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Months into our 501c3 filing, AMEN re-

ceived a letter from the IRS, not fully under-
standing the terminology, I phoned them. 
The IRS specialist shared with me that we 
could be seen as being ‘‘too political’’. The 
specialist continued to explain that the ref-
erences to religion within our Mission state-
ment could be an issue. The IRS also in-
formed me that our name, AMEN (Abortion 
Must End Now) could be seen as ‘‘political’’ 
because it infers, ‘‘we aim to abolish abor-
tion.’’ I questioned, ‘‘We would have to 
change our name and Mission?’’ the IRS Spe-
cialist responded, ‘‘Most likely.’’ I shared 
with the specialist that if we changed our 
name and Mission, we would no longer be the 
same organization. 

It is because of the statements made by 
the IRS that we ignored future letters to 
pursue our tax-exempt status. We felt with 
abortion silencing the voices of over 3,200 
American babies each day, we could not 
allow the IRS to silence ours. 

The abuse of the IRS has truly impacted 
our organization. We operate on a very low 
budget, as many are unable to donate with-
out having the advantage of a tax credit. We 
feel that our growth has been stunted due to 
the unethical actions of the IRS. We also feel 
that we continue to be a target as after our 
application for tax exemption in 2009, 2 out 
of 3 Directors of AMEN have been audited. 

AMEN was targeted because we believe in 
defending the Unalienable Right to Life. The 
IRS has acted unlawfully and it is this un-
lawful abuse that must be aborted. 

God Bless America, 
KRISTY LIEN, President. 

Greenwich Tea Party Patriots of South 
Jersey (New Jersey) 

In early 2011, our organization, The Green-
wich Tea Party Patriots of South Jersey 
filed an application for an exemption from 
Federal income tax and are still ‘‘in the 
process.’’ 

It is the desire of our organization to sim-
ply educate and informs the public con-
cerning policies and issues that are taking 
place in our society. Membership includes a 
large number of elderly who do not have 
computers so newsletters are sent at least 
monthly via regular mail. Our primary rea-
son for asking for this exemption was simply 
to get a better rate when mailing news-
letters. Although we do take advantage of 
the ‘‘bulk rate’’ price allowed to us due to 
the number of pieces we send, the price for 
an exempted organization is significantly 
lower. 

Most Americans historically are extremely 
intimidated by the IRS and the scandal that 
was created by the IRS and has made most 
citizens even more apprehensive. 

Our organization has been irreparably af-
fected by this scandal. 

For instance, we have had a booth at our 
county fair for several years now. In the 
past, many people wanted to sign up on our 
mail list to get information. This year, only 
a few people wanted to put their name on the 
‘‘sign-up’’ form with most saying, ‘‘I’m not 
putting my name on that and risk being au-
dited by the IRS.’’ 

Many people have also told us that they 
would love to give us a nice donation but are 
afraid the ‘‘IRS will find out and they will be 
targeted.’’ 

All we wanted was a better rate for mail-
ing our newsletters and we are still awaiting 
the process. 

Sincerely, 
BRENDA ROAMES, President. 

FIRST COAST TEA PARTY (FLORIDA) 
I know you are familiar with the First 

Coast Tea Party that encompasses members 

in the NE area of Florida (specifically most 
members are from Duval, St. Johns and Clay 
counties). I wanted to bring our group’s IRS 
issue (following our 8/31/10 501c4 application) 
to your attention. 

As our group was going thru a transition 
with the leadership of our organization, in 
early 2012, we received a letter from the IRS 
requesting additional information before the 
IRS could/would complete their consider-
ation of our application for exemption. Early 
2012, was a hectic period for our volunteer 
tea party group. 

Leadership changes and the kick-off of our 
2012 focused goals to help with getting out 
the vote, was now interrupted with the IRS 
request for responses to 11 comprehensive 
questions regarding our organization. This 
request came nearly 18 months after we sent 
in our application. (Note: The letter from the 
IRS was dated January 31, 2012 with a re-
quest for our response by February 21, 2012.) 

At the time of this request from the IRS, 
I was responsible for answering the questions 
with the assistance of our CPA and the help 
of volunteers with the FCTP. 

As a young volunteer organization, our 
files, etc. were not fully established and yet 
the window to complete the request was 
upon us. Gathering the data and providing 
samples (where specifically asked) was time 
intensive and costly. We met the deadline 
and sent off 4 pounds of paper to the IRS. 

We had not provided the information com-
pletely, in the eyes of the IRS, so on July 
16th with an added request for information 
from 2 comprehensive questions, the FCTP 
responded to the IRS on August 7, 2012. 
Again, this interruption to our 2012 election 
year focus was frustrating and seemed like a 
diversion. We worked with Mr. Grant Her-
ring from a Cincinnati, Ohio office of the 
IRS. 

We received our 501c4 status in November 
of 2012. 

Regards, 
CAROLE MCMANUS. 

HAWAII TEA PARTY 

Hawaii Tea Party also known as TEA 
Party Maui is a non-partisan educational 
group which sought recognition and standing 
with the IRS under provision 501(c)4 for Tax- 
Exempt, Non-Profit status. 

From the very beginning of our 755 day or-
deal, which began with our original applica-
tion in May 2010, and continued until our 
eventual receipt of official IRS approval in 
July 2012; we were targeted, thwarted, in-
timidated, and subjected to unreasonable 
and over-reaching demands that were far- 
afield of the intent of the screening of such 
applications. Bear in mind that normally, 
501(c)4 applications were routinely granted 
by the IRS within 90 to 180 days. The IRS 
delays in returning follow-up telephone calls 
and emails and their stonewalling of our re-
quests for information only served to exacer-
bate our in-limbo status; which in effect 
shrunk attendance at our meetings, lessened 
participation in our events, and diminished 
the donations we did receive. But most sig-
nificantly, the IRS actions created in the 
general public a fear of association and iden-
tification with the TEA Party name; and 
with our membership, an overwhelming fear 
of personal identification and harassment by 
the IRS. All of this conspired to place us in 
the unenviable position of not being able to 
fully participate in the democratic process 
for the important 2010 mid-term election 
cycle, as well as the 2012 national elections. 

As of this writing, October 2013, we have 
learned that our suspicions during the 755– 
day ordeal of an IRS campaign targeting 
suppression of our Freedom of Speech, Free-
dom of Assembly, and Freedom to Redress 

our Grievances have proved to be true. We 
believe that all Americans should find this 
illegal activity by the IRS outrageously 
egregious and demand full accountability by 
the persons involved and that they be pros-
ecuted to the full extent of the law. 

Sincerely, 
TEA PARTY MAUI BOARD OF DIRECTORS. 

KENTUCKY 9/12 PROJECT 
It is with sadness for our country that I 

write this to inform you of what we went 
through and implore you to fix what we have 
become. Kentucky 9/12 Project filed its appli-
cation for 501(c)(4) in December, 2010 with 
great confidence that all of its activities, re-
lations, and dealings fell well within the 
bounds of that which defines that status. We 
as citizens were then targeted and held hos-
tage by this administration at the arms of 
the IRS for over two years. During this time 
of uncertainty we were directly hindered in 
our fund raising and abilities to serve the 
people that shared our principles in the com-
munities and state we live in. This is far 
greater than a financial impact and to us 
this was never about a bureaucracy verses 
some large organization but a government 
directly attacking and trying to silence ordi-
nary individual people and thought. Person-
ally this fundamentally changed me and it 
was with great consternation for me and my 
family that we went forward with a federal 
lawsuit against the IRS and United States of 
America. I would hope that those we elected 
and our representatives on both side of the 
isle would see the severity of this as a 
wakeup call to what we have become. As for 
me, I shall and we should be forever fearful 
of what government has become and can and 
may do to any of us. 

Respectful Regards, 
ERIC WILSON. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE 
A message from the Senate by Mrs. 

Curtis, one of its clerks, announced 
that the Senate has passed bills of the 
following titles in which the concur-
rence of the House is requested: 

S. 1471. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of the 
Army to reconsider decisions to inter or 
honor the memory of a person in a national 
cemetary, and for other purposes. 

S. 1545. An act to extend authorities re-
lated to global HIV/AIDS and to promote 
oversight of United States programs. 

f 

FREEDOM AND TECHNOLOGY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 
there is a piece of legislation that will 
be going through the Judiciary Com-
mittee on Wednesday that the Amer-
ican people need to be alerted about. It 
goes right to the heart of our pros-
perity, right to the heart of our na-
tional security, right to the heart of 
the well-being of average Americans. 

Our Founding Fathers believed that 
with technology and freedom—and, 
yes, with the profit motive—that those 
things would uplift all of humankind 
and that this would be the formula 
that would make America a great Na-
tion. In fact, they wrote into our Con-
stitution a mandate that guarantees 
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the rights of inventors and authors. It 
is the only place in the body of the 
Constitution that the word ‘‘right’’ is 
used. 

I quote article I, section 8, clause 8 of 
the Constitution of the United States: 

The Congress shall have the power to 
promote the progress of science and 
useful arts by securing for limited 
times to authors and inventors the ex-
clusive right to their respective 
writings and discoveries. 

This provision has served America 
well, leading to general prosperity, na-
tional security, and also to the decent 
living of average people. 

This is compared to the anxieties and 
the horror stories that the common 
man was living in, which prevailed in 
the days when our Constitution was 
written. Throughout the world, ordi-
nary people lived in poverty, and they 
lived under repression and in a con-
stant state of oppression. What broke 
this cycle of repression and deprivation 
and what built a great country here in 
the United States—an example to the 
world—was freedom and technology, 
yes, and guaranteed freedom and tech-
nology through the rule of law through 
our Constitution. 

The Americans worked hard to build 
this great country, yes, but that is not 
what made the difference. That is not 
what made us a great country, of how 
we broke out of that cycle of repression 
that mankind suffered under for so 
long. What made the difference was 
that technology multiplied the results 
of the hard work of our people. People 
have been working hard since ancient 
times. People still work hard today all 
over the world. The difference is that 
Americans brought technology to bear 
on these problems, multiplying the cre-
ation of wealth and, thus, the uplifting 
of ordinary people. 

It was our strong patent system that 
ensured that technology and freedom 
would work its magic. We can see now 
that we have had the strongest and the 
best patent system throughout our 
country’s history, and it has been her-
alded throughout the world. Yet, 
today, multinational corporations, 
some of them run by Americans—and 
some wonder, when the Americans are 
running these companies, whose alle-
giance they have—want to diminish 
the patent protection of the American 
people. 

In my 25 years, battles have been 
fought over and over again, often 
turned back sometimes through com-
promise, but these efforts over these 
last 25 years have been aimed at dra-
matically weakening our patent sys-
tem. So, basically, the argument has 
been made over and over again that we 
need to harmonize America’s patent 
system with the rest of the world’s. We 
have the strongest patent system in 
the world. We have rights that are 
guaranteed. Our other rights to speech 
and prayer, we would never think 
about harmonizing those with the rest 
of the world’s—we would want to have 
the strongest constitutional protec-

tions—but now these big companies 
want to weaken the protection of the 
intellectual property of our own Amer-
icans by harmonizing our law with the 
weaker laws in Japan and Europe. I 
say, if they want to harmonize laws, 
they should be demanding that those 
other countries strengthen their laws 
so that the individuals in those coun-
tries are protected as Americans have 
been. 

How did that play specifically in 
terms of demands to change the law, 
demands which we have managed to 
thwart over these last 25 years? 

Basically, in Europe and Japan, if 
someone applies for a patent, after 18 
months, that patent is published even 
if that patent has not been granted, 
meaning the application that the in-
ventor has given out to show his genius 
is disclosed to everybody in the world. 
They wanted to do that to the Amer-
ican inventor. If you filed your patent, 
after 18 months, even if you hadn’t re-
ceived your patent, they were going to 
publish it. Talk about an invitation to 
steal. We beat that back, but it was a 
tough fight. These same people right 
now are the ones that we are fighting. 
They are trying to change the patent 
system in the bill that is going through 
on Wednesday in the Judiciary Com-
mittee. 

What do they also want to do? On 
what else did we have to fight back? 

In the United States, as the Constitu-
tion says, for 17 years, if someone files 
for a patent and is granted the patent, 
no matter how long it takes, you are 
going to have 17 years in which you 
own that new idea, that new concept. 
Guess what? Overseas, that is not the 
way it is. The minute you file over-
seas—let’s say it takes 15 years for you 
to get your patent because it is very 
complicated, and it deals by its very 
nature with new science and new 
ideas—guess what? The clock starts 
ticking immediately when you file for 
the patent. Sometimes people will have 
all of their patents’ time eaten up by 
the bureaucracy, which, of course, 
gives these major corporations in Eu-
rope the edge of influencing the bu-
reaucracy when they are going to want 
to approve or to disapprove of a new in-
novation, a new piece of technology, 
for which someone is asking for a pat-
ent. Thus, these big corporations are 
able to force small inventors into deals 
for their creations, saying that we can 
fence you in, and you won’t ever be 
able to use it anyway. 

We won most of these fights, and the 
two I just mentioned. Trying to make 
sure that a patent application that 
hasn’t been granted won’t be published, 
we beat that back. We beat back the 
idea that the clock is going to start 
ticking right away so that, if it takes 
a long time for a patent to be issued, 
the inventor won’t lose all of his 
rights. We won most of those, and 
there were some compromises, but this 
fight never ends with these big compa-
nies, with these globalists who have a 
global sense of the economy, a global 

sense of freedom, a global sense of the 
American people in that we are not so 
unique and that we are just part of the 
global system. They keep coming back 
and coming back. 

As for the multinational corpora-
tions which have sought to remove 
these other things that I was men-
tioning a while ago and to put those in 
place, they now have another offensive 
on the way, and I find myself fighting 
for the small inventors, who are strug-
gling to defend their patent rights, and 
for the patent rights of all Americans 
and America’s innovators. Of course, 
we don’t see these big corporations pre-
senting an idea to Congress, saying we 
want to lessen the patent protection of 
ordinary Americans. No. Instead, they 
always have to come up with a very 
sinister-sounding word. Then they hire 
the best PR people in the world to pro-
mote this image in the public’s mind. 

Before that sinister force that we had 
to diminish our patent protection for— 
that we had to make sure that our own 
inventors could have their patent ap-
plications published after 18 months or 
have the clock ticking away so they 
would never have a right to enforce 
their patents—that sinister portion in 
those days was called a ‘‘submarine 
patent.’’ It was described in these sin-
ister, derogatory terms, and, boy, they 
almost succeeded, but we beat them 
back in their attempt to use a scare 
tactic to get the American people to 
fundamentally change our patent sys-
tem, which has worked so well for us 
and has affected the standard of living 
of ordinary Americans. 

Now there is another term that is 
being used. It is even more sinister 
sounding. I wonder what PR firm was 
paid how many hundreds of thousands 
of dollars to come up with it and then 
millions of dollars to promote this sin-
ister phrase so that people would ac-
cept it. The term is ‘‘patent troll.’’ 
Yes, ‘‘patent troll.’’ There is a good, 
sinister term. There are patent trolls 
out there; thus, we have got to change 
the basics of our patent system in a 
way that hurts the little guy’s ability 
to protect his own intellectual prop-
erty rights when it comes to his pat-
ent. 

These so-called ‘‘patent trolls’’ are 
patent holders or they are companies 
which represent patent holders. They 
are engaged in defending their rights as 
part of the Constitution—their intel-
lectual property rights—against the in-
fringement of those patents which they 
own. They are their patents. We are 
not talking about someone who is 
stealing a patent from someone. We are 
not talking about a frivolous suit. We 
are talking about someone who owns a 
patent that has been issued to him by 
the Patent Office. Those patents that 
they own are just as valid as, perhaps, 
all of the other patents that are grant-
ed by the Patent Office. Yet these huge 
corporate entities would infringe on 
the patent rights of the little guy and 
would give them the middle finger and 
tell them ‘‘sue me if you think you can 

VerDate Mar 15 2010 03:48 Nov 19, 2013 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00029 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K18NO7.056 H18NOPT1pw
al

ke
r 

on
 D

S
K

7T
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH7184 November 18, 2013 
get any enforcement of it.’’ No, no, no. 
These people would have us believe 
that patent trolls—people who are de-
fending patents that are legitimate 
patents—are in some way doing some-
thing evil. 

What makes the patents of these peo-
ple who are what they call ‘‘patent 
trolls’’ different than the good patents 
which are owned by these very same 
multinational corporations, by these 
very same corporations who bring very 
similar litigation forward when their 
patents are being violated? 

The so-called ‘‘patent troll’’ has been 
identified as being out for profit. This 
is where they say they are different, 
that they are out for profit, not from 
actually seeing technology being used, 
or that they are out for profit by get-
ting involved in something that he or 
she did not invent. Surprise, surprise. 
We have got lawyers who are engaged 
in litigation only for the fact that they 
are going to make some money out of 
the litigation. 

Yes, we have frivolous lawsuits, and 
we should do what we can to stop them 
in this country, but that doesn’t mean 
that you change the fundamental 
rights of those people whose rights are 
being violated. If the small inventor 
doesn’t have the resources to enforce 
his or her patent, an individual or a 
company can buy those rights just like 
it could buy some land from someone 
who didn’t have the resources to plant 
it or it could commercially try to sell 
it or to create a partnership. 

b 2130 

They can also, or create a partner-
ship. 

The small inventor can now go into a 
partnership or sell his patent rights to 
someone else. Basically, if they can’t 
enforce their rights because a big com-
pany is infringing upon them, they 
need help. Up until now, they have 
been legally entitled to get it. 

I have consulted with a number of 
outside individual inventors and 
groups, and they have reaffirmed that 
the legislation being proposed in the 
Judiciary Committee further disadvan-
tages the little guy against the deep- 
pocketed, multi-national corporations. 
Many of these multi-national corpora-
tions, what they do now is they don’t 
do patent searches when they are uti-
lizing new technology to upgrade the 
machines and the equipment that they 
own. They don’t do patent searches so 
that they can just say they didn’t 
know. 

Well, in the past, they have taken 
great pains to make sure they weren’t 
stepping on somebody’s toes. Now, if 
somebody comes to them, they have in-
tentionally not educated themselves to 
the ownership rights of this individual 
and they just tell them, well, sue me in 
court, knowing that most of these peo-
ple are such little guys they can’t en-
force their rights. 

By the way, this is true of not just 
patents, but across the board. The lit-
tle guys in our country need the help of 

lawyers who sometimes have to work 
on contingency or are many times just 
working on a profit motive to help a 
little guy against a big guy who has in-
fringed on their rights. 

This guise of targeting the so-called 
‘‘patent trolls,’’ meaning this person or 
a company who has contracted with 
the inventor to see that his or her pat-
ent rights are respected, that these 
guys are supposedly horrible. Well, how 
horrible it is making a business out of 
helping small inventors or just seeing 
that an inventor who has not had the 
ability to commercialize and to enforce 
his patents, that instead what we have 
got is people who are out to help that 
person now enforce the rights that he 
has under our Constitution, just the 
same if someone decided not to farm 
their land. If you own a piece of land 
and you have decided not to farm it 
and you want to turn it into some sort 
of a bird sanctuary, that is your right 
as long as you own that land. Our Con-
stitution says that people who invent 
some new ideas have 17 years of owner-
ship, property ownership, on their idea. 
Now they are trying to stop that; they 
are trying to change that. 

Proponents of this legislation that 
will go through the Judiciary Com-
mittee on Wednesday are covering up 
the fact that what we are dealing with 
here is someone who has stolen some-
one else’s patent rights, and now they 
want to change the system so they can 
get away with that theft. That is the 
primary purpose behind this legisla-
tion. Now, they will say, oh, we just 
don’t want these big companies, these 
multi-nationals, to be taken advantage 
of by someone who owns a patent, a 
lawful patent, and now is trying to en-
force it after not having enforced it for 
a long period of time. 

Well, I would hope that all people 
will try their best to get their patent 
on the market and to do good things 
with these new technologies. In fact, 95 
percent of the people I know who are 
inventors struggle their hardest to get 
their patent sold and into the commer-
cial market and being put to use be-
cause they know other inventions are 
coming along that are going to take 
their place. So this is a very small 
issue, if it is one at all. But the fact is 
the market is coping with this, is en-
couraging people who own patents to 
put them in play. Let the marketplace, 
let our companies utilize those patents, 
because they will make a profit out of 
it. 

Tonight, I draw attention of the 
American people and my colleagues to 
H.R. 3309, the Innovation Act they call 
it this time, introduced by Chairman 
GOODLATTE with 14 bipartisan cospon-
sors. This bill is scheduled, as I said, to 
be marked up in the House Judiciary 
Committee this week even though the 
committee has only held one hearing 
on this bill since the introduction of 
the bill, and that hearing was only 10 
legislative days ago. 

There are major other forces besides 
these multi-national corporations that 

are at play here, whether we are talk-
ing about hospitals and doctors or 
whether we are talking about other 
groups in our society like universities 
and others who own patents. There are 
a lot of people who are going to lose if 
this goes through, and they need time 
to communicate with their representa-
tives. Instead, they are ramrodding 
this through very quickly. 

The witnesses at the hearing that 
they did have included former Patent 
Office Director Kappos, who made it 
clear that we should move slowly and 
with very great care in making such 
great changes to the patent law, espe-
cially in light of the fact that no one 
yet understands the implications of the 
last patent law they passed during the 
last Congress called the America In-
vents Act, the AIA. That was Congress’ 
last patent bill, which is right now in 
the process of being implemented and 
interpreted by the Patent Office and by 
the courts. 

So we haven’t even digested the last 
bite that Congress has taken out of the 
patent law apple, and now they want to 
gobble down a few more bites. In and of 
itself, this legislation is too broad, its 
implications are too unclear, and its 
effects are unknowable. That is what is 
going to happen. They are going to put 
that bill right through the process 
starting on Wednesday at the Judiciary 
Committee. That is what witnesses and 
other experts have indicated to us. The 
conclusion: move forward with caution. 
But that is not what is happening. 

Congress is being railroaded to pass 
this legislation on top of the last legis-
lation. Well, what is going on here? 
The congressional ramrodding exempli-
fies the battle to diminish America’s 
patent system that has been going on 
for 25 years, the same globalist multi- 
national corporations who may or may 
not have had interest of the American 
people at heart. 

According to the sponsors of H.R. 
3309, it is an attempt to combat the 
problem of patent trolls. Oh, my gosh, 
be afraid of patent trolls and weaken 
the rights of our patent holders, even 
though a study that was mandated by 
Congress in the last patent bill that 
passed just a couple years ago, that 
study hasn’t even been consulted and 
been made part of this debate. That 
study showed that this ‘‘problem’’ sup-
posedly that we have, this patent troll 
thing that has come up now is not real-
ly a major driver of lawsuits. 

A study that was commissioned by 
the last patent bill has decided it is 
not—not—a major driver of lawsuits 
and has not caused a surge of new law-
suits. Most of the provisions in the leg-
islation that they will pass through the 
committee this week will make it 
much more complicated, much more 
costly, and much more challenging to 
bring a lawsuit for patent infringement 
rather than making it simpler, cheap-
er, and easier to defend against base-
less accusations of infringement. 

We are being told that these people 
who are leading the trolls have some 
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sort of an unjustified claim, that these 
are false patents, these things 
shouldn’t be enforced. But they haven’t 
done that. What they are doing is pre-
venting people who have regular 
claims, people who have legitimate 
claims, from seeking damages from big 
companies, big guys, who intentionally 
are infringing upon them. 

We are being asked to raise the bar 
for the inventor to bring a lawsuit to 
defend his or her rights. We are making 
it more difficult for the inventor, rath-
er than easier for these big companies 
to brush away frivolous lawsuits. We 
instead are making it harder on inven-
tors to defend their legitimate prop-
erty rights. So rather than lowering 
the bar to allow small business to de-
fend itself against frivolous lawsuits, 
we are basically raising the bar when it 
comes to inventors to protect their 
rights. 

In addition, under the claim of ‘‘tech-
nical correction,’’ this legislation pro-
poses to remove the patent system’s 
only independent judicial process. That 
is in section 45 of title 35. If this passes, 
inventors who are not satisfied that 
the Patent Office has actually treated 
them fairly, that the bureaucracy has 
worked within the law, that they have 
not been cheated, there is not some 
collusion going on, the fact is there 
will be no recourse to an inventor who 
feels that he has been wronged by our 
own bureaucracy. 

Although this safeguard that we have 
had that prevents the bureaucracy 
from doing things that are illegal or 
out of procedure or violating someone’s 
rights, those safeguards of having a ju-
dicial review have been part of our 
American law system since 1836. It 
isn’t some antiquated process; it is 
independent judicial review. Last year, 
the Supreme Court of the United 
States in Kappos v. Hyatt reaffirmed 
the importance of this provision. 

Now the Patent Office has been re-
quested that judicial review be done 
away with because it is so burden-
some—so burdensome—to have a judi-
cial review in case some people within 
our bureaucracy are acting illegally or 
incompetently. Oh, we can’t allow that 
because it is too burdensome for the 
bureaucracy to defend their actions in 
a courtroom even though this happens 
on very rare occasions, very rare occa-
sions because we have that recourse. 
Take away that recourse and those 
problems will be a lot more. They will 
grow because there will be nothing to 
stop them from wrong action in the bu-
reaucracy. The Patent Office wants to 
strip away the rights of Americans be-
cause it is inconvenient to their bu-
reaucracy. 

The legislation going before the Judi-
ciary Committee here in the House this 
week is consistent with the decades- 
long battle being waged on America’s 
independent inventors by multi-na-
tional corporations. Here are a few of 
the provisions: 

Might I ask the Chair how much 
more time I have remaining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. ROHRABACHER. The Innovation 
Act will create more paperwork when 
the inventor files for an infringement 
claim, thus increasing the cost to de-
fend their rights and a potential for 
having the case dismissed on a techni-
cality is greatly expanded. 

The Innovation Act will switch us to 
a ‘‘loser pays’’ system, which means 
the little guy is going to fight some fu-
ture corporation who has got lawyers 
on their payroll. That little guy now 
has to realize he is going to pay enor-
mous costs where the, of course, big 
corporation only has to pay the legal 
fees. If you have loser pays, that is 
what that provision is all about. The 
big corporation will only have to pay 
for that little guy. The little guy will 
have to pay huge expenses and thus, 
what is it, he is deterred from pro-
tecting his own rights. Let’s just say 
loser pays is a loser for the little guy 
and a big winner for the big guy. 

This is so broad they are expanding 
now who will have to pay with the 
loser pays. This bill actually brings in 
people who will now be expected to pay 
the expenses of these big corporations 
who are infringing. If that guy loses, if 
the little guy loses, anybody who has 
even helped the little guy will be 
brought in and they will be libel for the 
loser pays provisions. What does that 
mean? That means little guys will 
never be able to get outside help from 
people to invest in their suit. Philo 
Farnsworth, the inventor of the picture 
tube, had to get people to help him be-
cause RCA was ripping him off and he 
had people invest to help pay for his 
legal fees. This bill would eliminate 
that by making all of those people 
libel. 

Section 4 of this new bill, the Innova-
tion Act, would create new require-
ments that a patent holder must meet, 
once filing a claim of infringement, by 
providing information about all par-
ties. When he files for an infringement, 
he has to give information of all the 
parties, including those people who 
may have invested in his suit. Thus, we 
have a blanket. Now we have people ex-
posed to all sorts of harassment. Just 
for what? For backing up someone’s 
right and saying, I will give you some 
money to defend your rights. 

There is no reason for us to have this 
type of exposure that has never been 
required before. This will, again, put 
great pressure on people not to get in-
volved to help those people whose pat-
ents are being infringed upon. 
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There is a provision in the bill that 
actually limits the amount of time and 
things that can be required in dis-
covery, which means the little guy will 
now have to have many motions of dis-
covery, and every motion will cost him 
money, rather than having one motion. 
These things are very complicated and 
very hard to understand for the Amer-
ican people, but what they add up to, 

they have been thought out very well 
because the big companies know how 
to beat the little guys down, and that 
is what this bill is all about. 

If we were instead trying to elimi-
nate frivolous lawsuits, which we 
should, there would be a whole dif-
ferent approach to this. This would be 
enabling those large companies to de-
feat frivolous lawsuits. Instead, what 
we have going through our Judiciary 
Committee is a bill that makes it hard-
er for those people who are the 
innovators and the inventors to defend 
their intellectual property rights. 

I would ask my fellow colleagues to 
join me in opposing this bill. And I ask 
the American people to pay attention 
to what is going on and make sure that 
this attempt to, again, diminish the 
patent rights of the American people is 
defeated and, again, that the rights of 
our people to live in prosperity and to 
have national security based on our 
great innovation is protected from 
multinational corporations who are 
motivated simply by greed and not for 
the benefit of the people of the 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. CONAWAY (at the request of Mr. 

CANTOR) for today on account of at-
tending a funeral. 

Mr. CULBERSON (at the request of Mr. 
CANTOR) for today on account of ill-
ness. 

Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois (at the 
request of Ms. PELOSI) for today on ac-
count of business in the district. 

f 

SENATE BILL REFERRED 
A bill of the Senate of the following 

title was taken from the Speaker’s 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 1471. An act to authorize the Secretary 
of Veterans Affairs and the Secretary of the 
Army to reconsider decisions to inter or 
honor the memory of a person in a national 
cemetary, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs, in addition 
to the Committee on Armed Services 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. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, I 

move that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accord-

ingly (at 9 o’clock and 46 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, November 19, 2013, at 10 a.m. 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: 
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