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The language before us today, offered as 

an amendment at markup by Chairman WAX-
MAN and me, would ensure the Federal Acqui-
sition Regulation is revised to include a re-
quirement that Federal contractors notify the 
Government of violations of Federal criminal 
law or overpayments in connection with the 
award or performance of contracts or sub-
contracts. In doing so, it would ensure the reg-
ulation is applicable to all contracts, including 
those performed overseas and those for com-
mercial items. 

The stated purposes of the introduced 
version of H.R. 5712 are ultimately accom-
plished by this language, but accomplished 
through the more appropriate statutory acqui-
sition rulemaking process. 

Again, as with the other so-called ‘‘con-
tractor bills’’ we are considering today, I con-
tinue to believe all would be better served if 
we had spent our time trying to improve the 
operation of our acquisition system—in order 
to better acquire the best value goods and 
services our Government so desperately 
needs. 

And in this case, I am certain we would 
have been be better off had we allowed the 
regulatory process to go forward without any 
interference at all from us. 

Nonetheless, under the circumstances, I be-
lieve this version of the bill we are considering 
today is an adequate solution, and I thank 
Chairman WAXMAN and Mr. WELCH for working 
with me on the revised language. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to yield 5 minutes to the author of 
this legislation, a person that has 
worked real hard and has done a mag-
nificent job, the gentleman from 
Vermont, Congressman WELCH. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, one of the fundamental responsibil-
ities that this Congress has is to pro-
tect taxpayer dollars. That has become 
an enormous challenge, as many of the 
taxpayer dollars that are appropriated 
are paid to private contractors. 

The growth in contracting in the 
past 6 or 7 years has exploded. Procure-
ment spending in 2000 was $213 billion. 
Procurement spending is when we 
enter into a contract with a private 
company to deliver goods or services. 
That amount exploded last year to $412 
billion. Much of that is going to Iraq 
and Afghanistan. Much of this is being 
subject to waste, fraud and abuse. 

The Oversight Committee under Mr. 
WAXMAN and Mr. DAVIS has done vig-
orous oversight and identified in 2006 
that there were 118 contracts valued at 
$745 billion that were found by govern-
ment auditors to include a significant 
component of fraud, abuse and mis-
management. And, in fact, it got 
worse. 

In 2008, that report identified 187 con-
tracts valued at $1.1 trillion, where 
they were plagued by waste, fraud and 
abuse. 

The bottom line is, will we, as a Con-
gress, Republicans and Democrats, be 
vigilant in protecting taxpayer dollars? 
We have to do that, especially when 
there is documented evidence of rip- 
offs, wicked rip-offs that have occurred 
with taxpayer dollars in Afghanistan 
and in Iraq. 

There’s two goals that we have. The 
first that we widely share is that every 
taxpayer dollar will be accounted for, 
and that the taxpayers who were work-
ing hard to support this government 
and our troops will see that their 
money is spent on proper things that 
are in the contract. We have to protect 
the taxpayer. 

The second is we’ve got to protect 
the troops. If we are spending money in 
Iraq and Afghanistan for the intended 
purpose of bringing our troops home 
and improving our national security, 
any dollar that’s wasted that results in 
any additional injury, or one day pro-
longed in the conflicts, is a dollar that 
is improperly wasted. We cannot do 
that. 

So I believe that this loophole, how-
ever it got there, by mistake or by 
sleight of hand, however it got there, 
it’s got to be closed. Obviously, if you 
have a regulation, as it was written, 
that says we will report fraud when it 
is a rip-off on a domestic contract, but 
we won’t when it’s on a foreign con-
tract, we’re sending a very unambig-
uous message. There’s a green light to 
rip off taxpayers if the money is being 
spent abroad. That’s not a defensible 
position. And that’s why we’re closing 
this loophole to make it absolutely 
clear that’s unacceptable. 

Now I think it does make sense. 
What Congressman DAVIS proposed as a 
new way of proceeding is fine with me. 
And here’s why. The bottom line is pro-
tecting the taxpayers and protecting 
our troops. And if we can accomplish 
that better by finding a way that has 
bipartisan support, we can all have 
more confidence that we’ll be success-
ful. 

So I’m glad to work with Chairman 
DAVIS in order to have this get done in 
a bipartisan way. I want to thank very 
much Chairman WAXMAN and the great 
work of my chairman of the sub-
committee, Mr. TOWNS, for bringing 
this forward so quickly and so effec-
tively. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Well, let me 
thank my friend for calling me Chair-
man DAVIS. It’s with nostalgia that I 
use the terminology, but I guess once a 
chairman, always a chairman. But I 
now recognize Mr. WAXMAN as my 
chairman and a counterpart in a num-
ber of these issues. 

I again enjoyed working with you on 
this legislation to bring it. I would 
urge its adoption. 

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

thank Chairman WAXMAN; I want to 
thank Ranking Member DAVIS; and, of 
course, Ranking Member BILBRAY for 
his work; and, of course, Congressman 
WELCH. This legislation is really need-
ed, and I was happy that we were able 
to move it to the floor very quickly, 
because any time we can save money, 
and I think that this is what this does, 
it saves the taxpayers money, and I 
just think we need to salute Congress-
man WELCH for his insight in being 
able to do just that. 

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of H.R. 5712, the 
‘‘Close the Contractor Fraud Loophole Act.’’ 

The name of this bill really says it all. 
Today, as I speak, there is a loophole in Gov-
ernment procurement regulations that allows 
some contractors to avoid reporting violations 
of Federal law or overpayments. 

The privilege—and, yes, it’s a privilege—of 
earning Federal dollars carries with it certain 
responsibilities. One of those responsibilities is 
to do your utmost to avoid fraud, violations of 
law, and overpayments. Now, I understand 
that many large contractors have thousands of 
employees, and sometimes there can be a 
bad apple. But when a contractor learns of 
such a bad apple, it is its responsibility to re-
port what it learns to the Government, and to 
make the Government whole for any loss. 

Today, most contractors working in the 
United States are required by regulation to do 
just this. But contractors working overseas, 
and a few here in the U.S., fall outside this 
simple, commonsense reporting requirement. 

This is not right—contractors accepting Fed-
eral dollars should be treated the same, 
whether they are performing the work in the 
United States or overseas, and regardless of 
whether they are selling ‘‘commercial items.’’ 

I want to commend Mr. WELCH and Chair-
man WAXMAN for recognizing this problem, 
and for doing something about it. Now that 
they have acted, the administration says that 
this loophole was a ‘‘bureaucratic mistake’’ 
and should be closed. Yet, before Congress 
moved, the administration was curiously slow 
to do anything to address this ‘‘mistake.’’ 

My committee has devoted a lot of time and 
energy to examining the Department of Home-
land Security’s contracting practices. What we 
have found is not always pretty. The Depart-
ment is young, and has made some poor con-
tracting decisions. But poor decisionmaking 
and the occasional inexperienced contracting 
officer is not a license for abuse, and it is in-
cumbent on any contractor who discovers 
such abuse to report it. 

I hope the administration makes good on its 
word and closes this loophole, but I’m mindful 
that it took congressional oversight and action 
to stir them into action. This is oversight at it 
best, and make no mistake, our oversight—of 
both the Government and the contractors 
themselves—will continue. I encourage all of 
my colleagues to support this legislation. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TOWNS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5712, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

GOVERNMENT FUNDING 
TRANSPARENCY ACT OF 2008 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3928) to require certain large gov-
ernment contractors that receive more 
than 80 percent of their annual gross 
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revenue from Federal contracts to dis-
close the names and salaries of their 
most highly compensated officers, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3928 
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 ‘‘Government 
Funding Transparency Act of 2008’’. 
SEC. 2. FINANCIAL DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS 

FOR CERTAIN RECIPIENTS OF FED-
ERAL AWARDS. 

(a) DISCLOSURE REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
2(b)(1) of the Federal Funding Account-
ability and Transparency Act (Public Law 
109–282; 31 U.S.C. 6101 note) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘and’’ at the end of subpara-
graph (E); 

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (F) as 
subparagraph (G); and 

(3) by inserting after subparagraph (E) the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(F) the names and total compensation of 
the five most highly compensated officers of 
the entity if— 

‘‘(i) the entity in the preceding fiscal year 
received— 

‘‘(I) 80 percent or more of its annual gross 
revenues in Federal awards; and 

‘‘(II) $25,000,000 or more in annual gross 
revenues from Federal awards; and 

‘‘(ii) the public does not have access to in-
formation about the compensation of the 
senior executives of the entity through peri-
odic reports filed under section 13(a) or 15(d) 
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 
U.S.C. 78m(a), 78o(d)) or section 6104 of the 
Internal Revenue Code of 1986.’’. 

(b) REGULATIONS REQUIRED.—The Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall promulgate regulations to implement 
the amendment made by this Act. Such regu-
lations shall include a definition of ‘‘total 
compensation’’ that is consistent with regu-
lations of the Securities and Exchange Com-
mission at section 402 of part 229 of title 17 
of the Code of Federal Regulations (or any 
subsequent regulation). 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. TOWNS) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. DAVIS) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to Chairman WAXMAN, the 
gentleman from California. 

Mr. WAXMAN. Mr. Speaker, my col-
leagues, this is the third of the three 
bills we had before us out of the Over-
sight and Government Reform Com-
mittee dealing with contracting issues. 
And I rise in strong support of this bill, 
H.R. 3928, the Government Funding 
Transparency Act. This bill requires 
contractors and other entities that are 
dependent on taxpayers funds for more 
than 80 percent of their annual gross 
revenue to disclose the names and sala-
ries of their most highly compensated 
officials. 

This requirement is similar to re-
quirements that already apply to pub-
licly traded companies under the rules 
of the Security and Exchange Commis-
sion and to nonprofit organizations 
through the Tax Code. It is based on a 

very simple principle. If you receive 
the vast amount of your revenue from 
the public, then the public has a right 
to know how that money is being 
spent. 

The need for this bill became evident 
when the head of Blackwater, the pri-
vate security military company, re-
fused to tell Congress how much it 
earns, how much he earns. Blackwater 
gets almost all of its revenue from con-
tracts with the Federal Government, 
yet Eric Prince, the head of the com-
pany, refused to answer Congressman 
MURPHY when Mr. MURPHY asked how 
much he earned. 

As originally introduced by Rep-
resentative MURPHY last October, H.R. 
3928 would have applied only to govern-
ment contractors. Some felt that this 
approach unfairly singled out those en-
tities, and we worked with the ranking 
member of the committee, Representa-
tive TOM DAVIS, to address this con-
cern. And I believe that the result is a 
much stronger bill. 

The measure before us today applies 
to any entity that receives government 
funding, whether through a contract, 
grant, cooperative agreement, subsidy 
or any other form of Federal funding. 
The measure will bring much needed 
sunshine to how tax dollars are spent, 
including on contracts. Under the bill, 
companies that are privately held that 
receive the vast majority of their reve-
nues from taxpayers’ dollars would be 
required to disclose the salaries of 
their top officers. 

I want to congratulate and express 
my appreciation to Congressman MUR-
PHY for introducing this commonsense 
bill. American taxpayers have a right 
to know where their hard earned dol-
lars are going. 

I commend the sponsor and those 
who have worked on this bill on both 
sides of the aisle. And I urge my col-
leagues to support this bipartisan piece 
of legislation. 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

(Mr. DAVIS of Virginia asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex-
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of Virginia. Let me thank 
Chairman WAXMAN and the author of 
this bill, Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, 
for reaching out. I think we have a 
pretty good work product at the end of 
this. I think what started as a germi-
nation of one idea going in one direc-
tion, as we sat and discussed and 
talked about it, we have a more inclu-
sive bill that I think gets the gen-
tleman the information that he 
thought should be public. But I think 
is even more encompassing and shines 
even more sunshine on government. 
And I’m happy to get up here today and 
speak for this legislation. 

b 1230 

Specifically, H.R. 3928 will require 
any nonpublic company receiving more 
than $25 million from the Federal 
sources, whether it is grants, loans, co-

operative agreements, contracts, and 
other forms of financial assistance and 
earning 80 percent of its revenue from 
those sources, to disclose the names 
and total compensation of the organi-
zation’s five most highly compensated 
officers. The mandatory disclosure of 
this type of information on a public 
Web site is what will ensue. 

As introduced, the bill would have 
accomplished, I think, a much more 
limited scope, but in working with the 
author of this bill, we now expand the 
Federal Funding Accountability and 
Transparency Act that was authored 
last year by myself and Mr. BLUNT and 
in the Senate by Mr. COBURN and Mr. 
OBAMA, to include compensation disclo-
sures for all entities receiving more 
than $25 million a year. 

This isn’t a contracting reform bill in 
the strictest sense of the word, but it is 
a disclosure bill that I think will shed 
much sunlight on government. And 
transparency in government is very 
fundamental. Sunshine is the best dis-
infectant. 

I want to again thank Chairman 
WAXMAN and Mr. MURPHY and their 
staff for a willingness to work to make 
an open-government bill, one that I 
think will have good ramifications in 
the years ahead. 

Today we rise to take up H.R. 3928, the 
Government Funding Transparency Act. This 
legislation would expand the Federal spending 
database created by the Federal Funding Ac-
countability and Transparency Act of 2006 to 
include information about the compensation of 
management officials of private entities receiv-
ing most of their revenues from the Federal 
Government. 

Specifically, H.R. 3928 would require any 
non-public company receiving more than $25 
million from Federal sources—such as grants, 
loans, cooperative agreements, contracts, and 
other forms of financial assistance, and earn-
ing 80 percent of its revenue from those 
sources—to disclose the names and total 
compensation of the organization’s five most 
highly compensated officers. 

As introduced, the bill would have set the 
threshold at $5 million from Federal sources 
instead of the $25 million threshold in the bill 
we are considering today; focused exclusively 
on ‘‘contracts’’ rather than all recipients of 
Federal funds; required a contract certification 
regarding the percentage of revenues received 
from the Federal Government; and placed the 
salary information on the Federal Procurement 
Data System, which is only for information on 
Government acquisitions. 

The mandatory disclosure of this type of in-
formation—on a public Web site—would have 
had no useful purpose for contracting officials. 

Information regarding salaries of top com-
pany officials can be useful under certain cost- 
type contracts where the Government reim-
burses a firm for its reasonable and allowable 
costs plus a fee. Under current acquisition 
regulations governing such contracts, this in-
formation is already available to Government 
contracting officials. In fact, procurement regu-
lations place a ceiling on executive compensa-
tion costs which can be reimbursed under 
such cost-type contracts. 
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Moreover, this information is also available 

to contracting officials—to the extent it is rel-
evant—during the negotiations leading up to 
the award of a fixed-priced contract. 

As introduced, H.R. 3928 would have ac-
complished nothing other than to discourage 
the participation of privately held firms in the 
Government market—which would decrease 
competition and, ultimately, increase Govern-
ment costs. 

I am pleased to say I have been able to 
work with Chairman WAXMAN and the bill’s 
sponsor, Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut, to bring 
to the floor today a bill which has matured into 
an ‘‘open government’’ bill. 

The bill now expands the Federal Funding 
Accountability and Transparency Act of 2006, 
authored by Mr. BLUNT and me last Congress, 
to include compensation disclosure for all enti-
ties receiving more than $25 million a year in 
Government funds from such sources as con-
tracts, grants, loans, cooperative agreements 
and other forms of financial assistance—as 
long as these Federal funds make up 80 per-
cent or more of their income. 

But again I must say, this bill, while much 
improved, is not a ‘‘contracting reform’’ bill and 
will do little to improve the ability of the Fed-
eral Government to get the best value goods 
and services it needs at fair and reasonable 
prices. 

But, transparency in Government is funda-
mental—as I’ve always said, ‘‘Sunshine is the 
best disinfectant.’’ So I thank Chairman WAX-
MAN and Mr. MURPHY and the staff for their 
willingness to work with us to make this an 
‘‘open government’’ bill. 

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

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to Congressman MURPHY who 
is the author of the bill who has done 
a fantastic job. I think the people in 
this country should be very proud of 
him and his work. 

Mr. MURPHY of Connecticut. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to speak in sup-
port of this very important common-
sense legislation, the Government 
Funding Transparency Act 2008. I 
would like to thank, of course, Chair-
man TOWNS for his work on the sub-
committee, Chairman WAXMAN for his 
early and active support on this legis-
lation, and especially to the ranking 
member, former chairman, Mr. DAVIS, 
who we were able to work directly to-
gether with over the past days and 
weeks to make this, as he states, I 
think a much stronger bill and one 
that answers many of the concerns 
that were raised by Mr. DAVIS, his of-
fice, and members of the minority of 
the committee. 

Mr. Speaker, as described, the Gov-
ernment Funding Transparency Act 
will require that companies who re-
ceive more than 80 percent of their in-
come in annual gross revenue from the 
Federal Government and more than $25 
million worth of Federal work in any 
given fiscal year disclose the salaries 
of their most highly compensated em-
ployees. 

This disclosure would be, as Rep-
resentative DAVIS noted, posted on an 
existing OMB Web site, 
www.USAspending.gov, which was au-

thorized as part of the Federal Fund-
ing, Accountability, and Transparency 
Act, a bipartisan measure passed by 
the 109th Congress. 

As pointed out in a recent GAO re-
port, buying services accounted for 60 
percent of the total 2006 procurement 
dollars. And expenditures on security 
services, due to our engagement in the 
wars in Iraq and Afghanistan, have 
forced those service expenditures to in-
crease substantially. 

In addition, according to that same 
Web site, we have seen an increasing 
number of contracts that weren’t com-
peted at all. In fact, in 2000, the 
amount of contracts not competed was 
$48 billion, just north of there; and in 
2007, 7 years later, that number had 
ballooned to $112 billion. 

And yet with such a substantial in-
crease in government funding going to 
companies through no-bid processes, 
these companies are virtually subsidi-
aries of the United States government 
taking in 80 to 90, perhaps 100 percent 
of their revenues from U.S. taxpayers. 
We don’t know enough about these tax 
companies. We don’t know their man-
agement practices, their financial 
statements, or their employment poli-
cies. They are often highly and tightly 
held secrets not subject to public scru-
tiny. 

So it is not surprising, as Chairman 
WAXMAN mentioned in October 2007 
when the full Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform Committee brought the 
CEO of Blackwater before us, one of 
the largest government contractors, 
taking in nearly 90 percent of their rev-
enue contracts from Federal contracts, 
the CEO of that company, Eric Prince, 
refused to disclose to Congress the 
amount of profit that company makes 
or the amount of salary that he took 
in; yet despite the fact that 90 percent 
of that salary, 90 percent of the com-
pany’s revenues, come from the United 
States’ taxpayers. 

It’s our money. We deserve to know 
how it’s being used. Regardless of your 
position on this war or any other war, 
we deserve to know whether or not 
public funds are being used to unjustly 
enrich government contractors. 

But this principle, as Representative 
DAVIS and others pointed out, 
shouldn’t just be applied to these types 
of private security or service contracts. 
It should be required of all entities 
that make the vast amount of their 
earnings, over 80 percent, from U.S. 
taxpayer dollars. And I would espe-
cially like to thank Representative 
DAVIS and Representative FOXX for 
their advocacy for this principle. 

Importantly, it’s important to note 
that this bill will actually only affect a 
limited number of companies, only 
those entities that subsist almost en-
tirely on Federal money and only those 
that are not publicly traded, since pub-
lic companies who do the lion’s share, 
frankly, of Federal contracting, al-
ready disclose executive compensation 
information. 

Mr. Speaker, profit is clearly a pow-
erful motive, and this legislation does 

nothing to remove this incentive from 
our Federal contracting structure. But 
when it comes to private companies 
like Blackwater and others that would 
not exist if it wasn’t for United States 
taxpayer dollars, the taxpayers and 
this Congress should have the informa-
tion necessary to decide whether we’ve 
gone too far in padding the personal 
pockets of those who feed at the gov-
ernment trough. 

As the late Supreme Court Justice 
Brandeis said, sunlight is the best dis-
infectant. I believe this legislation will 
apply a little bit more sunlight to the 
Federal funding process. 

Again, I thank the chairman and the 
ranking member for their assistance on 
this legislation. And I know that this 
body will agree that as stewards of the 
people’s treasure, we must do every-
thing in our power to make sure it’s 
being spent justly and responsibly. 
Again, I thank the chairman. 

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

Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to Congressman WELCH. 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. As a cospon-
sor, I strongly support this legislation. 

It was pretty shocking what we heard 
when this came up. Mr. Eric Prince of 
Blackwater was in before our com-
mittee, and the question was, how did 
your contracting go from $75 million to 
over $1 billion. And then in the course 
of it, what was your salary. He admit-
ted to about $1 million in salary but 
then also disclosed there’s about a 10 
percent profit, which would mean, just 
by doing plain math, $100 million just 
in the bottom-line profit to the sole 
owner. We don’t know exactly whether 
that’s the case, but that’s certainly the 
way it looks. 

Mr. MURPHY’s legislation will let the 
taxpayers know how much they are 
spending that goes to the bottom-line 
profit of an individual in this war when 
our soldiers are working so hard in 
such danger and getting so little pay 
for it. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. TOWNS. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 3928, 

the Government Funding Transparency 
Act of 2008, will provide more informa-
tion about executive pay at large orga-
nizations that get almost all of their 
revenue from Federal taxpayers’ dol-
lars. It closes a loophole in the current 
law. 

Right now, the salaries of most peo-
ple who are paid from Federal funds are 
public information. The salaries of 
every Member of Congress is public in-
formation. However, large private com-
panies that draw most of their revenue 
from Federal funds have no such re-
quirements. As a result, nobody knows 
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if the taxpayers are funding enormous 
executive pay packages. 

This bill is intended to apply the 
same standards of transparency to 
these large companies that apply to 
other people and groups that benefit 
from Federal expenditures. For exam-
ple, each year the Federal Government 
spends hundreds of billions of dollars 
on contracts. In 2006 alone, the Federal 
Government spent over $400 billion. 

This increase in spending has en-
riched Federal contractors by way of 
record-breaking profits and escalating 
executive compensation. Yet, although 
the government spends billions of dol-
lars on private contractors, the Amer-
ican taxpayers and Congress know very 
little about the financial and com-
pensation policies of these firms. 

This bill is very narrowly targeted. It 
requires disclosure of executive pay 
only from private companies that bring 
in more than $25 million a year in Fed-
eral funds and only if those Federal 
funds are more than 80 percent of the 
company’s revenue. 

The executives of companies falling 
into that category are basically being 
paid by the taxpayers, and the tax-
payers have a right to know where 
their money is going. I don’t have a 
problem with people making money. 
That’s okay. That is not what this bill 
is about. It is about getting the infor-
mation needed to see if taxpayers’ dol-
lars are being well spent. That is im-
portant. 

If a company whose revenue is pri-
marily from government funds can pay 
its executives millions of dollars, it 
raises questions about whether the 
government is getting a good bargain. 
It suggests the government could spend 
its money more efficiently through 
more competition or more different re-
quirements. Enormous taxpayer-funded 
pay packages should be a trigger for 
more oversight of the programs in-
volved. 

The sponsor of this bill, Mr. MURPHY 
from Connecticut, has put in a lot of 
work on this bill because he recognizes 
the importance of greater transparency 
and the need of safeguarding tax bill 
dollars from waste, fraud, and abuse. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is an important 
step towards our goal of improving ac-
countability and transparency in Fed-
eral spending. We should know whether 
taxpayers are footing the bill for high 
salaries paid to executives. I fully sup-
port its passage, and I urge my col-
leagues to do the same. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
TOWNS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3928, as 
amended. 

The question was taken; and (two- 
thirds being in the affirmative) the 
rules were suspended and the bill, as 
amended, was passed. 

The title was amended so as to read: 
‘‘A bill to amend the Federal Funding 

Accountability and Transparency Act 
of 2006 to require certain recipients of 
Federal funds to disclose the names 
and total compensation of their most 
highly compensated officers, and for 
other purpose.’’ 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 5819, SBIR/STTR REAU-
THORIZATION ACT 

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, by direction of the Committee on 
Rules, I call up House Resolution 1125 
and ask for its immediate consider-
ation. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1125 

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the 
House resolved into the Committee of the 
Whole House on the State of the Union for 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 5819) to amend 
the Small Business Act to improve the Small 
Business Innovation Research (SBIR) pro-
gram and the Small Business Technology 
Transfer (STTR) program, and for other pur-
poses. The first reading of the bill shall be 
dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived except 
those arising under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. 
General debate shall be confined to the bill 
and shall not exceed one hour, with 40 min-
utes equally divided and controlled by the 
chairman and ranking minority member of 
the Committee on Small Business and 20 
minutes equally divided and controlled by 
the chairman and ranking minority member 
of the Committee on Science and Tech-
nology. After general debate the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the five- 
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider 
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on Small Busi-
ness now printed in the bill. The committee 
amendment in the nature of a substitute 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute are waived except 
those arising under clause 10 of rule XXI. 
Notwithstanding clause 11 of rule XVIII, no 
amendment to the committee amendment in 
the nature of a substitute shall be in order 
except those printed in the report of the 
Committee on Rules accompanying this res-
olution. Each such amendment may be of-
fered only in the order printed in the report, 
may be offered only by a Member designated 
in the report, shall be considered as read, 
shall be debatable for the time specified in 
the report equally divided and controlled by 
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be 
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question 
in the House or in the Committee of the 
Whole. All points of order against such 
amendments are waived except those arising 
under clause 9 or 10 of rule XXI. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the 
House on any amendment adopted in the 
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the 
committee amendment in the nature of a 
substitute. The previous question shall be 
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-

ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. 

SEC. 2. During consideration in the House 
of H.R. 5819 pursuant to this resolution, not-
withstanding the operation of the previous 
question, the Chair may postpone further 
consideration of the bill to such time as may 
be designated by the Speaker. 

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

Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Thank you, 
Mr. Speaker. 

For the purpose of debate only, I 
yield the customary 30 minutes to the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
HASTINGS). All time yielded during the 
consideration of this rule is for debate 
only. 

I yield myself such time as I may 
consume, and I also ask unanimous 
consent that all Members be given 5 
legislative days in which to revise and 
extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
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Mr. WELCH of Vermont. Mr. Speak-
er, House Resolution 1125 provides for 
the consideration of H.R. 5819, the 
Small Business Innovation Research 
Program and the Small Business Tech-
nology Transfer Program Reauthoriza-
tion Act, under a structured rule. 

The rule provides for 1 hour of gen-
eral debate, with 40 minutes controlled 
by the Committee on Small Business 
and 20 minutes controlled by the Com-
mittee on Science and Technology. The 
rule makes in order 17 amendments 
printed in the Rules Committee report. 
The amendments are each debatable 
for 10 minutes. The rule also provides 
one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. 

Since its inception in 1982, SBIR has 
assisted small businesses to compete 
for Federal research and development 
awards. It does that by reserving a per-
centage of the Federal R&D funds for 
qualifying small firms which would not 
otherwise be able to compete in the Na-
tion’s R&D arena with larger compa-
nies. 

SBIR is a unique collaboration that 
allows Federal agencies to fund 
projects to meet specific agency needs 
while expanding opportunities for 
small businesses, including women and 
minority-owned businesses. SBIR has 
enhanced the role of innovative small 
businesses and higher education re-
search institutions in federally funded 
research and development while fos-
tering competition and productivity in 
economic growth. 

SBIR, Mr. Speaker, targets the entre-
preneurial sector because that’s where 
the innovators thrive. The risk and ex-
pense of conducting serious R&D ef-
forts are often beyond the means of 
small businesses, so SBIR funds are a 
critical start-up in development stages, 
encourage the commercialization of 
technology, product or service, which 
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