflect the passions of the people, 
but the passions should be properly 
channeled into an appropriate legisla-
tive vehicle. 

On December 14, 2012, 20 children 
were brutally gunned down in Sandy 
Hook Elementary School. More than 
30,000 additional Americans have died 
as a result of gun violence since that 
fateful day. Mr. Speaker, 952 days have 
passed. This House has done nothing. 

On June 27, 2013, the Senate passed a 
bipartisan comprehensive immigration 
reform bill, 52 Democrats, 14 Repub-
licans, 2 Independents. That bill would 
have secured our borders. That bill 
would have reduced the deficit by more 
than $850 billion over 20 years. That 
bill would have required undocumented 
immigrants to learn English, pay back 
taxes, pass a criminal background 
check, and then get at the back of the 
line. Mr. Speaker, 757 days have passed. 
This House has done nothing. 

Instead, we are here today consid-
ering a misguided legislative response 
to a terrible tragedy. That is why I 
offer this amendment, which will pre-
vent the elimination or reduction of 
funds to State or local law enforcement 
organizations if the Attorney General 
determines that the elimination of 
funding would result in an overall in-
crease in the crime rate, particularly 
with respect to domestic violence, sex 
trafficking, and crimes against chil-
dren, or if it would result in a decrease 
in the number of trained law enforce-
ment officers on American streets. 

The COPS and Byrne-JAG programs 
are essential to public safety and 
should not be used as a blunt force 
weapon to carry out a reckless and ir-
responsible antiimmigrant agenda. 
That is why the National Fraternal 
Order of Police, the Law Enforcement 
Immigration Task Force, and the 
Major County Sheriffs’ Association of 
America all oppose the underlying leg-
islation. 

In a letter dated July 15, the Na-
tional Fraternal Order of Police ex-
pressed their ‘‘strong opposition to any 
amendment or piece of legislation that 
would penalize law enforcement agen-
cies by withholding Federal funding or 
resources from law enforcement assist-
ance programs in an effort to coerce a 
policy change in so-called sanctuary 
cities.’’ 

In offering this amendment, I stand 
with law enforcement. In offering this 
amendment, I stand with the Statue of 
Liberty that sits in New York Harbor 
with the inscription ‘‘Give me your 
tired, your poor, your huddled masses 
yearning to breathe free.’’ 

In offering this amendment, I stand 
with the United States Constitution 
and the 10th Amendment limitation on 
the Federal Government’s ability to 
commandeer State or local police au-
thorities into the service of Federal 
areas of enforcement. 
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In offering this amendment, I stand 

with the Scripture in Matthew 25:35, 
where it says: I was hungry, and you 
gave me food. I was thirsty, and you 
gave me drink. I was a stranger, and 
you welcomed me. 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
withdraw my reservation of a point of 
order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
ervation is withdrawn. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I 
urge my colleagues to oppose this mo-
tion to recommit. It would give the dis-
cretion to the Attorney General of the 
United States and the ability to deter-
mine whether or not such reductions 
provided in this legislation would take 
place. 

This is the same Attorney General of 
the United States who is new to the po-
sition, but has already indicated her 
unwillingness to enforce title VIII, sec-
tion 1373, of the United States Code re-
lated to the requirement that cities 
and all other government agencies 
communicate with the Immigration 
and Naturalization Service. 

The Enforce the Law for Sanctuary 
Cities Act helps to address one of the 
main factors contributing to the col-
lapse of immigration enforcement in 
the United States. 

Hundreds of sanctuary cities are vio-
lating Federal law by prohibiting their 
law enforcement officers from sharing 
information with Federal immigration 
authorities to enable the removal of 
unlawful and criminal aliens. 

This bill will finally establish pen-
alties to persuade these jurisdictions to 
comply with longstanding Federal law. 

Sanctuary cities present a clear and 
present danger to their citizens. In the 
first 8 months of 2014, they released 
8,145 aliens who the Department of 
Homeland Security wanted to deport. 

Very quickly, almost a quarter of 
these aliens were arrested again for 
new criminal offenses. Most recently, 
San Francisco’s refusal to honor a DHS 
detainer resulted in the tragic death of 
Kate Steinle. 

This is not an isolated incident. This 
is something that will continue again 
and again and again unless these cities 
start cooperating with law enforce-
ment. 

And, yes, there are many other 
things that need to be done to protect 
American citizens from unlawful crimi-
nal aliens besides this bill. Those 
should be brought to the floor as well. 

But this bill represents an important 
first step in making rogue jurisdictions 
comply with Federal law and safeguard 
their communities. We will take fur-
ther steps in the months ahead to en-
sure enforcement of immigration laws, 
but we have to start today. 

Federal grants—and there are three 
categories of grants covered by this 
legislation—are not entitlements to 
the States. They are gratuities that 
Congress has chosen to give to the 
States. 

The Supreme Court has held that 
Congress can place restrictions or con-
ditions on the receipt of Federal funds 
to further policies that are aimed at 
protecting the general welfare. 

I support these law enforcement 
grants, but the solution to potential 
loss of these funds is simple: eliminate 
the policies that violate Federal law, 
eliminate the policies that prohibit in-
formation sharing with the Immigra-
tion and Customs Enforcement agency, 
and they will receive this funding. 
They will also receive safer commu-
nities, communities that are sanc-
tuaries for law-abiding citizens, not 
sanctuaries for criminals. 

This legislation must be passed to 
protect American citizens and do right 
by them and do it in honor of people 
like Kate Steinle, who gave her life be-
cause of these bad policies. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose the 
motion to recommit, support this legis-
lation, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. 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 and clause 9 of rule XX, 
this 15-minute vote on the motion to 
recommit will be followed by 5-minute 
votes on passage of the bill, if ordered, 
and the question on agreeing to the 
Speaker’s approval of the Journal, if 
ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 181, nays 
239, not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 465] 

YEAS—181 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 

Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 

Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 

Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 

Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NAYS—239 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 

Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 

Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
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Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 

Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 

Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—13 

Bishop (UT) 
Brady (PA) 
Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 
Collins (NY) 

Denham 
Hinojosa 
Israel 
Kaptur 

Lujan Grisham 
(NM) 

Schakowsky 
Speier 
Stewart 

b 1607 

Messrs. CONAWAY, FINCHER, STIV-
ERS, and JOHNSON of Ohio changed 
their vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Ms. GABBARD and Mr. SHERMAN 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 241, noes 179, 
not voting 13, as follows: 

[Roll No. 466] 

AYES—241 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bera 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Carter (GA) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 

Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers (NC) 
Emmer (MN) 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 

Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 

Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 

Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price, Tom 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 

Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOES—179 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Dold 
Donovan 

Doyle, Michael 
F. 

Duckworth 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (NY) 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu, Ted 

Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 

Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 

Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 

Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—13 

Bishop (UT) 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Calvert 

Carter (TX) 
Clawson (FL) 
Conyers 
Hinojosa 
Israel 

Kaptur 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Speier 
Stewart 

b 1619 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall 466, 

I was unable to vote due to a malfunction of 
my voting card. Had I been able to vote, I 
would have voted yes on rollcall 466. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
CARTER of Georgia). The unfinished 
business is the question on agreeing to 
the Speaker’s approval of the Journal, 
which the Chair will put de novo. 

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal. 

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

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCARTHY), my friend, the majority 
leader. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, the House 
will meet at noon for morning hour and 
2 p.m. for legislative business. Votes 
will be postponed until 6:30 p.m. 

On Tuesday and Wednesday, the 
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning 
hour and noon for legislative business. 

On Thursday, the House will meet at 
9 a.m. for legislative business. Last 
votes of the week are expected no later 
than 3 p.m. 

On Friday, no votes are expected in 
the House. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of suspensions next week, a 
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business tomorrow. 

In addition, the House will consider 
H.R. 427, the Regulations from the Ex-
ecutive in Need of Scrutiny Act of 2015, 
sponsored by Representative TODD 
YOUNG. 

Last year Federal regulations bur-
dened job creators with trillions of dol-
lars in costs. This bill, commonly re-
ferred to as the REINS Act, will ensure 
that Congress has a say in whether 
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major rules should be imposed on the 
American people. 

The House will also consider H.R. 
1994, the VA Accountability Act, spon-
sored by Chairman JEFF MILLER. 

Getting the best possible service to 
our Nation’s veterans starts with hav-
ing the best possible personnel in 
charge VA programs. 

This critical bill will give the admin-
istration additional tools to turn 
things around at the VA and ensure 
veterans have the kind of care they de-
serve. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for his information with reference to 
the two bills that will be considered 
next week. 

We are coming now to the end of the 
scheduled work period, and we will be 
going into the August break. We just 
passed a bill, Mr. Leader, which dealt 
with a tragedy—or purportedly dealt 
with a tragedy—that occurred in San 
Francisco. 

Every Member of this House believes, 
I think, that a mistake was made by 
the sheriff in San Francisco in releas-
ing this individual who had been con-
victed of numerous felonies. 

We also believe, if we had passed a 
comprehensive immigration reform bill 
similar to the one the Senate passed in 
the last Congress, that this problem 
itself would not be solved—because we 
believe that the sheriff should not have 
released this individual irrespective of 
the status of immigration reform—but 
we believe this would go a long way to-
wards enhancing the ability of both 
law enforcement and of communities 
to deal with the immigration issue as 
well as giving confidence to people of 
their status. 

Does the gentleman believe that 
there is any possibility of a comprehen-
sive immigration bill being considered 
in the next work period? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank my friend 

for yielding. 
What happened in San Francisco was 

not just a mistake. This individual had 
seven felonies. It is not 
miscommunication. Kate lost her life 
and should not had to have. 

Sanctuary cities are made up of indi-
viduals who believe they can make 
their own law and disregard the law of 
the Federal Government. 

I think today’s bill was a good first 
start. I do look forward to continuing 
the conversations on both sides of the 
aisle on immigration reform, but I 
have nothing scheduled at this time. 

Mr. HOYER. Just to make it clear, 
the mistake was the sheriff’s. He 
should not have done what he did. It 
was a tragedy. We all agree on that. 

Very frankly, we don’t think that he 
was compelled to do so by the sanc-
tuary law that San Francisco had in ef-
fect. 

I will tell the majority leader that we 
had a difference of opinion in a pre-
vious bill, the Violence Against Women 
Act, where you did not include protec-

tion for immigrants when they came 
forward to law enforcement authorities 
and complained of domestic violence. 

We had a disagreement on that, and 
the disagreement was that we thought 
they ought to be protected, which is 
why so many law enforcement officials 
opposed the bill that was brought for-
ward. 

I will tell you again, Mr. Leader, that 
we do not believe that the statute that 
was in San Francisco compelled or led 
to the actions of the sheriff in releas-
ing a felon who had committed the nu-
merous felonies and should not have 
been released. It was a tragedy. 

Let me go on, Mr. Leader, to the ap-
propriations process. 

There are no appropriation bills list-
ed on your schedule for next week. We 
have after next week some, I think, 16 
legislative days left between now and 
the end of the fiscal year. 

Again, for the next period that we 
are going to be back and in light of the 
fact that we know what it is going to 
be at least—and I will have some ques-
tions on some things that may be on, 
but we know what is scheduled for next 
week—does the gentleman believe that 
our Members ought to anticipate the 
further consideration of appropriation 
bills prior to the end of the fiscal year? 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding. 
As I mentioned last week, yes, it is 

our intention to get back to the appro-
priation process as soon as possible. 

As the gentleman knows, we are half-
way done. We should finish our job, but 
I will make sure to keep the Members 
updated on the appropriation bills as 
they are scheduled and continue to be 
considered. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the majority 
leader. I am pleased to hear that. 

I know the Speaker observed—and I 
think he is probably right—that there 
will have to be a CR. In light of that, 
I would hope that the majority leader, 
in league with the chairman of the Ap-
propriations Committee, perhaps with 
the chairman of the Ways and Means 
Committee, and with the Speaker, 
would initiate the conversations now 
in preparation so that we would not 
have a crisis on September 30, but 
would, in a logical and, hopefully, a co-
operative way, have gotten to what ac-
tion would be taken with respect to a 
CR. I would urge my friend to pursue 
those discussions. 

I would be glad to participate with 
him in those discussions with others on 
our side who will be involved in that 
process—our ranking member on the 
Appropriations Committee, our rank-
ing member on the Ways and Means 
Committee, and our ranking member 
on the Budget Committee. 

I yield to my friend if he wants to 
make a comment. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. No. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
The gentleman and I have had discus-

sions about highways. We know that 
next week the highway authorization 

ends. We are planning on leaving here, 
if the schedule is kept, on Thursday of 
next week. 

Will the gentleman tell me what he 
believes is the status of the highway 
bill? 

I know the Senate is discussing a 
longer term highway bill. Neither the 
majority leader nor I are very enthusi-
astic about that bill as I have learned 
in my discussions with you. 

Will you tell me what your plans are 
with respect to the highway bill so 
that we don’t leave here without some 
sort of authorization having been 
passed? 

I yield to my friend. 

b 1630 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Well, I thank the 

gentleman for yielding. I thank him for 
his discussions with me regarding high-
ways. Just last week, we passed a bi-
partisan bill that would ensure critical 
infrastructure projects continue 
throughout the year. 

I know the Senate has their debate. 
Our bill goes to the end of the year 
with a long-term solution. The Senate 
currently is debating a bill that is not 
funded long term. I think the best bit 
of advice is to urge the Senate to ac-
cept our bill. 

Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman. 
Lastly, as the gentleman knows, I 

have been very much involved with the 
authorization of the Export-Import 
Bank through the years. As the gen-
tleman knows, Mr. Cantor and I 
worked together and came up with a 
bipartisan proposal in 2012 that passed 
this House overwhelmingly with ap-
proximately 140 Republicans and about 
185 or more Democrats, so it passed 
overwhelmingly. 

Can the gentleman tell me whether 
or not there is any possibility of assur-
ing that the majority of this House can 
work its will and the majority of the 
Senate—and I say that because MITCH 
MCCONNELL, the leader of the Senate, 
is quoted as saying the supporters of 
the Federal Export-Import Bank have 
the Senate votes to revive it and will 
get a chance to do so. 

Majority Leader MITCH MCCONNELL 
said, It looks to me like they have the 
votes—and I am requesting to give 
them the opportunity. MCCONNELL, 
who opposes the Bank, said he expects 
supporters to try to attach the reau-
thorization to a highway bill. 

Assuming that we get a bill from the 
Senate with the Export-Import Bank 
attached to it, does the majority leader 
believe that we will have the oppor-
tunity—and I think the majority of the 
Members of the House would vote in 
favor of it—will have the opportunity 
to vote on the Export-Import Bank be-
fore we leave here on Thursday? 

I yield to my friend 
Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-

tleman for yielding. 
I thank my friend for his weekly 

questions. I think you may have asked 
these questions actually more times 
than we repealed ObamaCare, but my 
answer remains the same. 
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Mr. HOYER. I could not possibly 

stand on this floor long enough to do 
that. 

I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. My answer still re-

mains the same to the gentleman. 
There is no action scheduled in the 
House on Ex-Im. 

Mr. HOYER. I keep asking that ques-
tion, and I keep getting the wrong an-
swer. I will be faithful to asking that 
question. 

I say that with humor, but the gen-
tleman knows that I believe this is an 
extraordinarily serious issue. The gen-
tleman knows I agree with the Speaker 
of the House of Representatives, Mr. 
BOEHNER, that we are losing jobs right 
now as a result of our failure to extend 
the authorization of the Export-Import 
Bank past June 30. 

The gentleman knows I believe that 
165,000 jobs are at risk. The Indian di-
rector of their export-import bank is 
quoted as saying in the paper, just the 
other day, that he believes they are 
going to pick up jobs and orders be-
cause of the failure of the Export-Im-
port Bank to be reauthorized. 

I think this is not something that is 
not real. It is a loss of jobs and a loss 
of competitive status for our country if 
we do not reauthorize this and do so as 
quickly as possible. 

I will keep asking the question be-
cause I feel it is so very important to 
our country and to our competitive-
ness, but I appreciate the gentleman’s 
faithfulness in his answer. I am hopeful 
that it will change. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. We will keep repeal-
ing ObamaCare. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I didn’t no-
tice that ObamaCare had been re-
pealed. I simply noticed the Supreme 
Court said it was a constitutional piece 
of legislation. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

ADJOURNMENT FROM THURSDAY, 
JULY 23, 2015, TO MONDAY, JULY 
27, 2015 

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Monday, July 27, 2015, when it 
shall convene at noon for morning-hour 
debate and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

PLANNED PARENTHOOD 

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

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, it is 
painful to hear the words in the re-
cently released video showing Planned 
Parenthood trafficking in body parts. 

At one point, the doctor talks about 
a customer wanting ‘‘lower extrem-
ities,’’ that is legs in everyday lan-
guage. 

‘‘I don’t know what they are going to 
do with it. Maybe they want muscle,’’ 
she says. 

These are legs that will never run to 
a mom or a dad, never run to a brother 
or a sister, never run to a spouse, never 
run to protect another child. 

It has been 42 years since the Su-
preme Court did what Justice White 
called an exercise of raw judicial 
power. Since then, we have seen more 
than 55 million abortions in this coun-
try; yet we are still shocked by what 
these videos show. 

This is a teaching moment, Mr. 
Speaker. There is a lot of pain implicit 
in these videos, pain for kids, pain for 
moms, pain for dads and families. Per-
haps these videos can become the mo-
ment where our Nation can begin to 
heal that pain. 

Stopping taxpayer dollars flowing to 
organizations responsible for this hor-
ror is a good place to start that heal-
ing. 

f 

FALLEN HAYWARD POLICE DE-
PARTMENT SERGEANT SCOTT 
LUNGER 

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

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to ask that this 
House honor Sergeant Scott Lunger, 48 
years old, who was murdered tragically 
yesterday as a Hayward police officer 
while on routine patrol. 

His murder is a reminder that the 
work we call our police officers to do 
puts them and their lives in jeopardy 
every day, every stop, not knowing if it 
is going to be their last or if they are 
going to return home to see their fami-
lies. 

Sergeant Lunger leaves behind a 
wife, two daughters, a brother, family, 
and friends; but he died doing what he 
loved, his second career working as a 
police officer. 

For 15 years, he did so to help people 
in the community. He served on the 
SWAT team and on the gang unit. He 
was described by his police chief as a 
warrior cop, an ethical police officer. 
He was described by others as that 
ideal officer, that go-to guy. A lieuten-
ant said: He is the best cop and 
crimefighter I have ever seen. 

The East Bay and Hayward commu-
nity mourns the loss of Sergeant Scott 
Lunger. Long live the memory of Ser-
geant Scott Lunger. May God watch 
over his soul, our community, and his 
family. 

f 

HONORING DANIELLE GREEN 

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

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize former Notre Dame 
basketball player and Army veteran, 
Danielle Green, who was recognized at 

last week’s ESPYs ceremony with the 
Pat Tillman award. 

The award is named after former 
NFL player Pat Tillman, who joined 
the Army Rangers following 9/11, 
served several tours in combat before 
he died in a friendly fire incident in Af-
ghanistan in 2004. It recognizes an indi-
vidual with a strong connection to 
sports who has served others in a way 
that echoes Pat’s legacy. 

Danielle Green could not be more de-
serving of this prestigious honor. While 
bravely serving her country in Iraq, 
she lost part of her left arm from a 
rocket-propelled grenade attack. Upon 
her return, Green earned the Purple 
Heart for injuries suffered in combat. 
She now works with returning veterans 
as a readjustment counselor in South 
Bend, Indiana. 

Danielle’s sacrifice to protect our 
freedom and her contributions to Indi-
ana veterans deserves recognition. She 
is an inspiration to Hoosiers every-
where. 

Today, I thank Danielle Green and 
all of our servicemen and -women for 
the sacrifices they make in the name of 
freedom. 

f 

THE EQUALITY ACT 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. Speaker, today, 
my colleague Congressman DAVID 
CICILLINE, an unparalleled champion 
for LGBT rights, introduced the Equal-
ity Act. I rise today as a proud cospon-
sor in support of this bill. 

Recent gains, from public opinion to 
the Supreme Court, have undoubtedly 
accelerated our ongoing civil rights 
march, but real justice will be served 
in this country when the LGBT com-
munity is guaranteed—not just legal 
equality, but lived equality. 

The ability to experience everyday 
life without fear of discrimination is 
something most of us take for granted. 
Walking into a gas station without 
worrying about being denied service be-
cause of your gender identity, heading 
into a movie theater without fear of 
being turned away because of the hand 
you held when you walked in, that 
threat of judgment, rejection, and prej-
udice is injustice in its purest form. 

Today, through the Equality Act, we 
can help root out the dangerous intol-
erance that continues to define too 
many American lives. I urge all of my 
colleagues to join this fight, cosponsor 
this bill, and get it signed into law. 

f 

SECRET SIDE DEALS WITH IRAN 
CONCERNING INSPECTION OF 
THEIR NUKES 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, it 
seems the Iranians are not the only 
ones we can’t trust. Apparently, there 
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are some secret side deals with Iran 
concerning inspections of their nukes. 
The administration conveniently with-
held this from Congress. 

Susan Rice said: 
These documents are not public, but none-

theless, we have been briefed on those docu-
ments. We know their contents. We are satis-
fied with them, and we will share the con-
tents of those briefings in full in a classified 
session with the Congress, so there is noth-
ing in that regard that we know that they 
won’t know. 

Let me get this straight. We are sup-
posed to trust the person who lied to 
the American people on national tele-
vision about Benghazi? 

Mr. Speaker, what else are they hid-
ing? Maybe the details of the side deal 
are stored on a server somewhere. We 
know we can’t trust the Iranians to fol-
low the deal. 

Now, we can’t trust the administra-
tion to let us know what is in the deal. 
Let’s hope these secret side deals are 
not as hard to get a hold of as the 
former Secretary of State’s emails. 

And that is just the way it is. 
f 

INDIAN INDEPENDENCE DAY 

(Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize In-
dian Independence Day and the 11th 
Annual New Jersey India Day Parade, 
organized by the Indian Business Asso-
ciation. 

On August 15, 1947, India won its free-
dom from the British Empire, raising 
the Indian national flag at the Red 
Fort in Delhi. 

On August 9 of this year, New Jer-
sey’s vibrant Indian American commu-
nity will celebrate that milestone with 
one of the largest events in the world, 
drawing more than 35,000 attendees. 

Oak Tree Road, between Edison and 
Iselin, will be filled with dozens of 
floats, marching bands, musicians, and 
dignitaries, concluding with a cultural 
program that will offer everyone 
present the opportunity to see the 
beautiful traditions of India in addition 
to modern culture. 

New Jersey is home to one of the 
largest Asian Indian populations in the 
United States, behind California and 
New York in number, but second to 
none as a percent of our overall popu-
lation. They are a thriving group that 
contributes to our State’s economic 
growth and strength in diversity. 

I wish everyone well as they prepare 
for the August festivities and send 
early Indian Independence Day greet-
ings to all those celebrating in my dis-
trict. 

f 

HONORING FLORIDA INTER-
NATIONAL UNIVERSITY STU-
DENT CRISTINA GOMEZ 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to talk about Cristina 
Gomez and thank her for her kind, gen-
erous, and caring spirit. 

It has been a little over a year since 
this promising young woman from 
South Florida suffered a serious trau-
matic brain injury after she fell while 
jogging. Before her tragic accident, 
Cristina was a senior at my alma 
mater, Florida International Univer-
sity. She was studying to be a teacher 
and donated much of her free time to 
help others. 

Cristina’s family has established the 
Cristina Gomez Traumatic Brain In-
jury Foundation to help other families 
in similar circumstances and to carry 
on Cristina’s legacy as she recovers. 

Christina, the thoughts and prayers 
of our community are with you and 
your family. Get well soon. Florida 
International University misses you 
and wants you back. 

f 

b 1645 

JORDAN MICHAEL FILLER 
FOUNDATION 

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

Mr. DOLD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to commend the efforts of the Jordan 
Michael Filler Foundation in their 
fight against an unseen killer: addic-
tion. 

One person dies every 3 days in the 
Chicago suburbs because of a heroin 
overdose. Jordan Filler was 23 when his 
addiction to heroin tragically took his 
life. His family started the Jordan Mi-
chael Filler Foundation in his honor to 
help others combat addiction. The 
foundation works tirelessly to provide 
vital education to children and their 
families on addiction. 

Mr. Speaker, heroin is an epidemic in 
our community, and unfortunately, 
there is no silver bullet to end drug 
abuse. As the co-chair of the Illinois 
Suburban Anti-Heroin Task Force, I 
am committed to working with local 
organizations like the Jordan Michael 
Filler Foundation to prevent drug 
overdose. There are no easy solutions 
to the drug abuse epidemic, but I am 
committed to putting in the hard work 
required to make progress alongside 
our many community partners. 

I offer my sincerest thanks to the 
Jordan Michael Filler Foundation and 
other community organizations for 
their lifesaving work. 

f 

HONORING MIKE ZAHN 

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

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to recognize Mike 
Zahn, a friend, public servant, and 
leader in the Springfield, Illinois, com-
munity. 

For several years, Mike has been in-
volved in the International Union of 
Operating Engineers Local 965 in 
Springfield. His father was an oper-
ating engineer and served as the 
branch’s business manager. 

Following in his father’s footsteps, 
Mike first joined in 1974 and spent 
nearly 30 years with Local 965, eventu-
ally becoming the business manager for 
the branch himself. 

In addition to his time with Local 
965, Mike also immersed himself in 
public service. He served as the chair-
man of the Illinois State Council and 
was a member of the Greater Spring-
field Chamber of Commerce Diversity 
Development Council. Mike has been a 
strong voice for improving our infra-
structure, as a frequent visitor to this 
great city. 

After over four decades with Local 
965, Mike announced he is going to re-
tire as an operating engineer. He and 
his wife, Jacki, have two children, 
Steve and Jessica. 

I am proud to honor my friend Mike 
Zahn for his work on behalf of the peo-
ple of Springfield, Illinois, and this 
great country. I wish him the best in 
his retirement. 

f 

RELIGIOUS PERSECUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. COLLINS) is recognized for 60 
minutes as the designee of the major-
ity leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members have 5 legislative days in 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on the topic of my Special Order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I would like to start by looking at 
headlines. All you have got to do is 
just read the headlines that are blaring 
at us, coming at us in print, over our 
Internet, and others. They say things 
like: ‘‘Five children among 94 crucified, 
flogged, and caged by ISIS for eating 
during Ramadan’’; ‘‘Hundreds Killed in 
Nigeria Anti-Christian Violence’’; 
‘‘ISIS Plants Land Mines in Christian 
Civilian Homes, Ancient Ruins Across 
Iraq, Syria.’’ 

If we have the stomach for it that 
particular day, we may read the article 
that follows. We might say a prayer or 
silently wonder at the brazen face of 
evil. But ultimately, we go on with our 
lives. We do not fear for our personal 
safety or that of our families because 
of systemic religious violence. 

Yet millions of our brothers and sis-
ters around the world do not have the 
luxury of walking away from real reli-
gious persecution. They don’t read the 
news stories; they live them day in and 
day out. They have watched family 
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members die. They have had friends 
simply vanish into thin air, never to be 
heard from again. Their homes and 
businesses are seized by the govern-
ment. Even as they place their hope in 
eternity, they fear for their future here 
on Earth. 

Today, my colleagues and I come to 
the House floor to tell our stories. We 
come because this body and this ad-
ministration have a responsibility to 
use our position to promote religious 
liberty around the world. Millions of 
lives are literally depending on Amer-
ica’s willingness to export our most 
precious commodity, religious freedom, 
and it is time to step up our efforts. 

As a pastor and currently a chaplain 
in the United States Air Force Reserve, 
defending religious liberty at home and 
abroad is near and dear to my heart. I 
have had the honor of serving folks of 
many faiths, as well as those with no 
faith, and I am convinced that the 
foundational importance of religious 
liberty is not just in America, but in 
every country. 

No nation is truly free unless its citi-
zens can practice their religious beliefs 
without fear of losing their life or live-
lihood because of state-sponsored oppo-
sition or unchecked persecution by 
their neighbors. Yet even in democra-
tized societies, we are witnessing a 
sharp increase in violent religious per-
secution worldwide. 

If America is to be a shining city 
upon a hill in the 21st century, we must 
redouble our commitment to fighting 
for those around the world who do not 
enjoy the basic right to worship as 
they choose. 

I am grateful that my colleagues who 
share my passion for religious liberties 
have joined me for this Special Order, 
and I am especially grateful to my 
friend from California, Representative 
VARGAS. We have gotten to know each 
other and travel, but on this issue, 
party lines are diminished, party lines 
are laid aside. When we think about 
our own freedoms and religious liberty, 
he is a champion for that. 

I yield to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. VARGAS) as we continue to 
discuss this issue. 

Mr. VARGAS. I thank the gentleman 
from Georgia, Representative DOUG 
COLLINS, for his opening remarks and 
especially for his courage to speak out 
for religious freedom around the world 
and also for his courage serving our 
Nation in uniform. 

At this moment, religious freedom 
around the world is in a state of emer-
gency. The recently released Inter-
national Religious Freedom annual re-
port describes ‘‘humanitarian crisis 
fueled by waves of terror, intimidation, 
violence,’’ and ‘‘the horrific loss of 
human life, freedom, and dignity that 
has accompanied the chaos.’’ 

From the brutality of ISIL in Iraq 
and Syria to Boko Haram’s mass mur-
ders at mosques and churches and the 
displacement of over 140,000 Rohingya 
Muslims and 100,000 Kachin Christians 
in Burma, the past year has seen un-

speakable violations of the basic right 
to practice one’s religion. Additionally, 
blasphemy laws, the vast displacement 
of religious minorities, and the per-
sistent attacks on religious commu-
nities and places of worship should all 
be a cause for concern. 

Today, I would like to highlight the 
plight of religious minorities in ISIL- 
held territories a year after the fall of 
Mosul. 

The Nineveh plains have been inhab-
ited by Christians for the past 2,000 
years and was first settled in 6000 BCE. 
In the Bible, the Prophet Jonah was or-
dered by God to ‘‘Arise, go unto 
Nineveh, that great city, and preach 
unto it the preaching that I bid thee.’’ 

Based in modern-day Mosul, with the 
Tigris River to the east, the Nineveh 
plains is rich in cultural history and 
religious diversity. Before the fall of 
Saddam Hussein, the number of Chris-
tians in Iraq had been estimated to be 
between 800,000 and 1.4 million. This in-
cluded Armenian Catholics, Chaldean 
Christians, Assyrian Church of the 
East members, and Protestants. In 
2013, the Christian population was esti-
mated at 500,000 and shrinking signifi-
cantly. 

Last year, the world watched in hor-
ror as a transnational Sunni insur-
gency initiated a political and reli-
gious insurrection in the name of es-
tablishing a caliphate across Iraq and 
Syria. 

After ISIL established its control 
over northwestern Iraq, these Islamist 
insurgents warned religious minorities 
living under its jurisdiction to either 
convert to Islam, pay a cumbersome re-
ligious tax, or be executed. These reli-
gious minorities included Christians, 
Yazidis, Turkmen, and Shabak, all of 
which have a long and rich history in 
the region and have historically coex-
isted peacefully with Muslims. 

Since ISIL’s declaration, thousands 
of families have packed their belong-
ings and fled to neighboring commu-
nities in Kurdistan, Syria, Lebanon, 
and Jordan. Many thousands have been 
murdered or abducted, and an unknown 
number of women and girls have been 
sexually assaulted and forced into mar-
riage. 

We all witnessed in August 2014 thou-
sands of Yazidis fleeing to Mount 
Sinjar to escape the brutality and per-
secution as ISIL advanced in the sur-
rounding areas. I would like to read the 
testimony of a Yazidi recounting that 
horrible time: 

Hours later, ISIS forces attacked the 
Yazidis in Sinjar. The Yazidis in towns and 
villages of the south side of Mount Sinjar 
had some light weapons, such as AK–47 rifles, 
with a small amount of ammunition. They 
fought against ISIS forces for 4 or 5 hours. 
While this minimal defense was proceeding, 
many Yazidis fled to Mount Sinjar. 

Finally, the defenders ran out of bullets 
and our positions were overrun. The lucky 
few Yazidis who made it to Mount Sinjar 
stayed for several days without any food or 
water. Hundreds then died from starvation 
and dehydration, especially infants, young 
children, sick people, and elders. 

On August 6, while ISIS forces flushed 
other Yazidi and Chaldo-Assyrians from 
their Nineveh plain homes, ISIS also ad-
vanced toward Mount Sinjar. Then the 
Yazidis had no choice but to flee by foot, a 
journey that took days. 

On Friday, August 15, more than 210 Yazidi 
families in Kocho village, which is just south 
of Sinjar City, received an ISIS order to con-
vert to Islam or be killed. In that village, the 
ISIS militia beheaded more than 70 young 
men, killed hundreds, and took all women, 
girls, and children to Badush Prison near 
Mosul. The women and children were sold as 
sex slaves by ISIS commanders. 

While American leadership assisted 
in providing humanitarian relief as 
events unraveled, little was done to al-
leviate ISIL’s reign of terror. Since 
then, over 2 million people have been 
displaced, and thousands continue to 
face crimes against humanity. These 
include torture, enslavement, rape, 
forced prostitution, imprisonment, and 
extermination. 

Additionally, as a means to eradicate 
the history and heritage of these dif-
ferent groups, ISIS has led a campaign 
to destroy cultural and religious prop-
erties. Assyrians and other Christians 
have seen the destruction of the statue 
of the Virgin Mary at the Immaculate 
Church and the tomb of the Prophet 
Jonah, and numerous churches have 
been destroyed, looted, and burned 
down. 

In closing, I would like to echo the 
words of Pope Francis, who eloquently 
stated: ‘‘Our brothers are being per-
secuted, chased away, they are forced 
to leave their homes without being 
able to take anything with them. I as-
sure these families that I am close to 
them and in constant prayer. . . I 
know how much you are suffering. I 
know you are being stripped of every-
thing.’’ 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I think 
what you have stated shows what we 
are dealing with here. What we are 
finding is the intolerance, something 
that is just so atypical of what we find 
here in America. 

I think the reason we are here today 
and actually talking about this is to 
again raise that level and to under-
stand that this is not something in the 
past, not something beyond. It is some-
thing that is going on right now. 

It is not easy to hear about, but you 
had spoken of it as well, the ISIL vic-
tims who reject forced conversion. As 
we think about that in our religious 
freedom context, just because they say, 
‘‘I am not going to convert to your 
faith,’’ Mr. Speaker, is what they are 
saying, they are crucified, beheaded, 
tortured, raped, and countless other 
atrocities, sold into slavery, simply be-
cause they stand on their own faith and 
won’t be forced into the faith of an-
other. 

ISIL, frankly, is just evil. They hide 
behind the cloak of religiousness. The 
problem is evil is just evil. You call 
evil what it is. Religious freedom has 
to be protected, and we have to be pur-
veyors of that. 

When we look around, just in the 
Iraq community alone, just a few years 
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ago, there were 1.5 million Christians 
in Iraq. Now, the best estimates are 
200,000, at best estimate. And it just 
continues to drive. This is something 
that we are going to have to continue, 
I believe, to watch. 

There is a dear friend of mine here 
tonight who is a fighter for not only re-
ligious liberties, but I have fought with 
him for the lives and the birthdays of 
newborns everywhere. He is a fighter 
for religious liberties. The gentleman 
from Arizona speaks with authority on 
these issues because he has been there 
and he has been fighting on the front 
lines for a while. 

It is my privilege to yield to the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. FRANKS) to 
continue this discussion on the need 
for religious liberties. 

b 1700 

Mr. FRANKS of Arizona. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman. It is a privi-
lege for me to be here on the floor of 
the House of Representatives tonight 
with Congressman COLLINS and Con-
gressman VARGAS. 

I consider them both precious friends 
and colaborers in this vital struggle for 
religious freedom, which is the corner-
stone of all other freedoms; and with-
out which, there can be really no other 
kind of freedom to exist for any length 
of time. 

Mr. Speaker, there is nothing that I 
fear more for my colleagues and my 
fellow Americans than the danger of 
growing numb to the evil that incites 
these horrific atrocities being com-
mitted against people around the world 
today based on their faith. 

I submit that we are, in these days, 
witnesses to some of the most glaring 
and brutal attacks on this universal 
right of religious freedom in all of our 
history. 

The Islamic State, that metasta-
sizing cancer spreading throughout the 
Middle East and north Africa, is espe-
cially targeting Christians, Yazidis, 
and other ancient religious minorities 
and communities for extinction. 

The world has watched this insidious 
campaign of terror unfold day by day 
for over a year. More than 407 days now 
have passed since the ancient city of 
Mosul fell into the hands of the Islamic 
State. 

Their campaign of terror drove hun-
dreds of thousands of Christian men, 
women, and children out of the land of 
their spiritual heritage, which dates 
back for nearly 2,000 years. 

Nearly 1 year has passed since the Is-
lamic State’s attack on the Yazidi 
community. Thousands were slaugh-
tered, Mr. Speaker. At least 5,000 
women and young girls were taken cap-
tive as sex slaves. Nearly 1,000 boys be-
tween the ages of 4 and 10 were cap-
tured and forced into ISIS training 
camps. 

Mr. Speaker, there is no room for 
Christians, Yazidis, or other dissidents 
in the Islamic State’s self-proclaimed 
caliphate. Innocent men, women, and 
children are forced to choose between 

their deeply held religious beliefs and 
their lives. 

They are subject to torture, mass 
executions, beheadings, and crucifix-
ions. They are drowned and burned 
alive in cages. They are raped, abused, 
and sold as commodities in a modern 
day slave market. 

They are tied to chairs and thrown 
off high-rise buildings. They are dese-
crated, violated, humiliated, and 
stripped of their dignity. Their ancient 
places of worship and sacred sites are 
destroyed. 

Mr. Speaker, how many more un-
imaginable atrocities must occur be-
fore this administration takes off its 
heartless blinders and finds the cour-
age and determination to decisively ad-
dress this evil slaughter of innocents 
based on their religious beliefs? 

German Lutheran pastor and anti- 
Nazi dissident Dietrich Bonhoeffer 
said: ‘‘Silence in the face of evil is evil 
itself. God will not hold us guiltless. 
Not to speak is to speak, and not to act 
is to act.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, the Obama administra-
tion can no longer remain conspicu-
ously silent on the plight of religious 
minorities caught in the wake of the 
Islamic State. It is vital that America 
and the world make the necessary re-
sponses to stop this campaign of terror 
and preserve these ancient religious 
communities from extinction. 

In the middle of this scourge, the ad-
ministration has allowed the Special 
Envoy to promote religious freedom of 
religious minorities in the Near East 
and South Central Asia position to re-
main vacant now for nearly a year. 
Very little effort has been made to 
equip regional security forces to pro-
tect these communities from ISIS’ ad-
vance. 

This administration’s response is 
shameful and an astonishing failure, 
and it only affirms the Islamic State’s 
barbaric strategy and encourages what 
they proudly boast to be a ‘‘battle be-
tween faith and blasphemy, truth, and 
falsehood.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I would just adjure the 
President of the United States not to 
continue to stand by and let this evil 
relentlessly proceed. 

The assault on religious freedom we 
are witness to in the Middle East is 
just one of the many attacks against 
this most sacred and basic right of reli-
gious freedom. There are thousands of 
innocent people around the world who 
are antagonized, oppressed, tortured, 
and killed because of their belief or dis-
belief in a particular religion or ide-
ology. 

I know these are challenging sub-
jects, Mr. Speaker, but God help us to 
remain committed to echoing the 
voices of these innocents in the halls of 
Congress. 

May we all be relentlessly committed 
to pursue that day when the light of 
hope will fall across all of the lonely 
faces of God’s children all over this 
world and that this ‘‘most inalienable 
and sacred right of true religious free-

dom will be the possession of every last 
human being, and the destiny of future 
generations will be to walk in the sun-
light of liberty for as long as mankind 
inhibits the Earth.’’ 

May it be so. 
I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank you 

again, Congressman FRANKS, for your 
friendship. Thank you for your out-
spokenness on this issue for many 
years, and I think we continue to bring 
this forward as we go forward. 

Mr. Speaker, one of the things I want 
to overlook before I turn it over to an-
other colleague is the area of Paki-
stan—and this is something that is 
many times overlooked when we start, 
but in Pakistan, blasphemy laws carry 
a potential death sentence. 

Now, think about this for just a sec-
ond—and, again, in our area, we get 
numb to the fact because of what we 
have—but blasphemy laws there carry 
a potential death sentence for anyone 
who insults Islam or professes another 
faith. 

In November 2014, two Pakistani par-
ents were burned alive because of their 
Christian faith. These individuals were 
accused of burning a Koran and subse-
quently killed by a mob of their coun-
trymen. 

A Pakistani court also convicted a 
Christian woman, mother of five, Asia 
Bibi, of blasphemy and sentenced her 
to death. Yesterday, after much prayer 
and concern from the Christian com-
munity, Reuters News reported that 
the Pakistani Supreme Court tempo-
rarily suspended her death sentence. 

While the suspension is welcome 
news, the international community de-
sires that Ms. Bibi is released from 
prison because of the trumped-up 
charges. 

These are just two examples of perse-
cution in a nation in which all minori-
ties must grapple with the devastating 
impact of the notorious blasphemy law, 
as well as the danger posed by Islamic 
militant organizations that enjoy a 
strong foothold in the region. 

We must, as Congress and the admin-
istration, implore, put pressure—what-
ever we need to do—to say to Pakistan: 
This is something that has got to be re-
moved. This is something that needs to 
be done away with. These blasphemy 
laws must be put away, to be a part of 
a free and orderly society that actually 
recognizes the beliefs and religious lib-
erties. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. WALKER), my 
friend and fellow pastor to speak on 
this issue and bring his perspective on 
what he has seen across the world, but 
also in his time in Congress. 

Mr. WALKER. Thank you, Congress-
man COLLINS. I appreciate you raising 
this issue and bringing it to the House 
floor. It is one of a growing concern 
internationally, that we have seen or-
ganizations like Boko Haram and oth-
ers who have done great damage to 
those, really, to the least of these. 
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Mr. Speaker, our Nation was founded 

on the right to believe and to live ac-
cording to one’s beliefs, and our com-
mitment to allow people to live out 
their religious values without fear of 
discrimination is really the corner-
stone that developed our country into 
a force for freedom; but this liberty 
isn’t just an American right. It should 
be a foundational element for all peo-
ple groups. 

Who would have ever thought that we 
would be in a position to reference the 
United Nations? This right is so uni-
versal that it was included as article 18 
of the U.N.’s Universal Declaration of 
Human Rights. 

Article 18 recognizes that the right of 
all people to freedom of thought, con-
science, and religion—this right in-
cludes freedom to change his religion 
or belief, freedom to manifest his belief 
in teaching, practice, worship, and ob-
servance. 

However, members of the very insti-
tution that is supposed to subscribe to 
this declaration proactively seek out 
and punish individuals in groups for 
their very own religious beliefs. 

In violation of international law— 
and his inherent human rights—Iran is 
currently imprisoning a gentleman by 
the name of Saeed Abedini for the mere 
fact of being a Christian, a man who 
was working with children who had lit-
tle hope, if any. 

I have communicated on multiple oc-
casions with his wife, Naghmeh, whose 
children have pleaded and begged this 
administration and Iran to be able to 
release. 

In fact, in 2012, the history, during a 
visit to Tehran to meet with his family 
to talk about helping out with orphan-
ages and building board members, the 
Iranian Revolutionary Guard arrested 
Saeed for his Christian faith. 

Without any due process, Saeed was 
summarily given a sentence of 8 years. 
Throughout Saeed’s imprisonment, he 
has spent weeks in solitary confine-
ment. The prison guards have allowed 
other prisoners to come and beat him. 
He is denied medical treatment for in-
fections that resulted from beatings be-
cause he is labeled an infidel. 

I am more than proud that this 
House unanimously passed H. Res. 233, 
that demands the immediate release of 
Pastor Saeed, along with former U.S. 
marine, Amir Hekmati, and Wash-
ington Post journalist, Jason Rezaian; 
but we need to do more. We need to re-
turn Pastor Saeed to his home family 
now. 

As I was thinking about this whole 
process and speaking about it, I actu-
ally thought back to the original 
Mayflower Compact, so I looked it up. 
The words—it is amazing—still ring 
true, Mr. Speaker. 

Allow me remind us just for a mo-
ment of those words. It reads: 

IN THE NAME OF GOD, AMEN. We, whose 
names are underwritten, the Loyal Subjects 
of our dread Sovereign Lord King James, by 
the Grace of God, of Great Britain, France, 
and Ireland, King, Defender of the Faith, 

etc., Having undertaken for the Glory of 
God, and Advancement of the Christian 
Faith, and the Honour of our King and Coun-
try, a Voyage to plant the first Colony in the 
northern Parts of Virginia; Do by these Pre-
sents, solemnly and mutually, in the Pres-
ence of God and one another, covenant and 
combine ourselves together into a civil Body 
Politick, for our better Ordering and Preser-
vation, and Furtherance of the Ends afore-
said: And by Virtue hereof do enact, con-
stitute, and frame, such just and equal Laws, 
Ordinances, Acts, Constitutions, and Offi-
cers, from time to time, as shall be thought 
most meet and convenient for the general 
Good of the Colony; unto which we promise 
all due Submission and Obedience. 

IN WITNESS whereof we have hereunto 
subscribed our names at Cape-Cod the elev-
enth of November, in the Reign of our Sov-
ereign Lord King James, of England, France, 
and Ireland, the eighteenth, and of Scotland 
the fifty-fourth, 1620. 

Ronald Reagan—in closing—said it 
best. He said: 

The most essential element of our defense 
of freedom is our insistence on speaking out 
for the cause of religious liberty. 

That is why we are here today, and I 
hope and am proud to stand with Rep-
resentative COLLINS in continuing to 
stand for those who cannot stand for 
themselves. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I do appreciate those words, and I 
think it is not just in faraway places. 
We are also dealing with this kind of 
issue in this hemisphere as well. 

Just a little closer to home, southern 
Mexico even has experienced growing 
religious tensions over the past year. 
In a country in which 90 percent of 
Mexico’s population identifies as 
Catholic, the Mexican Constitution 
even has long protected freedom of 
worship. 

There is growing hostilities against 
Protestantism. In fact, the highlands 
of southern Mexico have a history of 
sectarian violence. Just a few decades 
ago, conflict led to hundreds of deaths 
and the displacement of 30,000 Protes-
tants. 

Right now, the conflict has arisen 
once again. Protestants have had their 
lands seized, utilities cuts, and appeals 
for government assistance has fallen on 
deaf ears. There are also reports of vio-
lence, death threats, and forcible ex-
pulsions of hundreds of victims from 
communities in recent years. 

You don’t have to go all over the 
world to see that we have this rise of 
religious intolerance around. That is a 
basic right, as Congressman WALKER 
stated. Even in the U.N., it is one of 
those rights that is laid out in article 
18, that everyone has the right to free-
dom of thought, conscience, and reli-
gion. 

A right includes freedom to change 
his religion or belief in freedom, either 
alone or in a community with others or 
in public or private, to manifest his re-
ligion or belief in teaching, practice, 
worship, and observation. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my dear 
friend from California, Representative 
VARGAS, for more, as we have been 
hearing from our friends. 

It is all over, and we need to continue 
to shine this light. 

Mr. VARGAS. Mr. Speaker, again, I 
would like to thank Mr. FRANKS from 
Arizona and Mr. WALKER from North 
Carolina and especially you, Represent-
ative COLLINS, for your remarks and 
your leadership on this issue. Thank 
you. 

I would also like to conclude my re-
marks today by highlighting a few 
other key issues. According to the U.N. 
High Commissioner for Refugees, there 
are more than 50 million refugees 
around the world, half of which are 
women and children. 

Religion is a key factor in humani-
tarian crises worldwide, as we saw ear-
lier this year, with a record number of 
refugees attempting to cross the Medi-
terranean to seek asylum. 

b 1715 
In this Congress, I have also intro-

duced legislation—the Protecting Reli-
gious Minorities Persecution by ISIS 
Act of 2015—to address the plight of re-
ligious minorities in ISIS-held terri-
tories. 

Additionally, there are far too many 
people imprisoned for religious belief 
and religious freedom advocacy. We 
heard already about Mr. Saeed Abedini. 

I would also like to take a moment 
to focus on the issue of prisoners of 
conscience around the world by high-
lighting the plight of Behnam Irani of 
Iran, as detailed in the U.S. Commis-
sion on International Religious Free-
dom’s Defending Freedom Project Pris-
oner’s List: Behnam Irani is an evan-
gelical Christian leader from Iran who 
led a 300-member church of Iran in 
Karaj, a city less than 15 minutes out-
side the capital of Tehran. In 2011, 
Irani was sentenced to 6 years’ impris-
onment for his Christian activities 
after a raid on a house church in Karaj. 
In September 2014, Mr. Irani was hit 
with 18 additional charges, including 
Mofsed-e-filarz, which means ‘‘spread-
ing corruption on Earth,’’ a crime pun-
ishable by death. However, in October 
2014, this charge was dropped and Irani 
was sentenced instead to 6 years’ im-
prisonment due to his alleged acting 
against national security and forming 
a group to overthrow the government. 
In total, Pastor Irani is expected to 
serve a total of 12 years in prison and 
is, therefore, due for release in 2023. 
Mr. Irani has faced numerous health 
problems while in prison, including se-
vere bleeding due to stomach ulcers 
and colon complications. Mr. Irani is 
married and has a daughter and a son. 

Lastly, I would like to bring a spot-
light to the increase in anti-Semitism 
in Europe. According to numerous re-
ports, there has been an increase of 
anti-Semitic acts in France, the United 
Kingdom, Belgium, Austria, Italy, and 
Germany between 2013 and 2014. 

These include violent acts and at-
tacks with an anti-Jewish motivation. 
Earlier this year, the world saw four 
Jewish patrons being murdered during 
an attack on a kosher supermarket in 
Paris, France. 
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We must continue to partner with 

and support Jewish communities 
around the world to mitigate these 
anti-Semitic attacks. 

With that, I again would like to 
thank my Republican colleagues and 
all of my colleagues for their support 
on this issue. Again, I would like to 
thank, in particular, my colleague and 
friend from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS). 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Thank you 
for being here, Congressman VARGAS. 

I think there are many things that 
we can stand for. Nothing, I think, 
more basic to our liberties not only 
here in our country, but around the 
world, is just standing for, as Congress-
man WALKER just said, those who can’t 
stand for themselves, who are right 
now being persecuted simply for the 
act of a conscious belief, the act of hav-
ing a faith that others disagree with. 

I think that is why we are here to-
night, Mr. Speaker, to talk about this 
in terms of things that we can do and 
things that we can highlight. 

One of the issues that is concerning 
to me—and it is going to be debated in 
this Chamber later—is, when we are 
dealing with countries who have—and 
we have talked about this today with 
Iran—dealing with countries who en-
courage religious persecution. They 
have issues with this. And we yet enter 
into agreements without discussing 
those. 

My concern is, in matters of trade 
and business, all international leaders 
come to our President, our Ambas-
sadors, our State Department, our gov-
ernment officials. Whenever they come 
and trade in business—and they want 
to do business because this is the mar-
ket that everybody wants—then this is 
our time to bring this up. 

It is in those times that we bring up 
the persecution. It is in those times 
that we bring up the five that are held 
in Iran. It is in those times that we 
stand for them while they are shackled 
and cannot stand for themselves. 

We have to get over this ridiculous 
notion that we shouldn’t bring up reli-
gious liberty in certain contexts be-
cause we don’t want to offend anyone. 

We are worried about causing offense 
while men, women, girls, and boys are 
being raped, killed, crucified, and los-
ing their lives. No American faces a 
barbaric State-sponsored death sen-
tence simply because he or she believes 
a different religion than a neighbor. 

Mr. Speaker, this is part of the free-
dom that we have. It is a part of the 
freedom that has been given to us by 
those who have passed before us. 

I have always believed that we stand 
on the freedoms in this country today 
of the Constitution and the charters 
that have gone before us and not only 
what they did to sign their names to 
the Declaration of Independence, to 
sign their names to the Constitution, 
but to say that we will fight for those 
rights and those men and women who 
have died over the years, to say these 
are worth fighting for. 

There have even been issues in our 
own country of intolerance. And what 

we have to understand, from my per-
spective even as an Air Force chaplain, 
is there have been more discussions on 
what is right and how we are going to 
stand up for what we believe. 

As an Air Force chaplain, I am there 
not only from my faith background 
that I have, but for all, whether they 
have a hard-and-fast faith, a faith that 
is just being developed or they have no 
faith at all. 

That is what a chaplain is there for, 
is to present encouragement and to 
preserve the religious freedoms and 
protections that we have. 

If we back up on that, if we back up 
on the basic freedoms such as religious 
liberty, freedom of conscience, these 
things that we take for granted, this 
human rights issue in our country, 
then what else are we going to back up 
on? If we start messing with the funda-
mental pillars, where will it end? 

The light that shines brightest here 
is the one that shines brightest across 
the seas. We cannot let this issue con-
tinue to just become dull to us by sim-
ply reading headlines on a page, maybe 
saying a prayer for those in need, or 
believing that a book of martyrs is 
something that used to happen and not 
anymore. 

Today there are those around the 
world who are simply dying or being 
persecuted because of their own con-
science, because of their belief that 
they hold. That is wrong. 

It is time for us to use all of our re-
sources here in the freest country in 
the world, to say: We are not going to 
stand for it. We need to make this the 
light. 

I thank Congressman VARGAS again 
and those who have come in to be a 
part of this, to make sure that this 
light is not dim. It is something that 
will continue to shine brightly. 

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

f 

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF THE 
DODD-FRANK WALL STREET RE-
FORM AND CONSUMER PROTEC-
TION ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 6, 2015, the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. HIMES) is recognized for 
60 minutes as the designee of the mi-
nority leader. 

Mr. HIMES. Mr. Speaker, I come to 
the floor today on this fifth anniver-
sary of Dodd-Frank to reflect a little 
bit on a signal piece of legislation that, 
to this day, remains controversial. 

Dodd-Frank, of course, was a re-
sponse to the worst economic melt-
down that we have seen in this country 
since the Great Depression of the 1930s. 

I want to reflect back on what led to 
the need for Dodd-Frank, the impact 
that that Great Recession, as we have 
come to call it, had on Americans and 
American families all over this coun-
try and then think a little bit about 
what Dodd-Frank has and has not done 
in the 5 years since its passage. 

It remains a controversial piece of 
legislation. All you have to do is look 
at the steady stream of press releases 
from the majority party on financial 
services. 

I have a few here: 
Dodd-Frank has enshrined too big to 

fail into law. 
Obama claimed Dodd-Frank would 

lift the economy. It has done the oppo-
site, despite the fact that we learned 
today, of course, we have got one of the 
lowest jobless rates in a very, very long 
time. 

Financial crisis was caused by Wash-
ington’s dumb regulations. That would 
come as a surprise to pretty much any-
body with economic know-how who saw 
the long chain of malfeasance and irre-
sponsibility in the mortgage market 
that actually led to the crisis. 

Dodd-Frank is setting the stage for 
the next crisis. 

‘‘Dodd-Frank Act leaves America less 
stable, less prosperous, less free.’’ 

These are truly extravagant claims. 
So let’s back up a little bit and re-

member January of 2009. That happens 
to be the month that I was given the 
privilege of serving in this Chamber. 

It came after the last quarter of 2008 
in which the United States’ economy 
actually shrank at an 8 percent rate on 
an annualized basis. 

The economy was very literally melt-
ing down. The stock market was half of 
what it is today. Businesses were clos-
ing. 

Americans saw literally trillions of 
dollars of value—let’s talk for a second 
about what ‘‘value’’ means. 

‘‘Value’’ means that retirement fund 
that you were relying on in order to re-
tire. It means the money that you had 
set aside in a brokerage account to 
educate your children. 

It means those savings that you had 
accumulated over many, many years of 
foregoing that vacation or scrimping 
on the budget, those things. All of that, 
for many Americans, was wiped out or 
cut in half, devastation. 

And, by the way, in January of 2009— 
I remember this—though the bailout 
had passed this House what was known 
as the TARP, the Troubled Asset Relief 
Program, and though that had been put 
into place by the United States Con-
gress and seemed to have stabilized the 
market, at least temporarily, we wor-
ried day in and day out as to whether 
this—let’s face it—obnoxious meas-
ure—I don’t think there is anybody 
who thinks in a free market system 
there should be bailouts—this obnox-
ious, politically toxic measure which, 
nonetheless, reasserted some stability 
in the financial services sector—no-
body really knew if it was enough. 

I remember wondering whether we 
might not see a bankruptcy in a money 
center bank, a moment, perhaps, in 
which ATMs wouldn’t have money in 
them. This was January of 2009. 

Most importantly—there are a lot of 
big words—asset values, this, that, and 
the other thing, money center banks— 
this meant devastation for millions of 
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Americans who lost their jobs, for fam-
ilies who weren’t going to be able to 
send their kids to school, who were 
going to have to postpone retirement, 
unemployment going into double dig-
its, meaning that—and I spoke to one 
of my constituents yesterday who has 
an Ivy League degree who found him-
self working as a clerk at Home Depot, 
surrounded by other people with lots of 
education who were fortunate to have 
that job back in 2009, 2010 because the 
economy had been devastated by a fi-
nancial services industry and, yes, by 
Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, and in-
sufficient regulation and irrespon-
sibility on the part of some of the regu-
lators had devastated the economy and 
left the American people holding the 
bag. 

So what happened? We went to work. 
We went to work in 2009. In 2010, we 
passed the Dodd-Frank Act. The Dodd- 
Frank Act is a complicated, big thing, 
but it addressed every stage of that 
chain of irresponsibility and malfea-
sance, starting with the selling of toxic 
and explosive mortgages to families 
that brokers and others knew couldn’t 
possibly repay those mortgages to the 
bundling of those toxic mortgages into 
complicated securities which, frankly, 
you needed a Ph.D. to understand, to 
the fact that some of the credit rating 
agencies then put investment-grade 
AAA ratings on these toxic securities, 
to the fact that derivatives were then 
written on these securities, derivatives 
that were largely unregulated as the 
result of an act of this Congress, a long 
line of malfeasance and irresponsibility 
of insufficient regulation and of regula-
tion insufficiently enforced, a terrible 
market practice. 

And, of course, in the middle of 2008, 
the chickens came home to roost and 
the economy was devastated and the 
American people, almost without ex-
ception, suffered. 

b 1730 
We saw the Troubled Asset Relief 

Program—the bailout—passed. Imagine 
how shocking that is to the American 
people. I have lost my job; I have lost 
my home, and there is a bailout of 
these institutions that I don’t know a 
whole lot about; but I suspect, cor-
rectly, were at the heart of this crisis. 

No wonder we had political upheaval 
in this country after that happened. 
Every step in that chain, Mr. Speaker, 
from toxic mortgages to securities that 
nobody understood, to credit rating 
agencies doing an awful job in evalu-
ating those securities, to Fannie Mae 
and Freddie Mac acting irresponsibly, 
to regulators being asleep at the 
switch, Dodd-Frank addressed every 
element of that set of problems which 
combined to devastate the American 
economy and to hurt American fami-
lies. 

Did it do it perfectly? Of course, it 
didn’t do it perfectly. We were legis-
lating under conditions of great fear 
and heightened emotions, and at the 
end of the day, we are mortals address-
ing very, very complicated issues. 

It was a good-faith effort to address 
what had clearly caused this problem. 
This notion that the Republicans are 
peddling that it was caused by Wash-
ington’s dumb regulations is beyond in-
sane because Dodd-Frank looked at 
what actually caused the problems of 
2008 and addressed them. 

What happened? We were told that 
Dodd-Frank would be a job killer. This 
was back in 2010 when anything that 
the then-Democratic Congress did was 
going to be a job killer. 

The Affordable Care Act which, as it 
turns out, has provided health insur-
ance to 16 million Americans, was 
going to be a job killer. Dodd-Frank 
was going to be a job killer. Everything 
was going to be a job killer. When we 
turned the lights on in this room, it 
was a job killer. 

You don’t hear that much anymore 
because, since those fantastic descrip-
tions of job-killing legislation, we have 
added almost 13 million jobs to the 
economy. The unemployment rate 
today is as low as it was before the 
meltdown of 2008. 

The stock market has doubled since 
then, business confidence is up, busi-
ness investment is up, and our capital 
markets are healthy. This idea that it 
was going to be job-killing was just 
flat-out wrong, certainly compared to 
the crisis, which was the true job kill-
er. 

Mr. Speaker, the other accusation 
that was made, of course, was that 
Dodd-Frank was going to crush credit 
markets, that the sources of financing 
that a family needs to buy a home or 
to send a child to college, the sources 
of financing that give rise to startup 
companies, companies like Google 
which didn’t exist 25 years ago, venture 
capital, the stock market that, of 
course, gives equity to our businesses 
to grow and expand and employ more, 
those were going away because of 
Dodd-Frank. The criticisms leveled and 
the predictions made about the credit 
markets were apocalyptic. 

Let’s take a look at what actually 
happened. I assembled a little bit of the 
data here just to show what has hap-
pened in the credit markets. We all 
love venture capital, that iconic image 
of the entrepreneurs in the garage de-
veloping a product that grows into a 
multibillion-dollar corporation that 
provides an electronic device that 
changes our lives and that makes our 
lives better—venture capital. 

Here is the line. Venture capital at 
the start of Dodd-Frank and, today, 
that is a line running up and to the 
right. 

Let’s look at total consumer credit. 
You want to buy a car; you want to 
buy a television set. Consumer credit, 
we all use it. At the start of Dodd- 
Frank, 5 years ago—and today—a dra-
matic increase in consumer credit. 

Stock market—the stock market, of 
course, is where established companies 
go to raise money and where we put 
money hoping it will grow. What has 
happened there? A near doubling of the 
stock market—robust. 

Commercial and industrial loans— 
what if you are a business and you 
don’t want to raise money in the stock 
market, you want to borrow money? 
Commercial and industrial loans— 
every one of these lines which capture 
most of the financing mechanisms and 
how healthy they are running at the 
point in time when Dodd-Frank was 
started to today is running strongly 
upwards. 

All of those criticisms that it was 
going to crush the credit markets are 
completely rebutted by pretty much 
anything that is happening in the cred-
it markets today. 

Let’s just spend a minute, Mr. Speak-
er, on what was actually in Dodd- 
Frank because this is pretty com-
plicated stuff. What was actually in 
Dodd-Frank were a couple of important 
ideas, that we should have something 
called a Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau that says to credit card 
companies, No, you can’t switch the 
order of a purchase to make it look 
like somebody overdrew an account or 
spent too much money so that you can 
charge a $25 fee; that said to mortgage 
brokers, No, you can’t put somebody 
into an inappropriately risky or high- 
cost mortgage just because you make 
more money for doing so. 

Mr. Speaker, we have standards in 
our country. You can’t buy a toaster 
that will burn down your house. You 
can’t buy a car that will explode when 
you turn on the ignition. That happens 
because we have minimum safety 
standards. 

If you can’t buy a toaster that will 
burn down your house, why should you 
be allowed to be sold a mortgage that 
very clearly will cause you to lose your 
house? That is what the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau does, and it 
has returned literally millions and mil-
lions of dollars to the American public 
as a result of its telling those cheats, 
those people who would prey on the fi-
nancial naivete of the American peo-
ple: You can’t do that anymore; and if 
you do it, we are going to shut you 
down, and you are going to give the 
money back. 

That is what the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau is doing today. 

Mr. Speaker, the second important 
thing that Dodd-Frank did was to say, 
for the first time, that maybe we ought 
to regulate this derivatives market. 
Now, derivatives are a fairly com-
plicated financial instrument. 

Most Americans don’t use derivatives 
directly and don’t necessarily know 
what they do. They are essentially 
bets, and that is okay. If you want to 
bet that oil prices are going to go up or 
down because you use oil, you ought to 
be able to take that bet to hedge your 
risk. That is okay. 

But in the early 2000s, the derivatives 
market had become very literally 
nothing but a betting game for people 
who simply wanted to roll the dice on 
the mortgage market or on the direc-
tion of a corporate credit or on the 
stock market. 
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You could take any bet. People would 

lend you money; you could place that 
bet, and off you went. That is, of 
course, what brought down what was 
otherwise an iconic American insur-
ance company, AIG. This was truly a 
storied insurance company that got 
into the derivatives business and 
touched off the crisis. 

Shockingly, by law, the derivatives 
market, even though it is more com-
plicated and larger than the stock mar-
ket, by law, was not regulated. When 
you wanted to buy or sell a derivative, 
you picked up the phone; you called 
your broker; you did the deal, and no-
body necessarily knew about it. 

That obviously doesn’t happen in the 
stock market. You go through a 
broker; the trade gets registered, and 
the SEC looks over the shoulder of the 
market to make sure it operates in a 
safe and sound fashion. 

By law, the derivatives market was 
unregulated and untransparent, and 
Dodd-Frank said that does not make 
sense and said that, if you are going to 
trade derivatives, you are going to do 
it over an exchange, the way we trade 
stocks. If you are going to trade de-
rivatives—particularly risky ones—you 
are going to put up capital against the 
bet you are taking so that if you lose, 
you can pay it off. 

That is what happened with AIG. 
They took a whole lot of very big bets 
that they had no ability to pay off 
when they lost. 

Who lent them the money to take 
those bets, Mr. Speaker? It was banks 
and brokerages who, when they found 
out that the bet they thought they 
won, there was no money coming to 
them, that is when we got into real 
trouble at places like Bear Stearns and 
Lehman Brothers. 

We said, crazy though it may sound, 
a market as complicated and as large 
as the derivatives market ought to be 
subject to the same transparency and 
regulation that the stock market has 
been subject to since the 1930s. That is 
what Dodd-Frank did. 

Finally—Dodd-Frank did a lot, but 
this is another really big thing—Dodd- 
Frank said we ought to actually have a 
mortgage market that is a little friend-
lier to the American people because, 
for most Americans, the savings that 
they have is in their homes. 

For generations, until 2008, gen-
erally, home prices had gone up. Let’s 
face it, the middle class works pretty 
hard not making a lot of extra money. 
The growth in the value of their home 
was the way you amassed a nest egg to 
retire or to buy that vacation cabin, 
whatever it was you aspired to do; yet 
by 2008, this had become yet another 
dangerous casino. 

It was true at the time, though it is 
not true anymore, that a broker could 
sell a mortgage to a family that was a 
lot more expensive and a lot riskier 
than it needed to be because that 
broker could get paid more in commis-
sion for selling that more complicated, 
more risky mortgage than that broker 

would get paid for selling a plain va-
nilla mortgage. 

Those days are gone. Those days are 
gone, and that is a very, very good 
thing for the American people. Remem-
ber, homes are where people—most peo-
ple—have their savings. That is what 
Dodd-Frank was. 

My friends on the Republican side 
who have these incredible statements, 
like the financial crisis was caused by 
Washington’s dumb regulations, fail to 
see that Dodd-Frank was actually a 
proportionate and targeted response to 
a truly devastating financial crisis 
that had real impact on an awful lot of 
families. 

I am sorry about that. The reason I 
am sorry about that is because Dodd- 
Frank, of course, is not perfect. There 
are clearly issues around some things 
like Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac, 
which Dodd-Frank was silent on. 

Today, the vast majority of Amer-
ican mortgages are still explicitly 
backstopped by the Federal Govern-
ment because we didn’t reform Fannie 
Mae and Freddie Mac. 

Shame on both parties for that, by 
the way. We had a lot to do when the 
Democrats were running the show, and 
we didn’t get to that point. In the 
many years since the Republicans have 
been controlling this Chamber, they 
have not taken that up. We should take 
that up. I am very proud to be, along 
with Congressman DELANEY and Con-
gressman CARNEY, a sponsor of legisla-
tion which would do just that. 

Mr. Speaker, there is still difficulty 
for Americans who should probably 
qualify for a mortgage in getting that 
mortgage. It is possible that Dodd- 
Frank swung the pendulum a little far 
in the mortgage market in a way that 
we ought to look at and be very, very 
careful about because, remember, at 
the core of the crisis in 2008 were mort-
gages that an awful lot of people 
shouldn’t have been in, an overcommit-
ment on the part of public policy and 
others to make every American a 
homeowner, to make it cheap, and to 
have outrageously complicated mort-
gages so that could happen. Carefully, 
we ought to look at what is happening 
in the mortgage market today. 

Mr. Speaker, there are more tech-
nical issues. There are questions about 
whether there is enough liquidity in 
the mechanisms, particularly bonds, 
that companies use to finance them-
selves. 

There are fair questions about wheth-
er we have adequately dealt with the 
question of too big to fail. Dodd-Frank 
certainly put profound strictures on 
large institutions. It gave the govern-
ment unprecedented authority to look 
into the so-called too-big-to-fail insti-
tutions and say: Sorry, you have got to 
shrink down. You have got to get out 
of this business. 

It put additional capital—in fact, 
just this week, the Federal Reserve an-
nounced the additional capital that 
large institutions will be required to 
set aside. It is a fair debate as to 

whether or not we have truly dealt 
with the question of too big to fail. 

Mr. Speaker, this is the rub: as long 
as the discussion we have about Dodd- 
Frank is a near religious discussion 
with my friends in the Republican 
Party making statements like Dodd- 
Frank should be repealed, the Dodd- 
Frank Act leaves America less stable, 
less prosperous, and less free; and, yes, 
frankly, as long as the Democrats don’t 
open the door to the notion that we 
may not have gotten it perfectly right 
on each one of its pages, we won’t be 
able to come together to do something 
which is essential in any piece of legis-
lation, but particularly in financial 
regulation, which is to adapt and allow 
the regulatory structure to change to 
reflect changing conditions. 

There are very few markets as adapt-
ive, that change more rapidly, that in-
novate for good and for ill, as rapidly 
as the financial services market. As a 
result, we need a regulatory apparatus 
that adapts along with the market, 
that looks for new threats, and that re-
alizes that the regulation of 40 years 
ago actually doesn’t make a lot of 
sense today. 

This near religious conflict that we 
have with the Republicans saying, You 
ought to do away with the whole darn 
thing—they say that, of course, they 
have never actually brought legislation 
forward to repeal Dodd-Frank which 
should cause you to ask, Mr. Speaker, 
how serious they are about truly re-
pealing it, but as long as that is the 
conversation—repeal or don’t change a 
word of this legislation—we give up the 
opportunity to make it better and to 
make it change with the underlying 
conditions that it seeks to regulate. 

b 1745 
That is where we need to go. We need 

to acknowledge that Dodd-Frank has 
done some very, very good things, that 
it has addressed some catastrophic 
problems, that it took on behavior that 
is embarrassing to contemplate when 
looked back 5, 10 years, but that maybe 
we didn’t get it 100 percent right and 
start that conversation. 

We should do that to make sure that 
American families are never put in the 
position they were put in back in ’09. 
We should do that because the truth is 
that the financial services industry is 
crucial to prosperity in this country. 

If you want to buy a house, educate a 
child, buy a car, invest in a company, 
start a company, grow a company, you 
have to have access to capital. One of 
the competitive advantages of this 
country is our incredibly liquid and ef-
ficient capital markets. It is a big part 
of why we are as prosperous as we are 
today. 

But if we can’t acknowledge that the 
regulatory structure has to adapt and 
change, we risk either putting Ameri-
cans at risk one more time or dam-
aging these incredible capital markets 
that are truly a national competitive 
advantage of the United States, one of 
the reasons we are the center of inno-
vation on the planet. 
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I think, Mr. Speaker, we can get that 

balance right. I think we just need to 
take the temperature down, approach 
this from the standpoint of what 
makes sense, acknowledge that we all 
have good ideas, and move forward so 
that we remain innovative, we keep 
our competitive advantages, but we 
never, ever allow the American people 
to suffer the way they did starting in 
2008. 

So looking back over 5 years, I think 
Dodd-Frank was a tremendous accom-
plishment. It really addressed a cata-
clysmic problem. But it doesn’t stop 
there. I urge my colleagues to recog-
nize that we have taken a very big step 
in the right direction, but the next step 
demands us to be constructive and re-
member that we can find a balance be-
tween innovation and liquid and strong 
capital markets and the protection of 
our constituents. 

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

f 

IMMIGRATION REFORM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

BUCK). Under the Speaker’s announced 
policy of January 6, 2015, the Chair rec-
ognizes the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we had 
a statement from the White House 
spokesman yesterday at a White House 
press briefing in which he had said that 
the Republicans have ‘‘no one to blame 
but themselves.’’ 

So, Mr. Speaker, I thought it would 
be helpful if we looked at the state-
ments he made about the vast amount 
of crime in America disproportionately 
being committed by people who are il-
legally in the United States. 

First, the White House spokesman 
said it included—and he is talking 
about the President’s bill and how if 
the House had passed that, then all our 
problems are over. And he said about 
the President’s bill, it included a his-
toric investment in border security. 

Well, let me help. Obviously, he is 
just not up on what the law said. He 
hadn’t read it as I had. But what it did 
is it set forward a plan to have a plan 
made by Homeland Security within so 
many months. It has been a good while 
since I looked at it, but they had all 
kinds of time to put together a plan. 
And then that would be looked at by 
GAO, the Government Accountability 
Office, as I recall, and then they had so 
much time, a vast amount of time, to 
analyze that to see if the situational 
awareness and occupational control 
would be adequate under the plan that 
was being proposed by Homeland Secu-
rity, the very people that have not se-
cured the border so far. 

And then as time went on, I believe 
at the end of 5 years, it got really seri-
ous. If the border occupational control 
and situational awareness were not 
adequate, then there was a real tough 
penalty, and that was that the, I be-
lieve it was, Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity had to give a report on why it 
was not adequately controlled. 

Look, the Senate bill was a disaster. 
It did nothing to control our border. It 
was the same kind of gobbledygook we 
have been dealing with for quite some 
time from the White House. 

And we have said consistently, as Re-
publicans in this House, most of us, if 
the President will secure the border, 
we will pass an immigration bill that 
takes care of everything else. It is pret-
ty basic: secure the border, then we 
will deal with the people that are here 
illegally. 

Until the border is secured, then you 
are going to keep having people like 
Juan Francisco Lopez-Sanchez coming 
back across. So it won’t matter how 
expansive a bill is and how much situa-
tional awareness there is on our bor-
ders or in our country; it won’t matter 
because people like Mr. Lopez-Sanchez 
will keep coming back. 

We have got to have border security. 
That is all there is to it. Once the bor-
der is secure, we can work everything 
else out. And I pointed out many times 
what I have learned on the border, 
what I have heard repeatedly from our 
immigration officers, our border pa-
trolmen, that they are not allowed to 
properly secure the border. 

We had this massive influx of people 
coming in, and apparently it is ex-
pected to grow some more again this 
year, but we are not securing the bor-
der. We let them come in. And once 
they are on our side of the border, then 
we go ahead and ship them off. This 
had been going on for some time. 

One of the border patrolmen told me 
that, among the drug cartels and the 
gangs in Mexico, the Homeland Secu-
rity Department is called ‘‘logistics,’’ 
after the commercial. I forget if it is 
FedEx or UPS, one of them that say: 
Hey, we are the logistics. You give us 
your package, and then we get it wher-
ever you want it to go. 

I asked just in the last couple of 
weeks the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity: Are you still shipping people all 
over the place? I didn’t get an adequate 
answer. I am afraid the answer is: 
There is still the logistics. We won’t 
stop you at the border if you come 
across the river, we are not going to 
have people out there at the river to 
stop you from coming onto United 
States property. Now we are going to 
let you get onto United States prop-
erty, and then we are going to take you 
where you need to go. You may have to 
stay in a facility here or there. That’s 
the kind of thing that was going on 
that was luring more and more people. 

And as the border patrolmen, mul-
tiple, told me, Chris Crane has testified 
about himself that every time some-
body in Washington talks about am-
nesty, talks about legalizing people 
that are here, it becomes a massive 
draw, a lure to people to come into this 
country illegally. That lures people to 
their deaths. It lures young girls into 
situations where they end up being sex 
slaves, we are told, that the sex traf-
ficking is horrendous, and that young 
girls coming up here are often raped on 
the way by the gangs bringing them. 

And as one border patrolman had 
said, since he was Hispanic and he 
spoke better Spanish than many of the 
people coming across, he would ask 
them the question they are required to 
ask about why did you come to Amer-
ica, and 90 percent of the time he said 
they would say to get away from gang 
violence. He would say in Spanish: Hey, 
some gringo may accept that, but you 
and I both know you paid a gang, some 
gang to bring you up here. So don’t be 
telling me you came to get away from 
the gangs; you used a gang to get here. 

And 90 percent of the time, their re-
sponses were: Well, yeah, that is true, 
but we were told to say we are getting 
away from gang violence. 

Well, the spokesperson for the White 
House also said about the Senate bill it 
would also have ramped up Interior en-
forcement of immigration laws against 
dangerous individuals. 

Well, in Juan Francisco Lopez-San-
chez’ case, the immigration laws were 
being enforced to some extent, not 
completely, but to some extent. He had 
been to prison a number of times. He 
violated the immigration laws and had 
illegal reentry, been deported five 
times. So at least on five occasions, the 
Interior enforcement was happening. 
The issue was that the Bureau of Pris-
ons released him to a sanctuary city of 
San Francisco and not to ICE, and San 
Francisco released him then to walk 
freely. 

So, even if we followed the White 
House advice and ramped up Interior 
enforcement, which clearly this admin-
istration has no intention whatsoever 
of doing—and I have stories to back 
that up shortly—then it would not 
have changed, in all likelihood, the 
outcome of that case. For those who 
are tempted to say, ‘‘You are making a 
big deal about one case where a sweet 
young daughter was shot dead by some-
body deported five times, a criminal, a 
felon, multiple-time felon, but it is not 
that big a deal,’’ well, it is a big deal. 

Just recently, we had an article, the 
7th of July of this year, written by 
Caroline May, headline, ‘‘Illegal Immi-
grants Accounted for Nearly 37 Percent 
of Federal Sentences in FY 2014.’’ 

According to fiscal year 2014 USSC 
data, of 74,911 sentencing cases, citi-
zens accounted for 43,479, or 58 percent; 
illegal immigrants accounted for 27,505, 
or 36.7 percent; and legal immigrants 
made up for 4 percent of those sen-
tences. 

As far as drug trafficking, illegal im-
migrants represented 16.8 percent of all 
drug trafficking cases. They rep-
resented 20 percent of the kidnapping 
and hostage taking cases. They rep-
resented 74.1 percent of the drug pos-
session cases, 12.3 percent of money 
laundering cases, and 12 percent of 
murder convictions. 

Of the Federal murder convictions in 
America, 12 percent would not have 
happened. Since this President has 
taken office, there are thousands of 
people who would not have been mur-
dered if we enforced our immigration 
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laws and had a secure border. It is not 
just this precious girl in San Fran-
cisco. 

It is not a race issue. There are His-
panics being killed. There are His-
panics being taken hostage. There are 
Hispanics being raped. 

b 1800 

There are Whites, Blacks, Asians— 
you name it. They are victims of ille-
gal immigrant criminal activity. 

It is absolutely outrageous for any-
one in a government position to belit-
tle thousands of people being mur-
dered, raped, kidnapped, and to be so 
cavalier about it. 

The White House says, well, the bill 
that they were plugging for would have 
enhanced penalties for repeat immigra-
tion violators with sentences up to 20 
years for certain illegal aliens who 
were convicted of felonies. 

Look, there were laws in place, and 
they were violated. He had been to 
prison. Until you secure the border, 
people like Mr. Lopez-Sanchez are 
going to keep coming back. You have 
to secure the border. 

He also said the bill would have in-
creased penalties for passport and im-
migration document trafficking and 
fraud. 

Yes, like that would have stopped 
him. He came back across illegally five 
times. It wasn’t a passport issue. It is 
just pretty dramatic what kind of 
things have occurred. 

I also filed a bill today—we have got 
some cosponsors—regarding the Dis-
trict of Columbia. The District of Co-
lumbia, by authority of the Constitu-
tion, was empowered to Congress. We 
set up local control. 

Some would say: Well, wait a minute. 
If you are trying to punish a sanctuary 
city like the District of Columbia, the 
only real Federal city in the country, 
the only real city under congressional, 
constitutional control, why don’t you 
just leave it to the locals? 

We did, and the local officials al-
lowed it to become a sanctuary city 
that was not enforcing the law. 

So the bill that was passed today 
wasn’t near as tough as I felt like it 
should have been. It wasn’t near as 
tough of a bill as the King amendment 
had been that we had previously passed 
with plenty of votes. 

We could have passed it again today, 
but that is not the bill that was 
brought. It is a good first step. It is a 
step in the right direction. 

That is why I ended up voting for it 
even though it was not as strong as the 
original King amendment. It is impor-
tant to avoid having sanctuaries, ref-
uges, for people who are felons, like the 
man who killed Kate Steinle. 

Then we have this story from July 22 
by Elizabeth Harrington. It points out 
that the Obama administration is not 
only planning on not enforcing the law, 
despite all the hogwash coming out of 
the White House press room, and not 
only are they not going to enforce the 
law, but here is what is coming out. 

The article points out: 
‘‘The Obama administration is mov-

ing forward with plans to expand a 
waiver program that will allow addi-
tional illegal aliens to remain in the 
country rather than apply for legal sta-
tus from abroad. 

‘‘The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity issued a proposed rule on Tuesday 
that would make changes to a waiver 
program created by President Barack 
Obama’s executive action on immigra-
tion in 2013,’’ unconstitutional as it 
was. 

‘‘The action created a waiver that 
primarily allowed illegal immigrants 
with a U.S. citizen spouse or parent to 
stay . . . ’’ and it goes into the spe-
cifics. ‘‘The new rule expands eligi-
bility to a host of other categories of 
illegal immigrants.’’ 

Jessica Vaughan, director of policy 
studies at the Center for Immigration 
Studies, said: 

‘‘ ‘It’s a very bad policy. It makes it 
possible for illegal aliens to avoid the 
consequences established by Congress 
to deter people from settling here ille-
gally and then laundering their status 
by adjusting to a green card.’ 

‘‘Vaughan, who has been following 
the issue for over 2 years, said the 
changes to the waiver program would 
increase fraud. 

‘‘ ‘It is a slap in the face to the many 
legal immigrants who abide by the law, 
follow the process, and wait their 
turn,’ she said. ‘In addition, it will in-
crease the likelihood of fraud in the 
marriage categories, which produce 
tens of thousands of new green cards 
each year.’ 

‘‘ ‘The President should not be 
issuing executive actions that serve 
only to expedite the legalization proc-
ess for those who have ignored our 
laws. This legalization gimmick is un-
dermining the integrity of our legal 
immigration system, and Congress 
should take steps to block it.’ 

‘‘The public will have 60 days to com-
ment on the proposal.’’ 

It appears to be yet another uncon-
stitutional act by our President, still 
seeming to thumb his nose at the judge 
in south Texas who had put an injunc-
tion on the last amnesty that was 
issued by the President. So they are 
just going to keep going, apparently. 

This article by Julia Preston has a 
title from The New York Times: ‘‘Most 
Undocumented Immigrants Will Stay 
Under Obama’s New Policies, Report 
Says.’’ 

‘‘Under new immigration enforce-
ment programs the Obama administra-
tion is putting in place across the 
country, the vast majority of unau-
thorized immigrants—up to 87 per-
cent—would not be the focus of depor-
tation operations and would have ‘a de-
gree of protection’ to remain in the 
United States, according to a report 
published Thursday by the Migration 
Policy Institute. 

‘‘The report found that about 13 per-
cent of an estimated 11 million immi-
grants without papers, or about 1.4 mil-

lion people, have criminal records or 
recently crossed the border illegally, 
making them priorities for deportation 
under guidelines the administration 
announced in November.’’ 

It makes it very clear that there is so 
much disingenuousness coming out of 
the White House. 

Oh, yes, if we had passed this ridicu-
lous bill that the Senate passed, which 
really was not going to address the 
issue of enforcement adequately, we 
were going to have studies and plans. 

If it did not work in 5 years, heck, we 
would let the Secretary give us a re-
port on why it didn’t all work. I mean, 
it is absurd. Secure the border. It is 
very basic. The President has got the 
power, and he has got the money. 

Heck, they just blew off the $4 billion 
virtual fence a few years ago that we 
had appropriated money for. What are 
they doing with that money? Why 
haven’t they secured the border with 
that? They could do it. 

Just when you think news about peo-
ple acting illegally and being given am-
nesty couldn’t get much worse, this 
story by Steven Green, on July 20, by 
PJ Media, reads: 

‘‘Iranian worshippers chant slogans 
during their Friday prayer service at 
the Tehran University campus in 
Tehran, Iran, Friday . . . The main 
prayer service in the Iranian capital 
has been interrupted by repeated 
chants of ‘death to America’—despite 
this week’s landmark nuclear deal with 
world powers that was welcomed by au-
thorities in Tehran.’’ 

The devastating revelation from 
Mitch Ginsburg and the Times of Israel 
reads: 

‘‘Mojtaba Atarodi, arrested in Cali-
fornia for attempting to acquire equip-
ment for Iran’s military-nuclear pro-
grams, was released in April as part of 
back channel talks, Times of Israel 
told. The contacts, mediated in Oman 
for years by close colleagues of the Sul-
tan, have seen a series of U.S.-Iran 
prisoner releases’’—not exchanges, but 
releases—‘‘and there may be more to 
come.’’ 

I mean, it is incredible. We are told 
we have seen the deal. Oh, yes. There 
are parts, like the IAEA has got to 
work out its side deal that we don’t see 
here in Congress, but it is a good deal. 

Let’s not forget my friend who spoke 
last from the other side of the aisle was 
talking about how great the Dodd- 
Frank bill is. Let me just say this 
quickly about that. 

As for the Dodd-Frank bill that was 
passed, supposedly, to punish those evil 
investment banks on Wall Street, what 
has it really done? It has punished the 
community banks that didn’t do any-
thing wrong. 

They weren’t invested in mortgage- 
backed securities. They weren’t doing 
all kinds of machinations to try to cre-
ate new forms of legalized gambling on 
Wall Street. They weren’t engaged in 
that. 

Yet, Dodd-Frank has so punished 
community banks that every month 
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there are fewer community banks. 
They are getting gobbled up by the 
guys who caused the problems. That is 
what Dodd-Frank did. 

It added so much expense and burden 
on the local banks, and it provided a 
lot of benefits to the biggest banks. 
They are the ones that could absorb 
the parts of the law. We are losing 
banks constantly. 

As far as the great economic news, 
we know we have at least 93-plus mil-
lion people for the first time in our his-
tory—94 million people, maybe, now— 
who have given up looking for jobs. It 
has never gotten that high before. 

It had gotten close once before, I 
think, under Carter, but it has never 
gotten this high before. People have 
just given up looking for jobs. You 
have got more on food stamps than 
ever before. Is that really something to 
be proud of? It is if you want inden-
tured servitude of the people of the 
United States. 

The middle class, we hear now re-
cently, is growing smaller. The gap be-
tween the ultra rich and the poor is 
growing bigger under this President’s 
redistribution model because it doesn’t 
work. 

The most troubling economic sta-
tistic that anybody should have been 
seeing over the last few years—over the 
last 2 years—came out in 2013, that, 
under President Obama, for the first 
time in American history—ever—95 
percent of all of the income went to the 
top 1 percent income earners. 

It still bothers me greatly. But I 
read, actually, that, even though the 
top 1 percent is making 95 percent of 
all the income, it was a slower growth 
to them than in the last two expan-
sions. 

So it really was not that great of 
news for them. Well, it isn’t great for 
America when 95 percent of the income 
is made by the top 1 percent. 

It is just this wink and nod with Wall 
Street from this administration of: We 
are going to call you fat cats. We are 
going to punish you. We are going to 
hit you with Dodd-Frank. 

And what happens? You kill the 
smaller banks. You hurt the middle 
class. You overburden the middle class. 
You make it more difficult for them to 
live. More people end up on food 
stamps. It is a disaster. 

That is why it was no surprise in the 
last couple of days when we saw a re-
port that there is a great majority of 
Americans who feels like this Presi-
dent has hurt the economy more than 
he has helped it. I don’t know that that 
is true, but I do know that more peo-
ple, according to the poll, are saying 
that. 

Capital markets and Wall Street, oh, 
they have done well. Yes, that is what 
happens when we create more money 
than at any time in American history. 
We are creating money. 

Notice, Mr. Speaker, I am saying 
‘‘creating money’’ because I learned it 
was improper to say we are printing 
more money than ever before. 

I was told by someone with the Fed— 
some years back when I asked: ‘‘How 
much more money are we printing than 
we have ever printed?’’—‘‘Oh, none, 
really.’’ 

‘‘But there is more money in the sys-
tem.’’ 

‘‘Oh, yes. We couldn’t possibly print 
all of the money we are creating.’’ 

Are you kidding me? We are just add-
ing numbers. We aren’t even bothering 
to print it anymore as we are increas-
ing money so fast. It is an outrage 
what has happened. 

The bottom line is Americans are 
suffering. Government does not make 
things better. It is better when they 
get a job, not more food stamps. 

It is time that we knock Dodd-Frank 
down to size where it does deal with 
the investment banks that caused the 
problem of 2008 and doesn’t punish the 
banks that didn’t get us in that trou-
ble. 

In the time I have left, I have just 
got to go back to this horrendous Ira-
nian deal. It is putting the United 
States and all freedom-loving people at 
risk. 

Iran cannot be trusted, and I am still 
concerned about the language, like, if 
you say in a bill or in the Iran agree-
ment, oh, yes, you can’t use ICBMs or 
develop them for 8 years or, at the 
broader conclusion of the IAEAs, that 
nuclear material is being used for 
peaceful purposes, whichever is earlier. 

b 1815 

That concerns me about the 8-year 
requirement. Is it really an 8-year re-
quirement, seriously? I mean, what 
does that mean? I went down and 
cleared that that was not classified, so 
I could speak of that. There are a few 
places where I have seen that that lan-
guage, the broader conclusion by the 
IAEA, holy cow, that is completely out 
of our control. That is one of the time 
deadlines that some of the important 
timing can be? 

Iran continues to make clear, as this 
story from July 12 from Adam Kredo 
says, that Iran is saying, ‘‘We will 
trample upon America.’’ 

‘‘Iranian cleric Ayatollah Mohammad 
Ali Movahedi Kermani, who was hand-
picked by the Islamic Republic’s su-
preme leader to deliver the prayers, de-
livered a message of hostility toward 
the United States in the first official 
remarks since a final nuclear deal was 
signed between Iran and world powers 
in Vienna last week.’’ 

‘‘Analysts who spoke to the Wash-
ington Free Beacon about the anti- 
American tone of last week’s prayers 
said it is a sign Tehran believes it 
bested the United States in the talks.’’ 

You think? 
The article further down says: 

‘‘Iran’s defense minister on Monday 
said the deal also will prohibit all for-
eigners from inspecting Iran’s ’defen-
sive and missile capabilities’ at sen-
sitive military sites.’’ 

You don’t have to have my SAT 
scores to know they are going to be 

classifying as many sites as they can 
as defensive sites that we cannot have 
inspected. 

It is time to say ‘‘no’’ to the deal. 
Americans need to rise up and demand 
it, and let’s crush the Iranian deal be-
fore Iran crushes Israel and the Great 
Satan, United States. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. CLAWSON of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCCARTHY) for today on 
account of a family emergency. 

f 

EXPENDITURES BY THE OFFICE 
OF GENERAL COUNSEL UNDER 
HOUSE RESOLUTION 676, 113TH 
CONGRESS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON HOUSE ADMINISTRA-
TION, 

Washington, DC, July 23, 2015. 
Hon. JOHN A. BOEHNER, 
Speaker, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER, Pursuant to section 
3(b) of H. Res. 676 of the 113th Congress, as 
continued by section 3(f)(2) of H. Res. 5 of the 
114th Congress, I write with the following en-
closure which is a statement of the aggre-
gate amount expended on outside counsel 
and other experts on any civil action author-
ized by H. Res. 676. 

Sincerely, 
CANDICE S. MILLER, Chairman, 
Committee on House Administration. 

AGGREGATE AMOUNT EXPENDED ON OUTSIDE COUNSEL 
OR OTHER EXPERTS—H. RES. 676 

July 1–September 30 2014 .................................................... ........................
October 1–December 31, 2014 .............................................. $42,875.00 
January 1–March 31, 2015 ................................................... 50,000.00 
April 1, 2015–June 30, 2015 ................................................ 29,915.00 

Total .............................................................................. 122,790.00 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 6 o’clock and 19 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Monday, July 27, 
2015, at noon for morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2271. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary, Personnel and Readiness, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting notification 
that the Department intends to assign 
women to certain previously closed positions 
in the Army, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 652; to the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

2272. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Air Plan Approval; 
MI, Belding; 2008 Lead Clean Data Deter-
mination [EPA-R05-OAR-2015-0407; FRL-9930- 
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81-Region 5] received July 22, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

2273. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans; District of Columbia, Maryland, and 
Virginia, 2011 Base Year Emissions Inven-
tories for the Washington DC-MD-VA Non-
attainment Area for the 2008 Ozone National 
Ambient Air Quality Standard [EPA-R03- 
OAR-2014-0759; FRL-9930-96-Region 3] re-
ceived July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

2274. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans for the 
State of Alabama: Cross-State Air Pollution 
Rule [EPA-R04-OAR-2015-0313; FRL-9931-24- 
Region 4] received July 22, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

2275. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans; New 
Mexico; Electronic Reporting Consistent 
With the Cross Media Electronic Reporting 
Rule [EPA-R06-OAR-2015-0172; FRL-9931-09- 
Region 6] received July 22, 2015, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce. 

2276. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of Implementation Plans; Oregon; 
Grants Pass Second 10-Year PM10 Limited 
Maintenance Plan [EPA-R10-OAR-2015-0323; 
FRL-9931-16-Region 10] received July 22, 2015, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

2277. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s direct final rule — Approval and Pro-
mulgation of State Implementation Plans: 
Oregon: Grants Pass Carbon Monoxide Lim-
ited Maintenance Plan [EPA-R10-OAR-2015- 
0322; FRL-9931-13-Region 10] received July 22, 
2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added 
by Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

2278. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental 
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Sedaxane; Pesticide Toler-
ances [EPA-HQ-OPP-2014-0354; FRL-9930-84] 
received July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

2279. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Personnel Management, transmitting the Of-
fice’s final rule — Prevailing Rate Systems; 
Redefinition of the Jacksonville, FL; Savan-
nah, GA; Hagerstown-Martinsburg-Cham-
bersburg, MD; Richmond, VA; and Roanoke, 
VA, Appropriated Fund Federal Wage Sys-
tem Wage Areas (RIN: 3206-AN15) received 
July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

2280. A letter from the Associate General 
Counsel for General Law, Office of the Gen-
eral Counsel, Transportation Security Ad-

ministration, Department of Homeland Se-
curity, transmitting a report pursuant to the 
Federal Vacancies Reform Act of 1998, Pub. 
L. 105-277 as codified in 5 U.S.C. 3345 et seq; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

2281. A letter from the Chief Administra-
tive Officer, transmitting the quarterly re-
port of receipts and expenditures of appro-
priations and other funds for the period April 
1, 2015 to June 30, 2015, pursuant to 2 U.S.C. 
104a; Public Law 88-454; (H. Doc. No. 114—52); 
to the Committee on House Administration 
and ordered to be printed. 

2282. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Exclusive Eco-
nomic Zone Off Alaska; Atka Mackerel in 
the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands Manage-
ment Area [Docket No.: 131021878-4158-02] 
(RIN: 0648-XD744) received July 22, 2015, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on 
Natural Resources. 

2283. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Coastal 
Migratory Pelagic Resources of the Gulf of 
Mexico and South Atlantic; Trip Limit Re-
duction [Docket No.: 001005281-0369-02] (RIN: 
0648-XD717) received July 22, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

2284. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Department’s modi-
fication of fishing seasons — Fisheries Off 
West Coast States; Modifications of the West 
Coast Commercial Salmon Fisheries; 
Inseason Actions #3, #4, #5, and #6 [Docket 
No.: 150316270-5270-01] (RIN: 0648-XD976) re-
ceived July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

2285. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean, 
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; 2015 
Commercial Accountability Measure and 
Closure for South Atlantic Snowy Grouper 
[Docket No.: 0907271173-0629-03] (RIN: 0648- 
XE003) received July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2286. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Atlantic Highly Migratory 
Species; Atlantic Bluefin Tuna Fisheries 
[Docket No.: 120328229-4949-02] (RIN: 0648- 
XD672) received July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

2287. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary final rule — Fisheries of the North-
eastern United States; Atlantic Herring 
Fishery; Adjustments to 2015 Annual Catch 
Limits [Docket No.: 141002820-5113-01] (RIN: 
0648-XD536) received July 22, 2015, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

2288. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Atlantic Highly Migratory Species; 
2006 Consolidated Atlantic Highly Migratory 
Species (HMS) Fishery Management Plan; 
Amendment 7; Correction [Docket No.: 
120328229-5064-03] (RIN: 0648-BC09) received 
July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

2289. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Administrator for Regulatory Programs, 
NMFS, Office of Sustainable Fisheries, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conserva-
tion and Management Act Provisions; Fish-
eries of the Northeastern United States; 
Standardized Bycatch Reporting Method-
ology Omnibus Amendment [Docket No.: 
140904749-5507-02] (RIN: 0648-BE50) received 
July 22, 2015, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Added by Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

2290. A letter from the Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of Justice, transmitting a report 
entitled, ‘‘Debt Collection Recovery Activi-
ties of the Department of Justice for Civil 
Debts Referred for Collection Annual Report 
for FY 2014’’, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 3718, Con-
tracts for collection services, and the Debt 
Collection Improvement Act of 1996; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

2291. A letter from the Chief Counsel, Fed-
eral Emergency Management Agency, De-
partment of Homeland Security, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Suspen-
sion of Community Eligibility; Virginia: Au-
gusta County, Unincorporated Areas [Docket 
ID: FEMA-2015-0001; Internal Agency Docket 
No.: FEMA-8389] received July 22, 2015, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Added by Pub-
lic Law 104-121, Sec. 251; jointly to the Com-
mittees on Financial Services and Homeland 
Security. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GOODLATTE: Committee on the Judi-
ciary. H.R. 2604. A bill to improve and reau-
thorize provisions relating to the application 
of the antitrust laws to the award of need- 
based educational aid (Rept. 114–224). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on 
Veterans’ Affairs. H.R. 1994. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
the removal or demotion of employees of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs based on per-
formance or misconduct, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 114–225, Pt. 
1). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 

Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform discharged from further 
consideration. H.R. 1994 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 

bills and resolutions of the following 
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titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. WALZ (for himself, Mr. WITT-
MAN, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, and Mr. KIND): 

H.R. 3173. A bill to promote conservation 
for the purpose of enhancing hunting, fishing 
and other outdoor recreational opportuni-
ties; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. 
JONES, Mrs. LOVE, and Mr. RUSH): 

H.R. 3174. A bill to promote competition 
and help consumers save money by giving 
them the freedom to choose where they buy 
prescription pet medications, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 
H.R. 3175. A bill to assure equity in con-

tracting between the Federal Government 
and small business concerns, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness. 

By Mr. COOK: 
H.R. 3176. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to establish a criminal viola-
tion for injuring or destroying property 
under the jurisdiction of the National Park 
Service, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HECK of Nevada (for himself, 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. POLIS, Mr. 
POCAN, Mr. KLINE, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. MESSER, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, Ms. STEFANIK, Mrs. DAVIS 
of California, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 
SABLAN, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. TAKANO, 
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. 
BUCSHON, and Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl-
vania): 

H.R. 3177. A bill to simplify the application 
used for the estimation and determination of 
financial aid eligibility for postsecondary 
education; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Ms. FOXX (for herself, Mr. MESSER, 
Mr. SABLAN, Mr. KLINE, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. HECK of 
Nevada, Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Ms. 
STEFANIK, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, and Mr. DESAULNIER): 

H.R. 3178. A bill to simplify and streamline 
the information regarding institutions of 
higher education made publicly available by 
the Secretary of Education, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Education 
and the Workforce. 

By Mr. GUTHRIE (for himself, Mr. 
ALLEN, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. KLINE, Mr. 
SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. 
WALBERG, Mr. HECK of Nevada, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Ms. 
STEFANIK, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. SABLAN, Mr. 
POCAN, Mr. TAKANO, Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts, Mr. DESAULNIER, and 
Mr. HUDSON): 

H.R. 3179. A bill to amend the loan coun-
seling requirements under the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

By Ms. STEFANIK (for herself, Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Mr. KLINE, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 
THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. HECK 
of Nevada, Mrs. DAVIS of California, 
Mr. TAKANO, Mr. DESAULNIER, and 
Mr. GIBSON): 

H.R. 3180. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to provide students with 
increased flexibility in the use of Federal 

Pell Grants, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HURD of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. CUELLAR, and Mr. MCCAUL): 

H.R. 3181. A bill to amend title 23, United 
States Code, to permit border States to des-
ignate certain funds for border infrastruc-
ture projects, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas (for herself and Mr. SMITH of 
Texas): 

H.R. 3182. A bill to advance United States 
leadership in planetary science and space ex-
ploration though education and outreach; to 
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology. 

By Mr. JOLLY: 
H.R. 3183. A bill to amend the Veterans Ac-

cess, Choice, and Accountability Act of 2014 
to expand and make permanent the Veterans 
Choice Program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mrs. LAWRENCE: 
H.R. 3184. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to permit the medical ex-
penses of dependents who have not attained 
age 26 to be paid from a health savings ac-
count; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CICILLINE (for himself, Mr. 
POLIS, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York, Mr. POCAN, Mr. TAKANO, 
Ms. SINEMA, Mr. AGUILAR, Mr. 
ASHFORD, Ms. BASS, Mr. BECERRA, 
Mr. BERA, Mr. BEYER, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. BRENDAN 
F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California, Mrs. BUSTOS, 
Mrs. CAPPS, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. CARSON 
of Indiana, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, 
Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Ms. 
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
CLEAVER, Mr. COOPER, Mr. CONNOLLY, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DANNY 
K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. DELANEY, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. 
DESAULNIER, Mr. DEUTCH, Mrs. DIN-
GELL, Ms. EDWARDS, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. 
ENGEL, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. ESTY, Mr. 
FARR, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. FOSTER, Ms. 
FRANKEL of Florida, Ms. GABBARD, 
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
GRAYSON, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, Mr. 
GRIJALVA, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. HAHN, 
Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HECK of Wash-
ington, Mr. HIGGINS, Mr. HINOJOSA, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. ISRAEL, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE, Mr. JEFFRIES, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. HIMES, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
Mr. KEATING, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KIL-
MER, Ms. KUSTER, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
LARSON of Connecticut, Ms. LEE, Mr. 
LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS, Mr. TED LIEU of 
California, Mr. LOEBSACK, Ms. LOF-
GREN, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mrs. LOWEY, 
Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New 
Mexico, Mr. BEN RAY LUJÁN of New 
Mexico, Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. CAROLYN B. 
MALONEY of New York, Ms. MATSUI, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCDERMOTT, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 
MEEKS, Ms. MENG, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. 
MURPHY of Florida, Mr. NADLER, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. NEAL, Mr. NOLAN, 
Mr. NORCROSS, Mr. O’ROURKE, Mr. 
PALLONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. PELOSI, 
Mr. PETERS, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. PRICE 
of North Carolina, Mr. QUIGLEY, Miss 
RICE of New York, Ms. ROYBAL- 

ALLARD, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ 
of California, Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ 
of California, Mr. SARBANES, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCHRA-
DER, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 
SERRANO, Mr. SHERMAN, Mr. SIRES, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SWALWELL of 
California, Mr. TAKAI, Mr. THOMPSON 
of California, Mr. TONKO, Mrs. 
TORRES, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VAN HOL-
LEN, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. VEASEY, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. WALZ, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania, Mrs. KIRKPATRICK, Mr. LARSEN 
of Washington, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, 
Mr. VELA, Ms. DUCKWORTH, Mr. DOG-
GETT, Mr. RANGEL, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. TITUS, Mrs. 
BEATTY, Mr. PAYNE, Mrs. LAWRENCE, 
and Ms. SEWELL of Alabama): 

H.R. 3185. A bill to prohibit discrimination 
on the basis of sex, gender identity, and sex-
ual orientation, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Education and 
the Workforce, Financial Services, Oversight 
and Government Reform, and House Admin-
istration, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. WOODALL (for himself and Mr. 
GOHMERT): 

H.R. 3186. A bill to amend the Balanced 
Budget and Emergency Deficit Control Act 
of 1985 to reform the budget baseline; to the 
Committee on the Budget. 

By Mr. MASSIE (for himself, Ms. PIN-
GREE, Mr. JONES, and Mr. POLIS): 

H.R. 3187. A bill to amend the Federal Meat 
Inspection Act to exempt from inspection 
the slaughter of animals and the preparation 
of carcasses conducted at a custom slaughter 
facility, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 
H.R. 3188. A bill to amend title 31, United 

States Code, to end speculation on the cur-
rent cost of multilingual services provided 
by the Federal Government, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan: 
H.R. 3189. A bill to amend the Federal Re-

serve Act to establish requirements for pol-
icy rules and blackout periods of the Federal 
Open Market Committee, to establish re-
quirements for certain activities of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System, and to amend title 31, United States 
Code, to reform the manner in which the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve 
System is audited, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services, and in 
addition to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT (for himself, Mr. 
LANCE, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. PETERS, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. NORTON, Ms. 
PINGREE, Mr. HONDA, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. 
POLIS, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. KIND, Mr. 
LOWENTHAL, Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Mr. FARENTHOLD, and Mr. 
GARAMENDI): 

H.R. 3190. A bill to amend title 31, United 
States Code, to enhance the Federal Govern-
ment’s planning and preparation for extreme 
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weather, and the Federal Government’s dis-
semination of best practices to respond to 
extreme weather, thereby increasing resil-
ience, improving regional coordination, and 
mitigating the financial risk to the Federal 
Government from such extreme weather; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and in addition to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform, 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. CHABOT: 
H.R. 3191. A bill to amend the Consolidated 

and Further Continuing Appropriations Act, 
2015 with respect to funding available for fis-
cal year 2015 for certain general business 
loans authorized under the Small Business 
Act, to amend the Small Business Act to 
modify loan limitations, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Small Business. 

By Mr. HILL (for himself and Mr. 
SHERMAN): 

H.R. 3192. A bill to provide for a temporary 
safe harbor from the enforcement of inte-
grated disclosure requirements for mortgage 
loan transactions under the Real Estate Set-
tlement Procedures Act of 1974 and the 
Truth in Lending Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

By Ms. TITUS (for herself, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Ms. CLARK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HONDA, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 
MARINO, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. NADLER, 
Ms. NORTON, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RAN-
GEL, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN): 

H.R. 3193. A bill to amend the Animal Wel-
fare Act to require that covered persons de-
velop and implement emergency contingency 
plans; to the Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself and Mr. 
CICILLINE): 

H.R. 3194. A bill to protect and promote 
international religious freedom; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and in addition to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 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 and Mr. 
CONYERS): 

H.R. 3195. A bill to establish minimum 
standards of disclosure by franchises whose 
franchisees use loans guaranteed by the 
Small Business Administration; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Mr. CON-
YERS, and Mr. HUFFMAN): 

H.R. 3196. A bill to establish minimum 
standards of fair conduct in franchise sales 
and franchise business relationships, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Mrs. BLACK (for herself, Mr. 
WESTERMAN, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. 
GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. PALAZZO, 
Mr. JORDAN, Mr. ADERHOLT, Mr. HAR-
PER, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. PITTS, Mr. 
BABIN, Mr. WENSTRUP, Mr. DUNCAN of 
Tennessee, Mr. YOHO, Mr. MILLER of 
Florida, Mr. DUFFY, Mr. HUELSKAMP, 
Mr. HUDSON, Mr. MULLIN, Mr. 
BENISHEK, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, 
Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. BOUSTANY, Ms. 
FOXX, Mr. FORBES, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, 
Mr. HARRIS, Mr. JODY B. HICE of 
Georgia, Mr. TIBERI, Mr. LONG, Mr. 

CULBERSON, Mr. COLE, Mr. ROUZER, 
Mr. CRAMER, Mr. SMITH of Missouri, 
Mr. FINCHER, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. 
LUETKEMEYER, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. 
MASSIE, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. MEADOWS, 
Mr. MOOLENAAR, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
MARCHANT, Mr. AMASH, Mr. SMITH of 
Texas, Mrs. LUMMIS, Mr. RATCLIFFE, 
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. SMITH 
of New Jersey, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. 
KELLY of Mississippi, and Mr. PALM-
ER): 

H.R. 3197. A bill to prohibit Federal fund-
ing to entities that do not certify the enti-
ties will not perform, or provide any funding 
to any other entity that performs, an abor-
tion; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. AGUILAR: 
H.R. 3198. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to allow a credit to small 
employers for certain newly hired employ-
ees, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BRAT (for himself, Mr. 
GROTHMAN, Mr. MESSER, and Mr. 
PALMER): 

H.R. 3199. A bill to prohibit statutory sanc-
tions relief by the United States with respect 
to Iran unless the Senate provides its advice 
and consent to ratification of the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action; to the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 
H.R. 3200. A bill to authorize the Secretary 

of Veterans Affairs to transfer unobligated 
amounts previously made available to the 
Department of Veterans Affairs to the med-
ical accounts of the Department to improve 
the furnishing of health care to veterans; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in 
addition to the Committee on Appropria-
tions, 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. CÁRDENAS (for himself and 
Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN): 

H.R. 3201. A bill to support the integration 
of immigrants to the United States into the 
economic, social, cultural, and civic life of 
their local communities and the Nation, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce, 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. CLAWSON of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. JOLLY, Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, 
Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. CREN-
SHAW, and Mr. DIAZ-BALART): 

H.R. 3202. A bill to amend section 42 of title 
18, United States Code, popularly known as 
the Lacey Act, to add certain species of 
lionfish to the list of injurious species that 
are prohibited from being imported or 
shipped; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HIGGINS: 
H.R. 3203. A bill to require prompt re-

sponses by mortgage owners of homes in 
foreclosure to short sale offers to purchase 
such homes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 3204. A bill to amend the Elementary 

and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to re-
duce the testing requirements for part A of 
title I of such Act, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE: 
H.R. 3205. A bill to establish the History Is 

Learned from the Living grant program to 
enable communities to learn about historical 
movements in the United States in the past 
century through the oral histories of com-

munity members who participated in those 
movements, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Ms. 
FRANKEL of Florida, Ms. MOORE, Mr. 
VAN HOLLEN, Mr. CAPUANO, Ms. 
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. SCOTT 
of Virginia, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. CON-
YERS, Mr. SWALWELL of California, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. 
RANGEL, Mr. HONDA, Mr. ELLISON, Ms. 
JUDY CHU of California, Mr. THOMP-
SON of California, Mr. MURPHY of 
Florida, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Mrs. 
TORRES, Mr. FARR, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California, 
and Ms. BONAMICI): 

H.R. 3206. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come student loan indebtedness discharged 
in connection with closures of educational 
institutions, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 3207. A bill to amend the Public 

Health Service Act to provide for a national 
program to conduct and support activities 
toward the goal of significantly reducing the 
number of cases of overweight and obesity 
among individuals in the United States; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 3208. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to clarify the timing of deposits 
relating to the Civil Service Retirement Sys-
tem with respect to crediting military serv-
ice, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Mr. PAULSEN (for himself, Mr. 
COURTNEY, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. 
REICHERT, and Ms. JENKINS of Kan-
sas): 

H.R. 3209. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to permit the disclosure of 
certain tax return information for the pur-
pose of missing or exploited children inves-
tigations; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. SALMON: 
H.R. 3210. A bill to prohibit United States 

voluntary contributions to the United Na-
tions Democracy Fund; to the Committee on 
Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 
H.R. 3211. A bill to provide for the addition 

of certain real property to the reservation of 
the Siletz Tribe in the State of Oregon; to 
the Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 
H.R. 3212. A bill to amend the Grand Ronde 

Reservation Act to make technical correc-
tions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
H.R. 3213. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to make 100 percent bonus 
depreciation permanent; to the Committee 
on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.J. Res. 61. A joint resolution amending 

the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exempt 
employees with health coverage under 
TRICARE or the Veterans Administration 
from being taken into account for purposes 
of determining the employers to which the 
employer mandate applies under the Patient 
Protection and Affordable Care Act; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on the Budget, 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. BECERRA: 
H. Res. 372. A resolution recognizing the 

importance of the 2015 Special Olympics 
World Games hosted by the United States of 
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America in Los Angeles, California; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. NOLAN: 
H. Res. 373. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives regard-
ing the need for Congress to have the power 
to implement and enforce limits on when 
money can be spent on campaign activities, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. HECK of Washington (for him-
self, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. SALMON, Mr. 
VELA, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. RUSSELL, 
Mr. KEATING, Mr. QUIGLEY, and Mr. 
LARSEN of Washington): 

H. Res. 374. A resolution recognizing the 
50th anniversary of Singaporean independ-
ence and reaffirming Singapore’s close part-
nership with the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. 
GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Ms. 
DUCKWORTH, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. SHIM-
KUS, Mr. KINZINGER of Illinois, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
QUIGLEY, Mrs. BUSTOS, and Mr. ROD-
NEY DAVIS of Illinois): 

H. Res. 375. A resolution honoring the vic-
tims, survivors, and those who responded to 
the Eastland disaster—a shipwreck which re-
sulted in the deaths of 844 passengers and 
crew—on its centennial; to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. BENISHEK: 
H. Res. 376. A resolution to refer H.R. 3133, 

a bill making congressional reference to the 
United States Court of Federal Claims pursu-
ant to sections 1492 and 2509 of title 28, 
United States Code, of certain Indian land- 
related takings claims of the Grand Traverse 
Band of Ottawa and Chippewa Indians of 
Michigan and its individual members; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BRAT: 
H. Res. 377. A resolution recognizing ‘‘Na-

tional Atomic Veterans Day’’ on July 16; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. ISRAEL (for himself, Ms. CAS-
TOR of Florida, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 
FITZPATRICK, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HIG-
GINS, Mr. HIMES, Mr. ISSA, Mrs. CARO-
LYN B. MALONEY of New York, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. TSONGAS, Ms. WASSERMAN 
SCHULTZ, and Mr. DEFAZIO): 

H. Res. 378. A resolution expressing support 
for the designation of September 2015 as ‘‘Na-
tional Ovarian Cancer Awareness Month’’; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Mr. LANCE (for himself, Mr. WEBER 
of Texas, Mr. MARINO, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
Mr. NUNES, Mr. BOUSTANY, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. OLSON, 
and Ms. JENKINS of Kansas): 

H. Res. 379. A resolution reaffirming the 
role of the House of Representatives in the 
review and approval or disapproval of the 
Joint Comprehensive Plan of Action relating 
to the nuclear program of Iran; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

MEMORIALS 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials 
were presented and referred as follows: 

102. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 
of the Senate of the State of Illinois, relative 
to Senate Joint Resolution No. 218, urging 
President Obama and the United States Sen-
ate and House of Representatives to reau-
thorize the United States Export-Import 
Bank before June 30, 2015; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

103. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Ohio, relative to House Concur-

rent Resolution No. 9, to establish a sustain-
able energy-abundance plan for Ohio to meet 
future Ohio energy needs with affordable, 
abundant, and environmentally friendly en-
ergy; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

104. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Ohio, relative to House Concur-
rent Resolution No. 9, to establish a sustain-
able energy-abundance plan for Ohio to meet 
future Ohio energy needs with affordable, 
abundant, and environmentally friendly en-
ergy; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

105. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Texas, relative to Senate Con-
current Resolution No. 32, urging the United 
States Congress to expedite natural gas ex-
ports; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

106. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of 
the State of Illinois, relative to Senate Joint 
Resolution No. 7, urging the President of the 
United States, members of Congress, and the 
United States Department of Labor to up-
date regulations implementing an executive 
order prohibiting discrimination by feder-
ally-assisted contractors and subcontractors; 
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. WALZ: 
H.R. 3173. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to Section 8 

of Article I of the United States Constitu-
tion. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 
H.R. 3174. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: 
To regulate commerce with foreign na-

tions, and among the several states, and with 
the Indian tribes; 

By Ms. BONAMICI: 
H.R. 3175. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, clause 1. 

By Mr. COOK: 
H.R. 3176. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Mr. HECK of Nevada: 

H.R. 3177. 
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. FOXX: 

H.R. 3178. 
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. GUTHRIE: 

H.R. 3179. 
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. STEFANIK: 

H.R. 3180. 

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. HURD of Texas: 
H.R. 3181. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: 
‘‘The Congress shall have Power To lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States . . .’’ 

By Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 
Texas: 

H.R. 3182. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Art. 1, Sect. 8 

By Mr. JOLLY: 
H.R. 3183. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The principal constitutional authority for 

this legislation is clause 7 of section 9 of ar-
ticle I of the Constitution of the United 
States (the appropriation power), which 
states: ‘‘No Money shall be drawn from the 
Treasury, but in Consequence of Appropria-
tions made by Law . . .’’ In addition, clause 
1 of section 8 of article I of the Constitution 
(the spending power) provides: ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have the Power . . . to pay the 
Debts and provide for the common Defence 
and general Welfare of the United States. 
. . .’’ Together, these specific constitutional 
provisions establish the congressional power 
of the purse, granting Congress the author-
ity to appropriate funds, to determine their 
purpose, amount, and period of availability, 
and to set forth terms and conditions gov-
erning their use. 

By Mrs. LAWRENCE: 
H.R. 3184. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power to lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. CICILLINE: 
H.R. 3185. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. WOODALL: 
H.R. 3186. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 9, Clause 7 

By Mr. MASSIE: 
H.R. 3187. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This act is justified by the Commerce 

Clause of the United States Constitution 
which, by granting Congress the power to 
regulate commerce among the several states, 
also allows Congress to prevent or prohibit 
federal interference with Americans’ ability 
to slaughter and process meat. This act is 
also justified by the Ninth and Tenth 
Amendments to the Constitution, which rec-
ognize that rights and powers are retained 
and reserved by the people and to the States. 

By Mr. GRAVES of Missouri: 
H.R. 3188. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 gives Congress the 

power to lay and collect taxes, duties, im-
posts and excises, and to pay the debts levied 
by such expenses. 
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By Mr. HUIZENGA of Michigan: 

H.R. 3189. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 (To regulate 

commerce with foreign nations, and among 
the several states, and with the Indian 
tribes); Article I, Section 8, Clause 5 (To coin 
money, regulate the value thereof; and of 
foreign coin, and fix the standard of weights 
and measures); Article I, Section 8, Clause 6 
(To provide for the punishment of counter-
feiting the securities and current coin of the 
United States); and Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 18 (To make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into execu-
tion the foregoing powers, and all other pow-
ers vested by this Constitution in the gov-
ernment of the United States, or in any de-
partment thereof). 

By Mr. CARTWRIGHT: 
H.R. 3190. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 (relating to 

the power of Congress 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 foregoing 
Powers, and all other Powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof. 

By Mr. CHABOT: 
H.R. 3191. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United 

States Constiution 
By Mr. HILL: 

H.R. 3192. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8, clause 3 

By Ms. TITUS: 
H.R. 3193. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article 1 of the 

United States Constitution 
By Mr. ELLISON: 

H.R. 3194. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 

States Constitution. 
By Mr. ELLISON: 

H.R. 3195. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 1 and 3. 

By Mr. ELLISON: 
H.R. 3196. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to Article I, Section 8, 
Clause 1 and 3. 

By Mrs. BLACK: 
H.R. 3197. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 and Article I, 

Section 9, Clause 7 of the United States Con-
stitution. 

By Mr. AGUILAR: 
H.R. 3198. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of Section 8 and Clause 18 of Sec-

tion 8, of Article 1 of the United States Con-
stitution. 

By Mr. BRAT: 
H.R. 3199. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article II, Section 2 gives the President 
the ‘‘Power, by and with the Advice and Con-
sent of the Senate, to make Treaties, pro-
vided two thirds of the Senators present con-
cur.’’ Article I, Section 8, clause 18 grants 
Congress the Power ‘‘To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States, 
or in any Department of Officer thereof.’’ It 
is necessary and proper to clarify that the 
matter addressed by this legislation is a 
treaty and must be considered under the rel-
evant requirements of the Constitution. 

By Ms. BROWN of Florida: 
H.R. 3200. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Pursuant to Article I, section 8 of the 

United States Constitution, this legislation 
is authorized by Congress’ power to ‘‘provide 
for the common defense and general welfare 
of the United States.’’’ 

By Mr. CÁRDENAS: 
H.R. 3201. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, 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; 

To borrow money on the credit of the 
United States 

By Mr. CLAWSON of Florida: 
H.R. 3202. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8: ‘‘To regulate Com-

merce with foreign Nations, and among the 
several States, and with Indian Tribes;’’ 

By Mr. HIGGINS: 
H.R. 3203. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. ISRAEL: 
H.R. 3204. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution. 
By Ms. JACKSON LEE: 

H.R. 3205. 
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, Clauses 1, 3, and 18 of the United States 
Constitution. 

By Mr. MCDERMOTT: 
H.R. 3206. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause I of Section VIII of Article I: ‘‘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’’ 

By Ms. NORTON: 
H.R. 3207. 
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. O’ROURKE: 

H.R. 3208. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 18 of Section 8 of Article I of the 

United States Constitution 

By Mr. PAULSEN: 
H.R. 3209. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clauses 1 and 18 of the 

United States Constitution 
By Mr. SALMON: 

H.R. 3210. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 9, Clause 7—‘‘No money 

shall be drawn from the Treasury, but in 
Consequence of Appropriations made by Law; 
and a regular Statement and Account of the 
Receipts and Expenditures of all public 
Money shall be published from time to 
time.’’ 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 
H.R. 3211. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 
H.R. 3212. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
H.R. 3213. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The Congress shall have Power to lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defence and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.J. Res. 61. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 

States Constitution. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 169: Mr. GOSAR. 
H.R. 183: Mr. RIBBLE. 
H.R. 217: Mr. NEWHOUSE. 
H.R. 333: Mr. TAKANO, Mr. DEFAZIO, and 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 335: Ms. BORDALLO. 
H.R. 339: Mr. GUTHRIE, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of 

Georgia, Mr. ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. COOK, and 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. 

H.R. 342: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. 
H.R. 381: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. 
H.R. 430: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
H.R. 449: Mr. KIND. 
H.R. 540: Mr. WEBER of Texas. 
H.R. 546: Mr. KING of New York and Mr. 

CASTRO of Texas. 
H.R. 578: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. 
H.R. 592: Mr. GIBBS, Mr. JENKINS of West 

Virginia, and Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 653: Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 692: Mr. COLLINS of New York and Mr. 

SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 703: Mr. WENSTRUP. 
H.R. 721: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 775: Mr. JOLLY, Mr. DUNCAN of South 

Carolina, Mr. BEYER, and Mr. PEARCE. 
H.R. 799: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 815: Mr. BARLETTA and Mr. MAC-

ARTHUR. 
H.R. 825: Mr. NORCROSS and Mr. JOLLY. 
H.R. 828: Mr. JOLLY. 
H.R. 829: Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 836: Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. 
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H.R. 842: Mr. CRENSHAW. 
H.R. 855: Mr. GIBSON and Mr. HINOJOSA. 
H.R. 885: Mr. TURNER. 
H.R. 890: Mr. BEYER. 
H.R. 894: Mr. GIBSON. 
H.R. 902: Mr. BEYER. 
H.R. 918: Mr. ALLEN and Mr. LATTA. 
H.R. 921: Mr. ROUZER. 
H.R. 932: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, 

Miss RICE of New York, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and 
Mr. WELCH. 

H.R. 940: Mr. WOODALL and Mr. COLE. 
H.R. 973: Mr. QUIGLEY and Mr. PIERLUISI. 
H.R. 999: Mr. GIBSON and Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 1062: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
H.R. 1095: Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R. 1100: Ms. GRANGER, Ms. SLAUGHTER, 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of California, Mr. 
BRIDENSTINE, Mr. MICA, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, Mr. CALVERT, and 
Mrs. BEATTY. 

H.R. 1107: Mr. GIBSON. 
H.R. 1148: Mr. OLSON. 
H.R. 1155: Mr. NEWHOUSE. 
H.R. 1192: Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of 

Texas. 
H.R. 1194: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 1202: Mr. DESAULNIER. 
H.R. 1209: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia and 

Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
H.R. 1211: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 1258: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1270: Mr. BOUSTANY and Mr. LATTA. 
H.R. 1288: Mr. CURBELO of Florida, Mr. 

SERRANO, and Mr. WESTMORELAND. 
H.R. 1301: Mr. TED LIEU of California, Mr. 

DOLD, and Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 1309: Mr. BRADY of Texas, Mr. LUCAS, 

Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, and 
Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 1320: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. 
H.R. 1344: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 1371: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 

HARDY. 
H.R. 1384: Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. SCOTT of 

Virginia, and Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 
H.R. 1387: Mr. DENHAM. 
H.R. 1391: Ms. BROWN of Florida. 
H.R. 1401: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 1421: Miss RICE of New York and Mr. 

SCHIFF. 
H.R. 1427: Mr. MEADOWS. 
H.R. 1434: Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. GENE GREEN 

of Texas, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. COLE, Mr. HOYER, 
and Mr. VELA. 

H.R. 1462: Ms. BROWNLEY of California. 
H.R. 1475: Mr. POSEY. 
H.R. 1545: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. 
H.R. 1546: Mr. DEUTCH. 
H.R. 1553: Mr. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. 

PERLMUTTER, and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 1559: Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 1567: Mrs. WALORSKI. 
H.R. 1571: Mr. NEAL. 
H.R. 1594: Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. CUMMINGS, 

Mr. MICA, Mr. STIVERS, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa. 

H.R. 1608: Mr. NEWHOUSE and Mr. 
GUTIÉRREZ. 

H.R. 1610: Mr. TIBERI, Mr. MARINO, Mr. 
RUSSELL, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. HUDSON, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mrs. ELLMERS of North Caro-
lina, Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana, Mr. ROYCE, 
Mr. NUGENT, Mr. BABIN, Mr. WALKER, and Mr. 
EMMER of Minnesota. 

H.R. 1624: Mr. NOLAN, Mr. BLUM, Mr. 
DENHAM, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. SHU-
STER, Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa, Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Mr. YOHO, and 
Mr. WALKER. 

H.R. 1655: Mr. NEAL, Mr. KATKO, Mr. LAR-
SON of Connecticut, and Mr. KINZINGER of Il-
linois. 

H.R. 1670: Mr. MACARTHUR. 
H.R. 1736: Mr. STUTZMAN. 
H.R. 1752: Mr. BENISHEK. 
H.R. 1769: Mr. PETERS and Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 1784: Mr. SHIMKUS. 

H.R. 1814: Mr. RYAN of Ohio and Mr. TUR-
NER. 

H.R. 1830: Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 
H.R. 1856: Ms. PINGREE. 
H.R. 1875: Ms. GABBARD. 
H.R. 1901: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 1981: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 1994: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 1995: Mrs. LOVE. 
H.R. 2005: Mr. DESAULNIER. 
H.R. 2043: Mr. VALADAO. 
H.R. 2050: Mr. DOLD. 
H.R. 2061: Mr. DOLD. 
H.R. 2063: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 2066: Mr. NUGENT. 
H.R. 2082: Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 2096: Mr. RENACCI. 
H.R. 2125: Ms. DUCKWORTH. 
H.R. 2217: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 2229: Mr. DUFFY. 
H.R. 2241: Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 2247: Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 2259: Mr. CRENSHAW and Mr. ROONEY of 

Florida. 
H.R. 2266: Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. CASTOR of 

Florida, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. ELLI-
SON, Mr. SCHIFF, and Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 2287: Mr. ROUZER. 
H.R. 2290: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 2292: Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn-

sylvania and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H.R. 2293: Mr. BARLETTA, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. 

ISRAEL, Mr. SCHRADER, Ms. BROWN of Flor-
ida, Mr. HONDA, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. RAN-
GEL, and Mr. ROSKAM. 

H.R. 2315: Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Mr. BERA, Mr. 
POE of Texas, Mr. CARNEY, Mrs. BROOKS of 
Indiana, Mr. SIRES, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. ROONEY of Florida, Mr. 
BUCK, Ms. GABBARD, Mr. PALAZZO, and Mr. 
GOHMERT. 

H.R. 2355: Mr. WELCH. 
H.R. 2366: Mr. ROKITA. 
H.R. 2382: Mr. DENHAM. 
H.R. 2391: Mr. DESAULNIER. 
H.R. 2400: Mr. BISHOP of Utah, Mr. MCKIN-

LEY, Mr. POMPEO, Mr. TIPTON, and Mr. YOUNG 
of Iowa. 

H.R. 2403: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. CARTER of 
Georgia, Mr. KATKO, and Mrs. BLACKBURN. 

H.R. 2404: Mr. HUNTER. 
H.R. 2407: Mr. DENHAM. 
H.R. 2408: Mrs. LAWRENCE. 
H.R. 2410: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 2494: Ms. GRANGER. 
H.R. 2530: Mr. RICHMOND and Mr. VARGAS. 
H.R. 2545: Miss RICE of New York. 
H.R. 2602: Ms. KUSTER, Mr. NORCROSS, Mr. 

CAPUANO, Mr. KEATING, Ms. MOORE, Mr. HAS-
TINGS, Mr. NEAL, and Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 2622: Mr. JOLLY. 
H.R. 2643: Mr. JONES and Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 2646: Mr. NOLAN. 
H.R. 2652: Mr. ABRAHAM, Ms. MCSALLY, and 

Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. 
H.R. 2657: Mr. SIMPSON. 
H.R. 2661: Mr. LOEBSACK, Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. 

POLIS, Mr. SARBANES, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. 
NORTON, and Mr. BLUMENAUER. 

H.R. 2663: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina 
and Mr. LABRADOR. 

H.R. 2680: Mr. TED LIEU of California. 
H.R. 2689: Mr. MCNERNEY and Ms. BASS. 
H.R. 2698: Mr. COOK and Mr. MACARTHUR. 
H.R. 2702: Mr. O’ROURKE. 
H.R. 2711: Mr. ROE of Tennessee and Mr. 

COLLINS of New York. 
H.R. 2744: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. 

HONDA. 
H.R. 2769: Mr. MURPHY of Florida. 
H.R. 2799: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 
H.R. 2802: Mr. WOMACK, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. 

GRAVES of Louisiana, and Mr. DESANTIS. 
H.R. 2805: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 2823: Ms. NORTON, Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. 

PAYNE, and Mr. POCAN. 

H.R. 2835: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 2847: Mr. ISRAEL. 
H.R. 2871: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 
H.R. 2894: Ms. KELLY of Illinois. 
H.R. 2896: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska and Mr. 

YOUNG of Iowa. 
H.R. 2903: Mr. PETERS and Mr. GROTHMAN. 
H.R. 2911: Mr. NEAL and Mrs. BLACK. 
H.R. 2915: Mr. HONDA, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 

Mr. GIBSON. 
H.R. 2942: Mr. RICE of South Carolina, Mr. 

CHABOT, and Mrs. HARTZLER. 
H.R. 2948: Mr. DESAULNIER and Ms. LOF-

GREN. 
H.R. 2954: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 2965: Mr. UPTON. 
H.R. 2974: Mr. PETERS. 
H.R. 2992: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 

New York, Mr. BARR, Mr. CARNEY, Mr. 
DELANEY, Mr. PETERS, and Mr. BUCSHON. 

H.R. 2994: Mr. POCAN and Mr. RANGEL. 
H.R. 2999: Miss RICE of New York. 
H.R. 3011: Mr. JOLLY, Mr. SAM JOHNSON of 

Texas, Mr. RICE of South Carolina, Mr. KING 
of New York, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. LOUDERMILK, 
Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. GRAVES of 
Louisiana, and Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H.R. 3025: Mr. LAMALFA. 
H.R. 3033: Mr. BUCSHON. 
H.R. 3036: Mr. SWALWELL of California. 
H.R. 3039: Mr. CARTER of Georgia and Mr. 

GRAVES of Missouri. 
H.R. 3047: Mr. HARRIS, Mr. GROTHMAN, and 

Mr. LAMALFA. 
H.R. 3051: Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. SWALWELL of 

California, Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
CONYERS, Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Georgia, and Mr. COHEN. 

H.R. 3052: Mr. BABIN and Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio. 

H.R. 3060: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 3068: Ms. NORTON. 
H.R. 3071: Mr. GALLEGO and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 3084: Mr. JOLLY, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. YOHO, 

Ms. STEFANIK, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3089: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 3091: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 3092: Mr. BARLETTA. 
H.R. 3093: Mr. MEADOWS and Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 3095: Mr. DEFAZIO and Ms. DELBENE. 
H.R. 3100: Mr. ROE of Tennessee. 
H.R. 3105: Ms. DEGETTE. 
H.R. 3110: Mr. ABRAHAM. 
H.R. 3114: Ms. NORTON and Mr. HONDA. 
H.R. 3115: Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. ISSA, Mr. 

ROTHFUS, Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas, and Mr. BILIRAKIS. 

H.R. 3119: Mr. WALDEN. 
H.R. 3120: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 3126: Mr. BABIN, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. 

ROGERS of Alabama, Mr. FLEMING, Mr. ROE of 
Tennessee, and Mr. PALAZZO. 

H.R. 3132: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. COSTA, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. BONAMICI, 
and Ms. ESTY. 

H.R. 3134: Mr. HOLDING, Mr. HURT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
HULTGREN, Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia, Mr. 
FORBES, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. PALMER, Mr. 
MASSIE, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER, Mrs. NOEM, and Mr. ALLEN. 

H.R. 3136: Mr. GOSAR and Mr. KING of Iowa. 
H.R. 3139: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 

BILIRAKIS, Mr. POSEY, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 3148: Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 3151: Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. 

GOSAR, Mr. BARLETTA, and Mr. SAM JOHNSON 
of Texas. 

H.R. 3161: Mr. HARPER, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. 
HILL, Mr. FLEMING, and Mr. WESTERMAN. 

H.R. 3163: Mr. VEASEY and Mr. SWALWELL 
of California. 

H.R. 3164: Mr. VEASEY. 
H.R. 3165: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. BROOKS 

of Alabama, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. KING of 
Iowa, and Mr. FARENTHOLD. 

H.R. 3170: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH5470 July 23, 2015 
H.J. Res. 9: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
H.J. Res. 14: Mr. PALMER. 
H.J. Res. 48: Mr. DEFAZIO and Ms. SLAUGH-

TER. 
H.J. Res. 51: Miss RICE of New York. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas and 

Mr. LABRADOR. 
H. Con. Res. 17: Mr. FATTAH. 

H. Con. Res. 62: Mr. ISRAEL, Mr. MCKINLEY, 
and Mrs. HARTZLER. 

H. Res. 130: Ms. CLARKE of New York. 
H. Res. 140: Mrs. DINGELL. 
H. Res. 318: Mr. MCCLINTOCK. 
H. Res. 343: Mr. POSEY, Mr. CONAWAY, Mrs. 

BROOKS of Indiana, Mr. COLLINS of New York, 
Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois, 
Mr. HOLDING, and Mr. WALBERG. 

H. Res. 354: Mr. SWALWELL of California, 
Mr. VAN HOLLEN, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
SESSIONS, Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania, and 
Mr. COOK. 

H. Res. 365: Mr. VEASEY. 
H. Res. 366: Mr. VEASEY. 
H. Res. 367: Mr. MARINO, Mr. LOBIONDO, Mr. 

HARDY, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, and Mr. 
RIGELL. 
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