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

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
February 26, 2014.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ILEANA
ROS-LEHTINEN to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

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

———
MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 7, 2014, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

————
AFGHANISTAN

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

Mr. JONES. Madam Speaker, I am on
the floor again today to talk about Af-
ghanistan—the absolute waste of life
and money.

A lot of people don’t realize this, but
if you go back to 2001, the war in Iraq
and Afghanistan, we have spent over
$1.5 trillion, which averages out to
about 11.2 million tax dollars paid
every hour by the American people.

In today’s national paper, the USA
Today—and other headlines—the head-

line is this: “Obama to Karzai: Time
running out for security deal.”

Madam Speaker, based on recent
polls, this would be good news for the
American people if we would not con-
tinue this relationship with Afghani-
stan. It is nothing but an absolute
waste of the taxpayers’ money, and the
American people are sick and tired of
it. A recent poll last week by Gallup
showed that almost 50 percent of the
American people believe that the war
in Afghanistan was a mistake to start
with.

I can honestly say this: If it was not
a mistake to start with, it is a mistake
now that we continue to support and
spend money on a corrupt leader
named Karzai.

Madam Speaker, as I listened to the
Secretary of Defense Chuck Hagel yes-
terday talk about financial pressure on
our military and the budget that he
will be supporting that Mr. Obama has
proposed, I wonder why we in Congress
are not allowed to debate on the floor
of this House—and I am not talking
about the Senate now—whether we be-
lieve that we should have a 10-year
agreement with Afghanistan.

Again, we are talking about spending
anywhere from $3 billion to $4 billion a
month. It is borrowed money from the
Chinese and Japanese, and we continue
to raise the debt ceiling because we
cannot pay our own bills. It is time for
the Congress to speak out on behalf of
the American people and say enough is
enough.

To be clear, this agreement that
President Karzai has adamantly re-
fused to sign, as The Washington Post
reported earlier this week, during a De-
cember visit to Kabul, Hagel suggested
that the late-February NATO meet-
ing—meaning this week—was a cutoff
point for Afghan President Karzai to
sign the bilateral strategic agreement
that sets the terms for a post-2014 U.S.
presence.

Madam Speaker, we cannot any
longer police the world. We can hardly

afford to pay our own bills without
going to foreign governments to bor-
row money.

Madam Speaker, it is time for Con-
gress to reach out and to say that we
listen to the American people. When we
are talking about not even being able
to take care of our veterans, and we
are going to cut programs for children
and senior citizens, and even our vet-
erans are in jeopardy of getting the
benefits that they have earned, it is
time for the American people to put
pressure on Congress to have this de-
bate that many of us in both parties
would like to have, quite frankly.

Madam Speaker, I have beside me a
photograph of a young man named Eric
Edmundson. Eric, in 2005, was in a
Humvee that was hit by an IED that
exploded. Eric has been in the national
Wounded Warrior Project ads across
this Nation.

Eric is like so many of the wounded.
We just don’t really think about them
every day, but we should. Eric has a
wonderful wife. His mom and dad were
able to retire to New Bern, North Caro-
lina, which is in my district, and help
Eric have a quality of life.

Madam Speaker, I can honestly tell
you that we have got so many veterans
that we are going to need to take care
of who earned the right for this govern-
ment to take care of them that we are
going to have a tsunami that is going
to hit this Congress in a few years, and
we are going to wonder how in the
world can we give these wounded and
their families what they have earned
and deserve.

Madam Speaker, it is time for this
Congress to put pressure on the leader-
ship of the Republican Party and the
Democratic Party to force a discussion
and a debate on the future of our finan-
cial involvement in Afghanistan.

With that, Madam Speaker, I am
going to ask God to please bless our
men and women in uniform. I ask God
to please bless the wounded, to bless
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the families who have given a child
dying for freedom in Afghanistan and
Iraq. And I ask God to please bless the
House and the Senate, that we will do
what is right in the eyes of God for
God’s people, and to please bless the
President of the United States, that he
also would do what is right in the eyes
of God for America.

———
END HUNGER NOW

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
LuMMIs). The Chair recognizes the gen-
tleman from  Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Madam Speaker,
there are close to 50 million people who
are hungry in the United States of
America. We are the richest country in
the history of the world, and we have
close to 50 million people who are food
insecure or are hungry; 17 million of
these people are kids.

We in Congress are not doing nearly
enough to address this issue. In fact,
this Congress has made things worse
for many struggling families all across
this country.

Last November there was an $11 bil-
lion cut that went into effect with re-
gard to the SNAP program. That is the
name of the program that was formerly
known as food stamps, an $11 billion
cut that impacted every single bene-
ficiary on this program. Everybody got
a cut. Food prices didn’t go down, but
they got a cut.

Then we just recently passed a farm
bill in this Congress that made sure
that those well-off special interests
were protected and the rich got richer.
But we paid for those subsidies by cut-
ting SNAP by another $8.6 billion. It is
shameful.

Madam Speaker, these cuts are real,
and the people they impact are real.
Sometimes I wonder whether those
who voted for these cuts have any ap-
preciation of what it is like to be poor
in America, whether they have ever
been to a food bank or a soup kitchen
or ever talked to anybody who is on
SNAP. It is hard. It is difficult to be
poor in America.

Despite what I believe is this indif-
ference and, in some cases, contempt
for poor people that we have seen in
this Chamber, I do want to acknowl-
edge that outside of this Congress and
outside of government there are many,
many people who understand that we
all should care about our brothers and
sisters who are struggling and who are
doing amazing things.

Last week, during our break, I vis-
ited with some people who I think are
doing things that I found to be inspira-
tional. Visiting these soup Kkitchens
and shelters gave me some new inspira-
tion and new hope that maybe what
they are doing will be contagious and
that those of us in this Congress will
step up to the plate and take on the
issue of hunger and poverty in this
country.

I visited a soup kitchen in Ambherst,
Massachusetts, called Not Bread Alone.
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I met with the supervisor, Hannah El-
liott, and an incredible group of volun-
teers, which included a chef and people
from all walks of life, who prepared nu-
tritious meals for those who are strug-
gling.

I talked to the people who came in to
have one of these nutritious meals.
These people are our neighbors. These
people have worked to make this coun-
try great. Some of them are veterans.
They have fallen on hard times and
can’t afford to eat. And thank God for
a place like Not Bread Alone, where
they can come in and be able to be in
a warm place and get a decent meal
and feel like people care about them.

At UMass Amherst, I met a student
named Jacob Liverman. I met him and
a group of young students who
launched this effort called the Food
Recovery Network. What they do is
work with the kitchen at the Univer-
sity of Massachusetts in Amherst so
that the leftovers of the food that is
prepared on a given day don’t get
thrown away.

They take those leftovers and follow
all those procedures that you have to
follow to make sure that everything is
within the health codes. They take this
food and deliver it to an emergency
shelter called Craig’s Doors, which is
also in Amherst. I met Kevin Noonan,
the executive director there, who is a
wonderful man, along with all the vol-
unteers there.

I had the privilege of being able to
serve meals to the people that came
through the shelter on a cold, wintry
night. It is eye-opening when you talk
to these people and learn about their
backgrounds and learn about how they
have fallen on hard times.

I am grateful that there are places
like Craig’s Doors. I am grateful that
there are young students like the ones
I met at the University of Massachu-
setts Amherst campus who have taken
the initiative to step up to the plate
and to help try to feed people who are
hungry. I am grateful for places like
Not Bread Alone that do such an in-
credible job in terms of providing food
for people.

I went to Greenfield Community Col-
lege and sat down with the president,
Bob Pura, and his faculty and members
of their kitchen. Because there is a
need, they actually have a food bank
on their campus. There are people
going to school who do not have
enough to eat. This school provides
them the support and the help that
they need. They also have a
permaculture garden. They are growing
food not only for that soup kitchen and
for their food bank, but for their stu-
dents as well, because they are putting
an emphasis on nutrition.

I will close, Madam Speaker, by say-
ing these are inspirational activities
that are going on. We need to learn by
them, and we need to do much better.
Nobody in America should go hungry.
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VENEZUELA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Madam Speak-
er, today I rise for those who cannot
speak freely in Venezuela. Widespread
demonstrations have broken out
throughout Venezuela to protest an op-
pressive regime that seeks to silence
the people and deny their fundamental
freedoms of expression and the right to
assembly.

After years under Chavez and now
Maduro, those brave men and women
are expressing themselves in a united,
clear voice that what they want is
what should be rightfully theirs: re-
spect for human rights and a true de-
mocracy in Venezuela. In response, as
you can see here, Maduro and his thugs
treat them like criminals.

Over the past weeks, Madam Speak-
er, 14 people have been Kkilled by
Maduro’s forces; over 100 have been un-
justly detained. But because Maduro
controls the major media outlets, he
has silenced many of those who at-
tempt to draw attention to the plight
of the Venezuelan people and instead
cast the blame on the United States for
all of the country’s ills. The nerve of
him.

Blaming the United States for his
own domestic problems seems to be the
modus operandi for Maduro, but the
Venezuelan people are smarter than
that. They recognize that this is just
another scheme of Maduro’s.

The regime tried to silence its people
by blocking images on Twitter, as Ven-
ezuelans turn to social media to show
the world the ugly reality that they
are going through.

As the violence in Venezuela con-
tinues to escalate, responsible nations
in the hemisphere and throughout the
world have a moral obligation to stand
with the people of Venezuela against
the forces of fear and oppression. We
must be the voice for those suffering
under this repression. At the same
time, we must condemn the violent ac-
tions of the Maduro regime against
people who are yearning for liberty,
justice, democracy, respect, and for
human rights.

This fight for democracy and human
rights isn’t the struggle of Venezuelans
only. It is the struggle of all who seek
to advance the cause of human dignity
and freedom.

How we respond matters. Madam
Speaker, it is a test of our commit-
ment to the ideals of freedom and de-
mocracy for everyone, not just for a
few.
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It is also a test of our resolve. Other
oppressive leaders in the region are
watching us to see if we back up our
lofty words with action, so we must not
equivocate. We must not waver.

We must stand up for those who can-
not stand up for themselves, and we
must be the voice for those who are
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being silenced by this repressive re-
gime, because our inaction would only
serve to embolden other rogue regimes
that seek to fight back the tides of de-
mocracy.

Throughout the Western Hemisphere,
Madam Speaker, we have seen these re-
gimes, such as Venezuela and the one
in Cuba, work together to oppress and
silence civil society.

Just yesterday, in my native home-
land of Cuba, Dr. Oscar Elias Biscet, a
leading Cuban pro-democracy advocate
and a recipient of the U.S. Presidential
Medal of Freedom, was unjustly ar-
rested by agents of the Castro regime
for expressing his support for Leopoldo
Lopez in Venezuela, one of the leading
opposition figures who remains in mili-
tary jail as we speak.

We must send a unified message to
these and other repressive leaders that
we will not look the other way when
they commit heinous acts against their
own people. We must show them that
the world is watching and that they
will face serious consequences for their
transgressions.

That is why, Madam Speaker, I have
proposed House Resolution 488, that ex-
presses solidarity with the people of
Venezuela who yearn for freedom, for
democracy, and dignity.

I commend the Government of Pan-
ama for calling for an urgent meeting
of Latin American foreign ministers at
the Organization of American States,
OAS, to address this ongoing crisis in
Venezuela. Sadly, this response is an
exception, as other countries in the
hemisphere remain deafeningly silent.

I call on the OAS to demonstrate its
commitment to the principles of its
Inter-American Democratic Charter
and support the Venezuelan people’s
right for democratic reforms to be re-
spected in their country and respect for
human rights.

I urge the United States administra-
tion to make a priority of supporting
the Venezuelan people’s aspirations for
democracy and liberty, and I urge my
colleagues in the Congress to join me
in this important call for solidarity.

———

WIND POWER

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

Mr. TONKO. Madam Speaker, we are
in a global competition, a global race
on clean energy and innovation. In our
efforts to win this race and ensure our
place as the kingpin of the global econ-
omy for decades to come, we must sup-
port a secure, all-of-the-above domestic
energy supply that includes both newly
abundant traditional fossil fuels as
well as clean, renewable energy, energy
such as wind, solar, biomass, hydro, nu-
clear, and more.

We simply cannot continue to rely on
a single fossil fuel to power our econ-
omy. That is not wise, long-term pol-
icy.

Today, I would like to highlight one
of these abundant, job-creating clean
energy sources: wind energy.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

One way to support this critical
source of energy for our Nation is the
Federal Production Tax Credit, the
credit that keeps electricity rates low
and encourages development of proven
renewable energy projects.

This credit expired at the end of last
year and must be retroactively ex-
tended to foster job growth and pro-
mote a greener and cleaner environ-
ment for the next generations.

The PTC, the Production Tax Credit,
also creates jobs. In my district, the
Capital Region of New York State, we
are host to GE’s Global Research Cen-
ter and Wind Turbine Service Center.
In 2012 alone, GE’s wind division pro-
duced some 1,722 megawatts of power
and provided a local capital investment
of some $3.2 billion.

If we are serious about helping the
private sector create quality jobs that
will put purchasing power back in the
hands of the middle class, we must sup-
port wind power as one part of our
overall energy policy and strategy.

Madam Speaker, today, I renew my
support for wind power and the almost
2,000 jobs this clean energy source gen-
erates in my home State of New York,
a number that is growing by the day,
and a group whose work every day is
helping to grow our economy, clean the
air we breathe and the water we drink,
and make us truly energy independent.

———

PRESIDENT OBAMA IS VERY DIF-
FERENT THAN SENATOR OBAMA

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

Mr. OLSON. Madam Speaker, on the
issue of increasing America’s national
debt, President Obama is very different
than Senator Obama.

Senator Barack Obama, on the House
floor, March 16, 2006:

The fact that we are here today to debate
raising America’s debt limit is a sign of lead-
ership failure. It is a sign that the U.S. Gov-
ernment can’t pay its own bills. It is a sign
we now depend on ongoing financial assist-
ance from foreign countries to finance our
government’s reckless fiscal policies. Over
the past 5 years, our Federal debt has in-
creased by $3.5 trillion to $8.6 trillion. That
is trillion with a ‘‘t.”” That is money that we
have borrowed from the Social Security
trust fund, borrowed from China and Japan,
borrowed from American taxpayers.

Numbers that large are sometimes hard to
understand. Some people may wonder why
they matter. Here is why: this year the Fed-
eral Government will spend $220 billion on
interest.

Senator Obama later explained:
That is more money to pay interest on our
debt this year than we will spend on edu-

cation, homeland security, transportation,
and veterans benefits combined.

After talking about Hurricane
Katrina, Senator Obama shifted to the
debt tax:

And the cost of our debt is one of the fast-
est growing expenses in our Federal budget.
This rising debt is a hidden domestic enemy,
robbing our cities and States of critical in-
vestments in infrastructure like bridges,
ports, and levees, robbing our families and
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our children of critical investments in edu-
cation, health care reform, robbing our sen-
iors of the retirement and health security
they have counted on.

Every dollar we pay in interest is a dollar
that is not going to investment in America’s
priorities. Instead, interest payments are a
significant tax on all Americans, a debt tax
that Washington doesn’t want to talk about.

If Washington were serious about an hon-
est tax relief in this country, we would see
an effort to reduce our national debt by re-
turning to responsible fiscal policies.

And Senator Obama finally brought
up our debt to unfriendly nations:

Now, there is nothing wrong with bor-
rowing from foreign countries. But we must
remember that the more we depend on for-
eign nations to lend us money, the more our
economic security is tied to the whims of
foreign leaders whose interests might not be
aligned with ours.

Increasing America’s debt weakens us do-
mestically and internationally. Leadership
means that ‘‘the buck stops here.” Instead,
Washington is shifting the burden of bad
choices today onto the backs of our children
and grandchildren. America has a debt prob-
lem and a failure of leadership. Americans
deserve better.

I therefore intend to oppose the effort to
increase America’s debt limit.

Today, our national debt is $18 tril-
lion with a “t.” Clearly, President
Obama has forgotten Senator Obama’s
words, but the American people re-
member, and on their behalf, I ask
President Obama to decrease our debt
by working with Congress to reform
our Tax Code to make it pro-growth
and anti-debt.

———

HONORING DAVID LACHMANN ON
HIS RETIREMENT FROM THE U.S.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Speaker, I rise
today to honor David Lachmann on his
retirement from the House of Rep-
resentatives and to thank him for his
25 years of federal service.

David came to Washington in 1989 to
work for former Congressman Steve
Solarz of Brooklyn, staffing him on the
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries
Committee, as well as on issues related
to criminal justice, religious liberty,
housing, and the environment.

When I was elected to Congress in
1992, David became my first legislative
director. In 1997, David moved to the
Judiciary Subcommittee on Commer-
cial and Administrative Law. For the
past 13 years, he has served as the
Democratic chief of staff on the Con-
stitution and Civil Justice Sub-
committee.

As an expert on the First Amend-
ment, and particularly on issues of re-
ligious liberty and church-state rela-
tions, David was instrumental in the
passage of the Religious Freedom Res-
toration Act and the Religious Land
Use and Institutionalized Persons Act.

He is also one of the foremost experts
in the House on bankruptcy, a very
technical and complicated area of law
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but one that affects millions of people.
Over the last 25 years, David has
worked tirelessly to advocate for the
rights and well-being of people who are
most in need of Congress’ protection
but who do not have access to high-
priced lobbyists.

David performed these services every
day, whether in defending against at-
tacks on women’s reproductive rights,
working to protect Americans’ civil
liberties against PATRIOT Act provi-
sions, or building support for legisla-
tion to overturn the Defense of Mar-
riage Act.

David’s resume is impressive, but it
does not tell the full story. David is a
legend in the House. He is one of those
committed public servants who has be-
come an institution within the institu-
tion.

As the chief of staff of the Constitu-
tion Subcommittee, David has been the
point person on some of the most dif-
ficult and divisive issues facing Con-
gress each year. Yet, he brings a sense
of humor, wit, and perspective that is
well known in the House, without ever
sacrificing his commitment to advanc-
ing the cause of equality and justice,
and to defending the rights and free-
doms of the most vulnerable among us.

He has provided Members of Con-
gress, staff, and advocates with a
wealth of expertise and institutional
memory on a wide range of issues that
would be difficult, if not impossible, to
replace. It will be a long time before I
stop picking up the phone and dialing
his number to ask him a question
about some matter before the com-
mittee, or to get his perspective on the
latest Supreme Court decision, or to
just reminisce about the days of 1970s
and 1980s New York politics.

David has worked with me for a long
time, and his biggest contribution has
been as a trusted adviser and loyal
friend.

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues
to join me in thanking David for his
service and for his dedication to work-
ing on behalf of the American people.
He will be sorely missed in this institu-
tion, but we wish him all the best in
his future endeavors.

————
[ 1030

DIVERSE LOCAL AND NATIONAL
SUPPORT FOR FARM BILL

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Madam Speaker, on February 7, 2014,
President Obama signed into law the
Agricultural Act of 2014, the b5-year
farm bill reauthorization that passed
Congress with bipartisan support and
reduces annual budget deficits by $16.6
billion over 10 years.

Industry professionals across my
home State of Pennsylvania and na-
tionally—including farmers, foresters,
conservationists, researchers, and pol-
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icy advocates—have praised the law as
a historic improvement, the Federal
agriculture policy that will improve
land management, support key areas of
economic activity, and bolster impor-
tant investments in education and ap-
plied research.

Susan Benedict, an American Tree
Farm System certified forest owner
from State College, Pennsylvania, stat-
ed:

As a Pennsylvania tree farmer, I can hap-
pily say this farm bill was well worth the
wait. With the promotion of new market op-
portunities in the Biobased Markets Pro-
gram and green building markets, improved
access to critical conservation programs, and
increased regulatory certainty when pro-
tecting water quality of my forest’s roads,
this farm bill is truly the best farm bill yet
for forests. I applaud conference committee
members for championing strong forestry
provisions, such as the Biobased Markets
Program changes, for America’s 22 million
family forest owners.

Kenneth C. Kane, president of Gen-
erations Forestry in Kane, Pennsyl-
vania, stated:

From the outside looking in, Congress dis-
played a level of bipartisanship on the farm
bill that has been lacking, which is far better
than the gridlock we have encountered. This
is a wonderful bill and a good final product
from numerous standpoints. From the stand-
point of the Forest Service, this bill gives
Secretary Vilsack and Forest Chief Tidwell
more tools to actively manage forests, which
is critically important. Now that these tools
are available, the Forest Service must use
them. This bill also offers our foresters and
private industry more tools to actively man-
age, so this is also very important.

Barbara Christ, the interim dean of
agricultural sciences at Penn State
University in State College, Pennsyl-
vania, stated:

Agricultural policy impacts every Amer-
ican by advancing food security for our Na-
tion and beyond, including providing for crit-
ical research and education programs. We
are thrilled that a new 5-year farm bill is
now a reality. As a specialty crop State, of
particular interest to Pennsylvania is the in-
clusion of the specialty crop research initia-
tive. These programs help keep our Pennsyl-
vania farmers competitive in an increasingly
complex environment and help tackle the
ongoing challenge of feeding a growing popu-
lation.

Robert Maiden, executive director of
Pennsylvania’s Association of Con-
servation Districts, stated:

The new Federal farm bill has many strong
conservation programs that are lifelines for
Pennsylvania farmers. We needed Congress
to understand these points and ensure that
the importance of conservation efforts
wasn’t lost in the final farm bill language.
The final bill addressed our fiscal challenges
by understanding the necessity of reductions
to Federal spending while identifying the
need to improve conservation program effi-
ciencies and improvements in program deliv-
ery. The final bill will allow for cleaner
water for Pennsylvania waterways, resulting
in healthier communities and stronger
economies.

The president and CEO of the Nature
Conservancy stated:

Despite the polarized political climate and
challenging budget times, this farm bill
would be one of the strongest ever for con-
servation and forestry. The farm bill’s con-
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servation provisions are practical, cost effec-
tive, and provide solid ways for the govern-
ment to collaborate with individual land-
owners.

The president and CEO of the Amer-
ican Forest Foundation stated:

The long-awaited farm bill provides re-
sources critical to implementing conserva-
tion practices on the ground and making
good forest stewardship affordable. The im-
provements in the new farm bill include
stronger market opportunities for forests,
specifically with improvements to the
Biobased Markets Program, and a strength-
ened commitment to expanding prospects for
wood in green building markets, the fastest
growing market for wood products. It also
includes strong support for programs that
combat forest invasive pests and pathogens
and provisions to increase forest owners’ reg-
ulatory certainty when protecting water
quality.

Madam Speaker, it isn’t every day
that a broad cross-section of policy ad-
vocates and industry professionals find
themselves on the same side of a given
policy issue. Then again, it isn’t every
day that both parties actually work to-
gether for the good of the country and
produce good public policy that im-
proves the Nation’s economic health,
while at the same time, reforms gov-
ernment, and reduces spending.

——————

UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE AND
MINIMUM WAGE

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

Mr. CARSON of Indiana. Madam
Speaker, I rise today to draw atten-
tion, once again, to an issue that some
in this Congress seem to have forgot-
ten: the millions of Americans who are
unemployed or are working for wages
that cannot support their families.

Imagine being told that you have to
support your family for the rest of
your life with just a month’s paycheck.
If it sounds impossible to manage, it is
because far too often it is.

Low-income families have to make
impossible choices between food and
medicine. They often live in unsafe
neighborhoods and send their kids to
subpar schools because they have no
other option. Getting paid the min-
imum wage has always been difficult,
but it is getting harder year after year.

If the minimum wage had been tied
to inflation in 1960, it would be $10.10
today, or just over $20,000 per year.
Now, someone making this today
wouldn’t be wealthy, but working full-
time might at least allow them to
make ends meet. For me, this is what
our country is really all about. If you
work hard, you can build a life for
yourself and your family.

Madam Speaker, this is why I am a
very proud cosponsor of the Fair Min-
imum Wage Act, which finally raises
the minimum wage for millions of
Americans. Unfortunately, some of my
colleagues oppose this very bill, claim-
ing that raising the minimum wage
should be a State-by-State decision.
Now, that is fine if your State chooses
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to raise its minimum wage, but if not,
your constituents are no better off.
They are still making $7.25 an hour.

So I have just one question: If you
are a well-intentioned, patriotic Re-
publican who wants to leave the deci-
sion up to the States, are you prepared
to explain to your constituents why
they are worth less to you than the
people across State lines?

For my part, I do not want low-wage
Hoosiers to make less than those in
other States just because our general
assembly decides not to act. Of course,
I understand the argument that some
people may work fewer hours and some
may even lose their jobs. This may be
true. But it is important to remember
that we have raised our minimum wage
in the past, and in the past, the very
same argument has proven itself to be
untrue. So I am very optimistic that
American employers, and particularly
Hoosier employers in my congressional
district, will do what they can to
weather a minimum wage increase
without letting folks go.

Now, unfortunately, this is not the
only unnecessary struggle Congress has
laid on America’s low-income families
this year. Today, our well-intentioned,
patriotic Republican leaders continue
to block an extension of emergency un-
employment insurance, and because of
congressional inaction, nearly 2 mil-
lion Americans, Madam Speaker, were
instantly cut off from their benefits in
December, with 72,000 more being cut
off each week.

Many of my Republican friends have
painted unemployment benefits as a
slush fund for certain lazy Americans.
This is not only incredibly offensive, it
is untrue. Americans want to work, but
in many communities, there are simply
no jobs available. In our economic
downturn, Madam Speaker, everything
from restaurants to machine shops to
retail stores closed their doors and are
only now starting to come back.

In Indianapolis, many Hoosiers are
finding they no longer have the skills
necessary for the modern workforce.
Educated men and women with years of
experience have to retrain before they
even get rehired. Others have seen
their industries simply disappear and
have to prepare themselves for an en-
tirely new career. This is far from lazi-
ness. Retraining and looking for a job
is hard work with no pay. These Ameri-
cans deserve our help covering ex-
penses while they get back on their
feet.

Madam Speaker, my good House Re-
publican friends have yet to bring a
real jobs bill to the floor in the 113th
Congress, instead, focusing continually
on deregulation and repealing the Af-
fordable Care Act. Meanwhile, they
overlook that raising the minimum
wage is the right thing to do, putting
our country back on track.

——

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 39
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

O 1200

AFTER RECESS

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

———

PRAYER

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

Eternal God, through whom we see
what we could be and what we can be-
come, thank You for giving us another
day.

In these days, our Nation is faced
with pressing issues: constitutional, re-
ligious, and personal rights, and mat-
ters of great political importance.

We thank You that so many Ameri-
cans have been challenged and have
risen to the exercise of their respon-
sibilities as citizens to participate in
the great debates of these days.

Grant wisdom, knowledge, and under-
standing to us all, as well as an extra
measure of charity.

Send Your spirit upon the Members
of this people’s House who walk
through this valley under public scru-
tiny. Give them peace and Solomonic
prudence in their deliberations.

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

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

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

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

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. LANKFORD) come
forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. LANKFORD led the Pledge of Al-
legiance as follows:

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

———————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair will enter-
tain up to 15 requests for 1l-minute
speeches on each side of the aisle.

———

SILICA

(Mr. LANKFORD asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. LANKFORD. Mr. Speaker, com-
ments have closed on a proposed rule
from OSHA for sand in the workplace.

Prolonged breathing of silica, sand,
can cause serious health issues. No one
will dispute that. But this new rule is
interesting in its design. In the com-
ment request, OSHA specifically sin-
gles out one industry—oil and gas—as a
key reason for the rule change. They
write, in part, ‘“A recent cooperative
study identified overexposures to silica
among workers conducting hydraulic
fracturing operations,” as their prime
reason for the rule change.

It is interesting that after the rule
has been in place since 1971, OSHA has
made this change. Fracking is not new.
It has been around for decades. Why
the sudden change in this administra-
tion?

I believe the change is because this
administration is looking for one more
way to impede oil and gas development
in the United States. If this is not just
about oil and gas, will OSHA set new
rules for beach lifeguards who work in
sand all day? How about road crews in
Arizona who work in blowing sand all
day? How about gift shops and res-
taurants along our coasts? What about
dune buggy operators in the sand dunes
of Little Sahara State Park in north-
west Oklahoma?

The people of my district work every
day to provide our Nation energy inde-
pendence and to get our Nation out of
the Middle East. But they are tired of
fighting mounds of new regulations,
unfunded mandates, and attacks on
their livelihood as they serve our Na-
tion.

———
WIND PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT

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

Ms. TSONGAS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today as a member of the Sustainable
Energy and Environment Coalition to
talk about a significant issue for Mas-
sachusetts and our nation: the wind
production tax credit.

In the past 2 years, clean energy jobs
in Massachusetts have grown by 24 per-
cent and are projected to grow another
11 percent in 2014. Thanks to the wind
industry, the Commonwealth has seen
an influx of over $200 million in capital
investment and is home to nine wind-
related manufacturing facilities.

Massachusetts is also home to the
Wind Technology Testing Center,
which at the time of its opening was
the first facility in the country capable
of testing large-scale wind turbine
blades up to 300 feet in length. This
testing center has created high-skilled
jobs and has helped spur the develop-
ment of next-generation blades made
here in the United States.

We must act now to make sure that
these innovative American businesses
can continue to create new manufac-
turing opportunities here in the United
States.
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I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting an extension of the wind
production tax credit.

———

STOP TARGETING POLITICAL
BELIEFS

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

Ms. JENKINS. Mr. Speaker, inves-
tigations by the Ways and Means and
Government Reform Committees have
uncovered numerous examples of what
appears to be a concerted effort by the
IRS to target conservative groups and
develop new regulations that could es-
sentially silence conservative groups.

If allowed to take effect, these pro-
posed regulations impact groups that
have always been allowed to voice their
positions on public policy. Notably, one
group exempt from these proposed reg-
ulations—even though they do similar
types of outreach—is labor.

Mr. Speaker, our Nation is founded
on the freedom of speech, and any ef-
fort to hinder grassroots advocacy by
the IRS must be stopped. At the very
least the IRS regulations should be put
on hold until investigations into the
agency’s prior misconduct are com-
plete.

I urge my colleagues to support the
Stop Targeting of Political Beliefs by
the IRS Act, to ensure the administra-
tion does not use the IRS as a weapon
to silence groups based on political be-
liefs.

———

LET’S GIVE AMERICA A RAISE

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

Ms. HAHN. Mr. Speaker, the Federal
minimum wage has failed to keep up
with the cost of living, leaving far too
many families on the brink of poverty.
For millions of Americans struggling
to make ends meet on the current min-
imum wage, times have gotten harder
and harder.

Increasing the minimum wage to
$10.10 per hour would be especially im-
portant for the thousands of working
women currently trying to pull their
families out of poverty. Two-thirds of
minimum wage workers are women.
Nearly a third of the families headed
by a single female are living in pov-
erty.

This is wrong. No mother who works
hard at a full-time job to provide for
her children and family should be liv-
ing in poverty. Our success as a nation
hinges on the success of women. When
women succeed, America succeeds.

That is why I have just signed a dis-
charge petition to bring a bill to this
floor so that we can vote on raising the
Federal minimum wage to $10.10 for all
hardworking Americans, including our
mothers and daughters.

I think it is time. Let’s give America
a raise.
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OAS MUST DO MORE TO SUPPORT
DEMOCRACY IN VENEZUELA

(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 call on the Organization
of American States, OAS, to take im-
mediate action in support of freedom
and democracy in Venezuela. The OAS
must not remain silent while the peo-
ple who are peaceful in Venezuela are
being murdered on the streets by the
Maduro regime.

I commend the government of Pan-
ama for proposing a region-wide for-
eign minister meeting to discuss the
violations of human rights in Ven-
ezuela.

If the OAS can convene a special ses-
sion over the lack of airspace access for
a plane from Bolivia, then surely it
must convene one on the ongoing de-
mocracy in Venezuela.

As a member of the OAS and its larg-
est international donor, the U.S. has a
moral obligation to ensure that these
democratic principles are upheld, and
if the OAS does not do more to address
these attacks on freedom, then, Mr.
Speaker, we must use our full voice,
vote, and influence to compel it into
action.

————

PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT

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

Mr. LOEBSACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in strong support of a critical
jobs-creating policy for Iowa and our
country that must be extended imme-
diately, the production tax credit.

Once again, Congress has allowed the
job-creating production tax credit to
expire. This is unacceptable. Now is the
time to not just talk about job cre-
ation but to act on a policy that is a
proven job creator.

The production tax credit has helped
revitalize our manufacturing base and
build a homegrown industry. The wind
industry supports some 80,000 jobs
across the country and over 6,000 in
Iowa alone. With Iowa a leader in wind
power, the industry is investing in our
rural communities and moving us to-
ward a cleaner, homegrown source of
energy.

The last time the PTC expired, thou-
sands of jobs were lost, including hun-
dreds right in my district in Iowa. We
can’t let these jobs disappear again.
The PTC must be extended.

———

THE TRAIN WRECK OF
OBAMACARE CONTINUES

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

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. Speaker, the train
wreck of the President’s health care
plan continues. Last Friday afternoon,
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curious timing, the Centers for Medi-
care Services released a report.

Mr. Speaker, the CMS is working
with the IRS to implement ObamaCare,
and the report said it looked at the ef-
fect on small businesses of ObamaCare
and the effect on the premiums that
were going to be paid by men and
women who work in those small busi-
nesses.

Mr. Speaker, their report, from the
President’s own administration, said
that 11 million workers will pay a high-
er health care premium under the Af-
fordable Care Act. That is more than 5
million women who are going to pay a
higher health care premium, when the
promise the President made was that
every family would save $2,500 per year.

Mr. Speaker, they are not only not
going to save $2,500, those 11 million
Americans are going to pay more for
their health care next year, hard-
working middle class Americans who
can’t afford it.

America deserves better.

———

PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT
EXTENSION

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker,
while we fool around again with a lot
of minor bills here today, we refuse to
deal with the ones that we ought to be
dealing with. We need to be involved in
passing things that create jobs.

Now, the production tax credit is an
absolute no-brainer. We have used it
for years and years. As long as I have
been in the Congress it has been here,
and the wind industry is dependent on
it.

It is 3,000 jobs in my State, and thou-
sands of jobs across this country. We
passed it in the nineties. We let it ex-
pire. We lost all the jobs, and we are
doing it again.

Now, climate change ought to be im-
pressing people that we have to move
away from fossil fuels and look for al-
ternative energy, and this is the way
we are going to do it.

In the 20th century, we invested in
aerospace and microchip industries
through the production tax credit, and
we made all the advances of the Inter-
net and everything else on the basis of
these Production Tax Credits.

The 21st century is going to be about
alternative energy, and this House
dawdles around, attacking the IRS, and
trying to repeal the ACA and all of
this.

Why don’t you make it a suspension
bill?

It would pass in a minute.

0O 1215
LOGAN REGIONAL HOSPITAL’S
100TH ANNIVERSARY

(Mr. BISHOP of Utah asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)
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Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker,
today, I rise to recognize the 100th an-
niversary of the Logan Regional Hos-
pital, which serves the citizens of the
Cache Valley of northern Utah.

In 1914, a new hospital with 60 beds
was established that boasted modern
patient conveniences, such as an X-ray
machine. From 1948-75, the LLDS church
assumed responsibility for the hospital.
In 1975, Intermountain Healthcare, a
not-for-profit community service, was
organized, which became a model for
health care excellence.

In 1980, the hospital was expanded
and moved to its present location,
thanks to the help of $2 million from
private donors. Today, the hospital has
148 beds and offers a full range of hos-
pital services.

The 100 years of continued health
care service has been possible thanks
to the professionals who have donated
so much of their lives to provide excel-
lence in health care to their patients.

Logan Regional Hospital fulfills the
dreams of its original founders. Its not-
for-profit community governance from
committed board members continues
to excel in providing for quality health
care services.

———

THE COST OF A COLLEGE
EDUCATION

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, as the cost of a college education
continues to rise, Americans have be-
come increasingly dependent on Fed-
eral student loans for access. Families
are watching tuition creep up year
after year, while their incomes and
their savings have not kept pace.

To make matters worse, there have
been widespread reports of abusive
practices in the student loan servicing
industry, and that makes it harder for
borrowers to repay their loans. These
trends jeopardize the promise of higher
education as the great equalizer, a
place of opportunity for all. Parents
are worried that their children won’t
ever get a shot at the American Dream
because they are drowning in debt.

And this week, the majority will
bring up legislation that would under-
mine the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau’s independence and their
rulemaking authority; and this bill
would weaken essential consumer pro-
tections and make it all but impossible
to fight abuse in the student loan in-
dustry.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘“‘no” on H.R. 3193 and stand up for
students and families who deserve fair
treatment.

———
PRODUCTION TAX CREDIT

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

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, my
home State of Hawaii is fortunate to
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have some of the most abundant renew-
able energy resources in the world, and
yvet we still spend $4.5 billion every
year to import fossil fuels to power our
State.

This is not sustainable, and that is
why Hawaii is aggressively working to-
wards a goal of being 70 percent alter-
native energy source by the year 2030.
But in order to succeed, we need
strong, responsible policies that sup-
port and invest in clean energy devel-
opment; and all alternative energy op-
tions are necessary.

We must renew the production tax
credit for wind energy. Due to the PTC,
the U.S. now leads the world in wind
energy production, and the industry
supports more than 80,000 domestic
jobs. It is in the best interest of our en-
vironment, our economy, and future
generations that we renew the PTC to
ensure that our Nation continues to be
a world leader in clean energy.

—————
END THE WAR IN AFGHANISTAN

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

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Speaker and Mem-
bers of the House, I rise in support of
the President, the Republicans, and the
Democrats in this institution and
across this country who want an end to
the war in Afghanistan. It has cost us
trillions of dollars that we can ill-af-
ford.

There has been $100 billion spent on
infrastructure, yet the inspector gen-
eral cannot find where the money has
gone nor where the projects have been
completed. There is $30 billion in the
pipeline now. We need to end that.

We need to bring all the troops home.
Bring them home now. Save that
money. Put it toward deficit reduction
and investing in America—our roads,
our bridges, our schools, our health
care system. Our priorities demand it
and require it.

Afghanistan is now the most corrupt
nation in the world. Afghanistan sup-
plies more illegal drugs to the rest of
the world than all of the rest of the na-
tions combined. It is time to end our
involvement and stop this shameful
waste of America’s taxpayer treasure
and our patriots’ blood.

————
CLIMATE CHANGE

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

Mr. MORAN. Mr. Speaker, if you lis-
ten to the other side, you would think
that the costs of the Environmental
Protection Agency’s efforts to reduce
global warming and to protect our en-
vironment are breaking the back of our
economy, but that is hardly the case.

What is really beginning to break the
back of our economy is the costs asso-
ciated with extreme weather events.
From Hurricane Sandy to the droughts
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in the Midwest and the West, it is cost-
ing tens of billions of dollars every
year, and it is getting worse.

In fact, 10 years ago, the insurance
industry estimated what the costs
would be, and it was way less than it is
today; and they acknowledge it is be-
cause of the effects of climate change.
This applies to the Hartford Financial
Services Group, AIG Prudential, and
the Reinsurance Association of Amer-
ica. They all say that this is the foot-
print of climate change and that ex-
treme weather conditions are going to
get worse.

So you have to ask yourself: If the
insurance industry is acknowledging
the presence of climate change, why
can’t the Congress? Will the majority
of this House stay in denial that the
climate is changing, that human ac-
tivities are contributing to this
change? Are they going to continue to
play an obstructionist role, or are they
going to act responsibly for the benefit
of future generations? I hope it is the
latter.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant to
clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair will post-
pone further proceedings today on the
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered, or on which the vote incurs
objection under clause 6 of rule XX.

Any record vote on the postponed
question will be taken later.

————

TAXPAYER TRANSPARENCY ACT
OF 2014

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 3308) to require a Federal
agency to include language in certain
educational and advertising materials
indicating that such materials are pro-
duced and disseminated at taxpayer ex-
pense, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3308

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 ‘‘Taxpayer
Transparency Act of 2014”.

SEC. 2. REQUIREMENTS FOR PRINTED MATE-
RIALS AND ADVERTISEMENTS BY
FEDERAL AGENCIES.

(a) REQUIREMENT TO IDENTIFY FUNDING
SOURCE FOR COMMUNICATION FUNDED BY FED-
ERAL AGENCY.—Each communication funded
by a Federal agency that is an advertise-
ment, or that provides information about
any Federal Government program, benefit,
or service, shall clearly state—

(1) in the case of a printed communication,
including mass mailings, signs, and bill-
boards, that the communication is printed or
published at taxpayer expense; and

(2) in the case of a communication trans-
mitted through radio, television, the Inter-
net, or any means other than the means re-
ferred to in paragraph (1), that the commu-
nication is produced or disseminated at tax-
payer expense.
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(b) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS.—

(1) PRINTED COMMUNICATION.—ANy printed
communication described in subsection (a)(1)
shall—

(A) be of sufficient type size to be clearly
readable by the recipient of the communica-
tion;

(B) to the extent feasible, be contained in
a printed box set apart from the other con-
tents of the communication; and

(C) to the extent feasible, be printed with
a reasonable degree of color contrast be-
tween the background and the printed state-
ment.

(2) RADIO, TELEVISION, AND INTERNET COM-
MUNICATION.—

(A) AUDIO COMMUNICATION.—Any audio
communication described in subsection (a)(2)
shall include an audio statement that com-
municates the information required under
that subsection in a clearly spoken manner.

(B) VIDEO COMMUNICATION.—Any video com-
munication described in subsection (a)(2)
shall include a statement with the informa-
tion referred to under that subsection—

(i) that is conveyed in a clearly spoken
manner;

(ii) that is conveyed by a voice-over or
screen view of the person making the state-
ment; and

(iii) to the extent feasible, that also ap-
pears in writing at the end of the commu-
nication in a clearly readable manner with a
reasonable degree of color contrast between
the background and the printed statement,
for a period of at least 4 seconds.

(C) E-MAIL COMMUNICATION.—ANy e-mail
communication described in subsection (a)(2)
shall include the information required under
that subsection, displayed in a manner
that—

(i) is of sufficient type size to be clearly
readable by the recipient of the communica-
tion;

(ii) is set apart from the other contents of
the communication; and

(iii) includes a reasonable degree of color
contrast between the background and the
printed statement.

(c) IDENTIFICATION OF OTHER FUNDING
SOURCE FOR CERTAIN COMMUNICATIONS.—In
the case of a communication funded entirely
by user fees, by any other source that does
not include Federal funds, or by a combina-
tion of such fees or other source, a Federal
agency may apply the requirements of sub-
sections (a) and (b) by substituting ‘‘by the
United States Government” for ‘‘at taxpayer
expense’’.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this Act:

(1) FEDERAL AGENCY.—The term ‘‘Federal
agency’” has the meaning given the term
‘“Executive agency’ in section 133 of title 41,
United States Code.

(2) MASS MAILING.—The term ‘‘mass mail-
ing” means any mailing or distribution of
499 or more newsletters, pamphlets, or other
printed matter with substantially identical
content, whether such matter is deposited
singly or in bulk, or at the same time or dif-
ferent times, except that such term does not
include any mailing—

(A) in direct response to a communication
from a person to whom the matter is mailed;
or

(B) of a news release to the communica-
tions media.

(e) SOURCE OF FUNDS.—The funds used by a
Federal agency to carry out this Act shall be
derived from amounts made available to the
agency for advertising, or for providing in-
formation about any Federal Government
program, benefit, or service.

(f) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section shall
apply only to communications printed or
otherwise produced after the date of the en-
actment of this Act.
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SEC. 3. GUIDANCE FOR IMPLEMENTATION.
Not later than 6 months after the date of

the enactment of this Act, the Director of

the Office of Management and Budget shall

develop and issue guidance on implementing

the requirements of this Act.

SEC. 4. JUDICIAL REVIEW AND ENFORCEABILITY.

(a) JUDICIAL REVIEW.—There shall be no ju-
dicial review of compliance or noncompli-
ance with any provision of this Act.

(b) ENFORCEABILITY.—No provision of this
Act shall be construed to create any right or
benefit, substantive or procedural, enforce-
able by any administrative or judicial ac-
tion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. FARENTHOLD) and the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the bill under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, 1
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I am here today to speak on H.R.
3308, which requires the Federal Gov-
ernment to disclose that advertise-
ments and information on government
programs and services are paid for by
the taxpayer.

Advertisements provide information,
but in many instances, they are de-
signed to induce people to buy or use a
product or service. While we can debate
whether individual Federal advertising
campaigns are overly promotional,
surely we can agree that the public
should know that they, themselves, are
sponsoring a government marketing
piece.

Americans deserve to know how their
tax dollars are being spent, and H.R.
3308 adds needed transparency to the
business of government by requiring
disclosures when taxpayer dollars are
spent on advertising and educational
materials.

This bill is designed to help people
know what is going on. It is not in-
tended to be a burden on local broad-
casters, their advertisers, or any of the
work that they do in local commu-
nities.

As a former broadcaster, I under-
stand the important role that adver-
tising plays, but it is also important
that the people know what is an adver-
tisement being paid for with govern-
ment money, what is a public service
announcement, and what is being paid
for by private individuals.

This bill adds a disclaimer to ads in
printed material very similar to what
all of us in this Chamber are familiar
with. There are advertising rules for
Members’ campaigns, where you have
to indicate, This was paid for by so-
and-so.
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This would just require government
agencies who purchase advertising or
produce written material to add a dis-
claimer saying something to the effect
of, Produced and aired at taxpayer ex-
pense.

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

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Under this legislation, Mr. Speaker,
any communication an agency makes
that is an advertisement or that pro-
vides information about a Federal Gov-
ernment program, benefit, or service
would have to say that it is printed or
published at taxpayer expense. Emails,
radio, and television ads would have to
say that they are produced and dis-
seminated at taxpayer expense.

Some agencies already identify the
agencies that print them. For example,
the Army prints, ‘“‘Paid for by the
United States Army’’ on its recruiting
posters. This bill would require the
Army to change its wording and say,
“Printed at taxpayer expense.” I have
not heard any explanation, either at
the committee or here on the floor, for
why such a change is so necessary.

The gentlewoman from Illinois, Con-
gresswoman DUCKWORTH, the former
Assistant Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, raised an important point during
our committee’s consideration of this
bill. She pointed out that some mate-
rials printed by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs state that the VA pro-
duced the materials. This is important
because veterans need to be able to
trust the source of the information,
and seeing ‘‘Department of Veterans
Affairs’ engenders just that trust.

Four years ago, this body passed a
law, cosponsored by Chairman ISSA,
the chairman of our committee, that
prohibited nongovernment parties from
sending mailings marked ‘‘census”’
without a clear disclaimer with the
name of the party sending the mailing.

That law was passed after the Repub-
lican National Committee sent a mail-
ing that led recipients to think it was
an official census document when it
was not.
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We passed that law because we want-
ed to protect consumers from being
misled into believing a communication
from a nongovernmental source was, in
fact, an official government document.
We should use that same logic and cau-
tion with this bill. I think it is impor-
tant that this bill is interpreted to
allow agencies to continue to say that
a communication is paid for by that
agency rather than being required to
say that the document is printed or
published at taxpayer expense.

During the committee’s consider-
ation of this legislation, Chairman ISSA
and my friend, Chairman FARENTHOLD,
made commitments to Representative
DUCKWORTH to work with her in finding
mutually agreeable language. Rep-
resentative DUCKWORTH suggested lan-
guage that would address the issues we
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raised with the military and the Vet-
erans Administration. Unfortunately,
Mr. Speaker, that language is not—
not—included in this bill, and no
changes were made at all since the
committee considered it, despite the
assurances given to Representative
DUCKWORTH.

I will not vote against the bill, but I
certainly hope that, if this bill or a
similar bill moves through the Senate,
the majority in the House will keep the
commitments made to Representative
DUCKWORTH and the Democrats on our
committee to find a satisfactory reso-
lution to the legitimate concerns that
were raised.

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

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I would like to take a moment to ad-
dress the concerns raised by the gen-
tleman from Virginia before yielding
to the author of the bill, Mr. LONG.

During the markup, Representative
DUCKWORTH was concerned about cer-
tain agencies like the VA and the De-
partment of Defense; and during the
markup, we did add a provision, at the
minority’s request, that allowed the
Office of Management and Budget to
implement regulations in exactly how
this is going to be done. It certainly
does not prohibit ‘‘paid for by the
Army” or ‘“‘paid for by the Veterans
Administration.” It would simply add,
“paid for by the Army at taxpayer ex-
pense,” which would clearly be compli-
ant with this law, the idea being to de-
termine what the taxpayers are paying
for and what is being donated for time,
for instance, by a broadcast facility for
public service announcements or to dif-
ferentiate ads that are not paid for by
the government. There is no dis-
claimer. We know it is not paid for
with taxpayer dollars.

What we are after here is to let the
taxpayer know when they see some-
thing on the television, hear something
on the radio, or see a printed material
that their tax dollars funded it and it
is something they can either be proud
of or they can pick up the phone and
call us up here in Washington, D.C. and
say, What the heck are you doing wast-
ing our money on these types of ads?

It empowers the public to know. We
are not trying to limit Federal agen-
cies. We are not trying to detract from
the fine work that the VA does or to
detract from the recruiting efforts that
our Armed Forces are in.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Will
yield?

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I yield to the
gentleman from Virginia.

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend.

Is there any doubt, do you think, in
a taxpayer’s mind that if the current
situation that identifies something as
paid for by the U.S. Army, then cer-
tainly we all understand that it is also
paid for by the U.S. taxpayer?

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Reclaiming my
time, we have got an alphabet soup of

my friend
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government agencies. As I review docu-
ments for the budget, I sometimes have
to Google what some of the agencies in
the Federal Government do. Obviously,
almost everybody knows what the
Army is, but if you are not in the fi-
nancial services, do you know what the
CFPB is? Or do you know what some of
the smaller subagencies are? And I
think that is what we are getting at.

At this point, I will, however, yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Missouri, Mr.
BILLY LONG, the author of this bill, my
good friend and a fellow broadcaster, I
might add.

Mr. LONG. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
colleague from Texas for yielding to
me.

Every day, Federal agencies spend
money advertising various programs
without mentioning where the funding
for these programs or their ads are
coming from. Supreme Court Justice
Louis Brandeis famously said that sun-
light is said to be the best of disinfect-
ants. The Taxpayer Transparency Act
is about shining a light on how tax-
payer dollars are spent by requiring ex-
ecutive branch agencies to disclose
that these advertisements are paid for
at taxpayer expense. Simply, this bill
extends similar requirements already
imposed on the House and the Senate
to the executive branch.

It is time for government to start
working for the people again. By pro-
viding more transparency in their
spending, executive branch agencies
will have to answer to the people.
Americans have every right to know
exactly how their tax dollars are being
spent. As Members of Congress, we
should all support an open and honest
government, and this legislation does
that by requiring executive branch
agencies to be transparent with spend-
ing taxpayer dollars which promote
Federal programs.

I urge the House to support this bill
and look forward to further action by
our colleagues in the Senate.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Could I inquire of
the Speaker how much time remains
on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia has 17% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Texas
has 14%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I have
no other speakers on this side. Does
the gentleman have others on his side?

Mr. FARENTHOLD. I don’t have any
further speakers, and I am prepared to
close.

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

In closing, Mr. Speaker, I certainly
laud the intent of the bill. I sometimes
wish, however, that we applied this
same rubric to ourselves here in Con-
gress. Wouldn’t it be interesting for the
taxpayers to know, for example, that a
dead-end kind of inquiry on the IRS
being pursued by the majority in this
body just in our committee alone has
already cost the taxpayers of the
United States $14 million producing
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virtually nothing? And it would be
very interesting to know how much it
has cost the taxpayers of this country
when we had 46 or 47 repeal of the Af-
fordable Care Act amendments in bills
in this Congress and in the previous
Congress.

Having said that, I certainly am not
going to vote against the bill, but I am
concerned that some of the concerns
raised by my colleagues, particularly
Congresswoman DUCKWORTH, were not,
in fact, addressed in the final bill
brought before this floor. It is my hope
we could continue to work together to
try to resolve that with some com-
promise language as we work with our
colleagues in the other body.

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

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Without getting into the pros and
cons of the various investigations that
this body does, I will say that it is our
constitutional obligation to provide
oversight to the various Federal agen-
cies. One of the ways we do that is
through the investigation that our
committee does bring up.

I do want to say we did visit with
Representative DUCKWORTH, and we do
feel as if her concerns have been ad-
dressed. We could not agree on specific
language with Ms. DUCKWORTH, but we
were able to come up with these provi-
sions that the minority requested at
the markup that allowed the OMB to
come up with the implementing regula-
tions. It also includes a provision sug-
gested by the minority to make clear
that communications funded entirely
by user fees or by sources other than
that that do not include Federal funds
may indicate how it is funded through
the United States Government.

But this is a bill all designed to pro-
vide transparency, let taxpayers see
the fruits of the spending of taxpayer
dollars on advertisements, and to make
a judgment about that on their own
and know what is going on and know
how their money is being spent.

As my colleague from Missouri point-
ed out, sunshine is the best disinfect-
ant. It is what we are about in the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee. It is what this bill does,
again, designed as a regulation on gov-
ernment agencies, not as an attempt to
go after broadcasters, print shops, or
anything like that. This is just to get
the government agencies to tell the
taxpayers what they bought with the
disclaimer on there.

It is commonsense legislation. I urge
all my colleagues to stand behind it. It
is something that I think will be a
huge step forward towards trans-
parency, and I look forward to this
bill’s passage.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. WESTMORELAND. Mr. Speaker, last
fall we learned that the Department of Health
and Human Services spent nearly $12 million
dollars of taxpayer money for airtime cam-
paigns to promote Obamacare. While this was
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a gross misuse of taxpayer dollars allocated to
specifically target states that have opted out of
Medicaid expansion, it was not an isolated
event.

For this reason, | joined my colleague from
Missouri as the original cosponsor of H.R.
3308, the Taxpayer Transparency Act.

This bill does just what it says—provides
transparency when spending tax dollars
earned by hard working Americans.

My colleague’s bill would require agencies
in the executive branch to disclose any and all
advertisements funded by taxpayers. This in-
cludes all mailers, brochures, tv and radio ads,
emails, billboards, and posters.

Both the House and Senate are required to
disclose this information in franked mailing—
so why are executive branch agencies not
held to the same standard of transparency?
Our constituents deserve better.

To my colleagues, | urge you to pass this
bill to hold the federal government account-
able for waste and abuse of taxpayer money.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Madam Chairman, | rise in
opposition to this legislation.

For the last three years, House Republicans
have repeatedly attacked critical public health,
safety, and environmental protections.

This package of anti-regulatory bills is just
another such attack on agency rulemakings—
one that is falsely advertised as an effort to
improve transparency.

Title one of this bill, which was reported by
the Oversight and Government Reform Com-
mittee, would prevent a rule from taking effect
until certain information is posted online for at
least six months.

The only exception to this requirement
would be for the agency to forgo a notice and
comment period or for the President to issue
an Executive Order.

This delay is completely unnecessary and is
effectively a six-month moratorium on rules. It
also could give agencies a perverse incentive
to avoid a public comment period altogether if
a statutory or court-ordered deadline could be
missed.

Just one example of a rule that could be af-
fected by this bill is the Food and Drug Admin-
istration’s proposed rule on electronic pre-
scribing information, which would ensure that
doctors have the most current safety informa-
tion on prescription drugs.

Under this bill, this drug safety rule could
not be finalized untii OMB posts information
about the rule on its web site for six months.

FDA, like other agencies, already details the
status of its rulemakings on its website, and
extensive information about proposed rules is
also available on the website Regulations.gov.

Yet under this bill, if OMB failed to post a
required piece of information, FDA could not
finalize the rule unless the President stepped
in and issued an Executive Order. It should
not be that hard for doctors to have the most
up-to-date safety information about prescrip-
tion drugs.

That is just title one of this Frankenstein bill.
The other three titles of this bill are even
worse. One title would add 60 additional re-
quirements to the rulemaking process.

We should be making the regulatory proc-
ess more efficient and effective. Adding 60
new requirements will do exactly the opposite
and make it needlessly complex.

Madam Chairman, this is a package of bad
bills that would do nothing to improve our rule-
making process. | urge every Member to op-
pose it.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3308, 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.

———

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 3865, STOP TARGETING
OF POLITICAL BELIEFS BY THE
IRS ACT OF 2014; PROVIDING FOR
CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 2804,
ALL ECONOMIC REGULATIONS
ARE TRANSPARENT ACT OF 2014;
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF MOTIONS TO SUSPEND
THE RULES

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 487 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 487

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 3865) to prohibit the In-
ternal Revenue Service from modifying the
standard for determining whether an organi-
zation is operated exclusively for the pro-
motion of social welfare for purposes of sec-
tion 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The amendment
in the nature of a substitute recommended
by the Committee on Ways and Means now
printed in the bill shall be considered as
adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against
provisions in the bill, as amended, are
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended,
and on any amendment thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1)
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on Ways and
Means; and (2) one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.

SEC. 2. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2804) to amend title 5,
United States Code, to require the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs to publish information about
rules on the Internet, and for other purposes.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and amend-
ments specified in this section and shall not
exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority
member of the Committee on the Judiciary.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. In lieu of the amendment in the nature
of a substitute recommended by the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform
now printed in the bill, it shall be in order to
consider as an original bill for the purpose of
amendment under the five-minute rule an
amendment in the nature of a substitute
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consisting of the text of Rules Committee
Print 113-38. That amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be considered as read.
All points of order against that amendment
in the nature of a substitute are waived. No
amendment to that amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute shall be in order except
those printed in the report of the Committee
on Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
such amendment may be offered 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 debat-
able for the time specified in the report
equally divided and controlled by the pro-
ponent and an opponent, shall not be subject
to amendment, and shall not be subject 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. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
amendment in the nature of a substitute
made in order as original text. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

SEC. 3. It shall be in order at any time on
the legislative day of February 27, 2014, for
the Speaker to entertain motions that the
House suspend the rules, as though under
clause 1 of rule XV, relating to the bill (H.R.
3370) to delay the implementation of certain
provisions of the Biggert-Waters Flood In-
surance Reform Act of 2012, and for other
purposes.

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

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend from
Colorado (Mr. PoLris), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their comments.

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

There was no objection.
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, you
have heard me say it before, it makes
me so happy to be a member of the
Rules Committee because our entire
resolution gets read down here. The en-
tire Rules resolution gets read, and by
golly, Mr. Speaker, if you are not
proud of what you are doing in your
committee, you better not sign up for a
committee where every word of the
work that you do gets read each and
every time, but I am proud of the work
we are doing in the Rules Committee.

The rule that we have on the floor
today, Mr. Speaker, is going to make
two bills in order. Both, I would argue,
are incredibly important for providing
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not just transparency to what goes on
here in Washington but also to ensure
that the people’s voice continues to be
heard in Washington.

House Resolution 487, this rule, is a
closed rule for consideration of H.R.
3865. That is the Stop Targeting of Po-
litical Beliefs by the IRS Act, Mr.
Speaker. That is in response to what
now every American understands to be
the 501(c)(4) scandal, for lack of a bet-
ter word; that for the first time in my
lifetime, there are allegations that the
IRS is targeting folks on the basis of
their political beliefs for whether or
not they are able to have their organi-
zation certified as a tax-exempt organi-
zation. That is not just a concern of
groups on one side of the aisle or the
other, Mr. Speaker, that is a concern of
folks across the spectrum, and I would
argue it is a concern for all Americans
who believe that having their voice
heard is important.

Mr. Speaker, this resolution provides
for a structured rule for the consider-
ation of H.R. 2804, the All Economic
Regulations are Transparent Act.

Mr. Speaker, in that structured rule,
we made in order 11 amendments. We
had two Members come by and testify
on behalf of their amendments last
night in the Rules Committee. We
made both of those amendments in
order. In addition, we made four Re-
publican amendments and five other
Democratic amendments in order; so
for a total of 11 amendments, four Re-
publican amendments and seven Demo-
cratic amendments were made in order
on that underlying bill. As is cus-
tomary, it provides the minority with
a motion to recommit on both bills.

Mr. Speaker, I sit on the Government
Reform Committee. We just had a Gov-
ernment Reform Committee bill pass
here on the floor of the House, and we
have another one here today. It aims
for transparency. There is just no ques-
tion in my mind, Mr. Speaker, that we
have replaced taxation in this country
with regulation. Rarely does someone
come down and say, ‘I want to tax an
industry.” What they will come down
and say is, “I want to regulate an in-
dustry.” In fact, in my great State of
Georgia, Mr. Speaker, we are regu-
lating jobs right out of existence. We
don’t have to tax them out of exist-
ence. We don’t have to outlaw an in-
dustry. We just regulate it out of exist-
ence.

Perhaps there are some industries
that need to be regulated out of exist-
ence, and we should have that full and
open debate on the floor of the House,
but what is absolutely certain is that
the American people need to be able to
understand the power of the regulatory
process, and the impact that it has on
jobs and economic development in
their community.

Today in statute, Mr. Speaker, there
is a requirement that the administra-
tion twice a year publish a notice of all
of those regulations that are being con-
sidered and what their impact is antici-
pated to be, but we have had instances,
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as recently as 2012, Mr. Speaker, where
the administration just ignored that
statute altogether. Now understand,
the requirement is that you must in-
form the American people twice a year,
just twice a year, about the regulations
that are coming through the pipeline
that will impact them, their families,
and their businesses, and yet, that has
been ignored. There has been no ability
for folks to understand the magnitude
of those regulations.

So we came back in this piece of leg-
islation, Mr. Speaker, and said, listen,
not only should you be doing that, you
should probably be doing it once a
month. If you have seen the Federal
Register, Mr. Speaker, it is thick. It
comes out every day of the week. It
captures all of the new rules and regu-
lations that are coming out. They are
coming out like water out of a spigot.
They are tough to keep track of. So
this bill says let’s do it not twice a
year, let’s do it once a month. Let’s
make sure that the American people
understand in a volume that they can
see and read once a month what those
new rules and regulations are, and, if
an agency chooses to ignore that re-
quirement, that proposed rule and reg-
ulation will not go into effect such
that the American people will get six
months of notice about what it is that
is going on.

I will give a good example, Mr.
Speaker. It goes to the second bill we
are considering, the Stop Political Tar-
geting bill that is on the floor here
today. There is a public comment pe-
riod that is on right now. I don’t know
if most folks in America know that. I
know everybody understands the IRS
targeting scandal. I don’t know if they
know that the administration is in-
volved in a rulemaking right now. The
investigation is still ongoing into the
IRS. The extent of the abuse is not yet
understood at the IRS. The committees
are continuing to work through that
process, as the law requires, and yet
the administration has released a rule
that says we think we know how to fix
this, even though the investigation is
not done yet; this is what we want to
do, and the public comment period ends
tomorrow. The public comment period
ends tomorrow.

Now, folks can g0 to
www.regulations.gov. They can still go
and file their comment if they believe
that the people’s voice being heard is
important, but think about that, Mr.
Speaker. A scandal that everyone in
America understands, a scandal that I
believe is offensive to absolutely every-
one in America because it doesn’t mat-
ter which party you are in, you
shouldn’t target folks who disagree
with you; we should absolutely have an
full and open debate and let the best
ideas win. Yet the administration has
proposed a solution to a problem that
is not yet fully understood, and the op-
portunity for the American people to
comment on it ends tomorrow. I don’t
think folks know that back home, Mr.
Speaker.

H1951

This transparency bill we have on the
floor today intends to address that, not
just for this regulation, but for all fu-
ture regulations, and the Stop Political
Targeting bill that we have on the
floor today says this and this alone: it
says since we don’t fully understand
what is going on, and since we know
with certainty that the IRS has
breached the public’s trust, not the en-
tire IRS but just this one scandal here
in the 501(c)(4) operations, since we
know with certainty that the public’s
trust has been diminished, let’s not
have the administration, in the ab-
sence of a full understanding by the
Congress, the absence of full comment
by the American people, let’s not have
the administration completely re-regu-
late that area. Rather, let’s put this
off, not forever, Mr. Speaker, because
we all agree that work needs to be
done, but for 1 year and 1 year only so
that the Congress can have a full un-
derstanding and the American people
can have a full accounting of what it
was that led to citizens’ voices being
silenced by the Internal Revenue Serv-
ice in their applications for 501(c)(4)
status.

Those are the two bills we have on
the floor today, Mr. Speaker. Again, all
of the germane amendments that were
offered, and candidly, there were no
germane amendments that were offered
to the Stop Political Targeting Act, so
that is a closed rule with just the one
motion to recommit, and 11 amend-
ments made in order for the govern-
ment transparency bill on the floor
today, only four Republican amend-
ments, seven Democratic amendments,
so we can have a full and open debate.

I am very proud of this rule, Mr.
Speaker.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Georgia for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes, and I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am forced to rise
again in opposition to the rule and the
two underlying bills that are counter-
productive and aren’t dealing with the
issues that our constituents sent us
here to address. Each of these bills was
brought under a restrictive process,
one of them a completely closed rule
that blocked all efforts from both sides
of the aisle to improve the legislation.

Let’s talk about the IRS bill first.

The IRS bill has a title that I think
would engender broad bipartisan sup-
port. If we want to run a bill that pre-
vents the IRS from discriminating
against organizations based on their
political affiliations, whether they are
progressive or tea party or anywhere in
between, I think there would be a way
to come together in support, hopefully
near unanimous support, around such a
bill.

Like many Americans, I was out-
raged that organizations had been sin-
gled out based on the name of their or-
ganization for additional scrutiny.
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That is simply not the right criteria
that the IRS should be using. I hope
they got the message over at the IRS
loud and clear, and I hope we can move
to fully implement the recommenda-
tions of the inspector general to ensure
that this never happens again.

However, this bill actually undoes
one of the very recommendations of
the inspector general from the inspec-
tor general’s own report. There is even
a Republican bill in the Ways and
Means Committee by PETE ROSKAM
that would require the IRS Commis-
sioner to implement all of the rec-
ommendations of the inspector general,
including these very regulations that
this other Republican bill is seeking to
prevent the implementation of. So
make up our minds here, folks.

If we want to move together to pre-
vent the IRS from discriminating
against any organization because of
their political affiliation, let’s do so,
whether it is something binding, imple-
menting in statute the recommenda-
tions of the inspector general, whether
it is a sense of Congress, I stand ready
to work with my colleague from Geor-
gia and others to speak with a strong
voice that that kind of discrimination
has no role in the IRS. However, that is
entirely separate from what this bill
does, which guts one of the very inspec-
tor general recommendations that was
designed to remedy this problem going
forward.

As for the other bill, the ALERRT
Act, it would slow down the regulatory
process and increase red tape for agen-
cies. It has been estimated that this
bill increases reporting requirements
for agencies by six times. This is a Re-
publican bureaucrat welfare bill. How
many more government bureaucrats
are you going to have to hire to deal
with six times more paperwork that is
going to come from this bill?

You know, when I talk to my con-
stituents in Colorado about what do we
need to do, they don’t say, ‘“You need
to go to Washington and help bury gov-
ernment workers in more paperwork. I
want more red tape.”

Yet, that is the bill we have here
today, a Republican bill that would
bury the Federal Government under six
times as much reporting requirements
for agencies. That is not what the
American people want. That is why I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no” on
this rule and this bill.

Look, there are some issues that we
could be working on here today, Mr.
Speaker. Let me talk about a few of
those. These are the kinds of issues
that I believe if my party had the op-
portunity to bring bills to the floor of
this Chamber, we would be bringing
those bills to the floor of this Chamber.
One of those is immigration reform.
Rather than spending time debating
bills that are counterproductive and
aren’t going anywhere, let’s consider
legislation that would replace our bro-
ken immigration system with one that
works.

The Senate, Mr. Speaker, was able to
come together, 68 Members, Demo-
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cratic and Republican, around a com-
monsense solution, securing our bor-
der, ensuring that people who are here
illegally get in line behind those who
are here legally, implementing manda-
tory workplace authentication of
workers, making sure the future flow
of workers is in line with the needs of
our economy and America can continue
to compete in the 21st century. We
have a nearly identical bill in the
House, H.R. 15, a bipartisan bill. I
think if we brought it forward under a
rule, it would pass. Let’s bring that bill
forward, Mr. Speaker.

Nearly a year ago, the New Demo-
cratic Coalition Immigration Task
Force, which I cochair, released de-
tailed principles on comprehensive im-
migration reform. I applaud the Repub-
lican principles that were issued on im-
migration reform. There is a lot that
we have in common. I believe that we
can work together to pass a bill to cre-
ate American jobs, ensure that we are
more competitive in the global econ-
omy, reduce the deficit by hundreds of
billions of dollars, and that reflects our
values as Americans and reflects our
values as people of faith.

Yet, the House majority has found
time to shepherd dozens of bills
through the Judiciary Committee to
the floor of the House, including one
that we are considering today, but the
House hasn’t dedicated a single mo-
ment of floor time to an immigration
reform bill. We haven’t even tried, Mr.
Speaker. We haven’t had a 3-hour de-
bate, we haven’t had a 1-hour debate,
we haven’t had a l-minute debate on
any immigration reform bill here on
the floor of the House of Representa-
tives. You don’t get to ‘‘yes” without
scheduling the time and the space for
Democrats and Republicans of good
faith to work together to solve a prob-
lem that the American people want and
demand a solution for.

Across the country, business leaders,
faith leaders, national and local edi-
torial boards, and the law enforcement
community are calling for real leader-
ship on advancing immigration reform
now. In fact, just yesterday, the Cham-
ber of Commerce sent a letter to
Speaker BOEHNER from more than 600
businesses urging Congress to pass im-
migration reform. The Chamber presi-
dent, Tom Donohue, posted a blog post
emphasizing the need to have a mod-
ernized E-Verify system, provisions
that are included in H.R. 15.

Last week, a Wall Street Journal op-
ed criticized the Republicans’ failure to
act on commonsense reform. Citing a
recent study from the American Farm
Bureau about the cost of failing to act,
The Wall Street Journal wrote:

Republicans have killed immigration re-
form for now, but the Farm Bureau study
shows that in the real economy it is still
needed. The irony is that many Republicans
who support handouts to farmers oppose re-
forms that wouldn’t cost taxpayers a dime
and would help the economy.

So instead of passing a bill that re-
duces the deficit, secures our borders,
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and makes the reforms we need, Repub-
licans say let’s bury the government in
red tape, increasing the paperwork for
agencies by six times, and let’s give
government handouts to farmers.
Those are the Republican policies that
we are seeing in this Congress, and it is
why the American people hold this in-
stitution in great disapproval. The
longer we delay in passing comprehen-
sive immigration reform, the greater
the cost of inaction becomes.
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According to the Congressional Budg-
et Office’s nonpartisan analysis, pass-
ing immigration reform would increase
our gross domestic product by 3.3 per-
cent, raise wages by $470 billion for
American citizens, and create an aver-
age of 121,000 jobs for Americans each
year over the next decade.

So, rather than create jobs for Fed-
eral bureaucrats having to deal with
six times as much paperwork, let’s cre-
ate jobs in the private sector, Mr.
Speaker. Let’s pass immigration re-
form to ensure that American compa-
nies can compete in the increasingly
complex global marketplace.

If we have the ability, Mr. Speaker,
to bring a bill forward to the floor, an-
other bill we would bring forward is in-
creasing the minimum wage to $10.10.
Just before coming up here today to
manage this rule, Mr. Speaker, I signed
a discharge petition to bring that bill
to the floor, a bill that I proudly co-
sponsor, a bill authored by my col-
league, Mr. MILLER of California.

Raising the minimum wage would
help restore fairness for working men
and women across the country. It
would lift millions of Americans out of
poverty. It would fuel demand and eco-
nomic growth.

A letter from over 600 economists, in-
cluding seven Nobel Prize winners,
said:

At a time when persistent high unemploy-
ment is putting enormous downward pres-
sure on wages, such a minimum wage in-
crease will provide a much-needed boost.

It is no panacea, but if we are look-
ing at helping Americans earn enough
so that they don’t have to be part of
the social safety net or government
welfare programs, we need to make
sure that they can do that in the pri-
vate sector because—you know what?—
at current minimum wage levels, a
family working full-time, 40 hours a
week, earns about $14,000 a year.

Mr. Speaker, you try living on $14,000
a year. I couldn’t do it. I don’t think
you could do it, Mr. Speaker.

Guess what? That is why we have a
social safety net that helps Americans
and supplements their income. Wheth-
er it is Medicaid, whether it is food
stamps, Americans earning $14,000 a
year don’t live a great life, but they
get a little help from us, and that is
the right thing to do; it reflects our
values.

Do you know what? If we can help
them earn a little bit more, they will
require less help from other taxpayers
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in paying their rent, paying their bills,
putting groceries on their table.

So we can be fiscally responsible in
reducing the need for social safety net
programs if we can help lift up more
Americans out of poverty. One substan-
tial step towards doing that will be to
increase the minimum wage to $10.10.

Another issue that we would love to
bring forward, Mr. Speaker, would be
renewing unemployment insurance.
Again, when unemployment insurance
ran out with employment at high lev-
els, it sucked money out of the econ-
omy, money that could otherwise go to
create jobs and private sector growth.

In the past and in prior recessions
and in prior times when we had this
level of unemployment, this has always
been a bipartisan issue. There has al-
ways been responsible governing ma-
jorities of Republicans and Democrats,
in this Chamber and the other Cham-
ber, that have put together extensions
for unemployment insurance.

And yet, once again, it has run out,
and we seek to bring a simple bill to
the floor that ensures that we don’t en-
danger our recovery by sucking money
out of the economy in our time of need.

I will go on and on, Mr. Speaker,
about bills we could be considering, but
sadly, the truth is—and the American
people see this—we are not considering
those bills here today. We are consid-
ering a bill that adds six times as much
paperwork to already overworked Fed-
eral workers, and we are considering a
bill that guts one of the recommenda-
tions of the inspector general that was
designed to help prevent the IRS from
discriminating based on political affili-
ation and ensure that we have suffi-
cient transparency, consistent with our
Tax Code around entities in the polit-
ical arena.

We can do better, Mr. Speaker. I en-
courage my colleagues on the other
side of the aisle to do better. I am con-
fident that, if they are not able to do
better, Mr. Speaker, the American peo-
ple will give my side of the aisle a
chance to do better. Either way, Mr.
Speaker, immigration reform doesn’t
solve itself. It takes the United States
Congress to solve it.

While the President can move for-
ward with his executive powers, as he
has with the deferred action program,
the only comprehensive solution can
come from the United States Congress.

I encourage my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to work in good faith
towards addressing the flaws in our im-
migration system and replacing chaos
with the rule of law, increasing our
competitiveness, reducing our deficits,
securing our borders, making America
safer, and creating jobs for Americans.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 10 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. COLLINS), a
freshman Member, a young Member of
the Oversight and Government Reform
Committee, in support of this legisla-
tion.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Georgia
for yielding me the time.
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One of the things that comes when
we have these debates, and we have a
lot of issues that come before the floor,
we speak in terms of—and my good
friend from Georgia, we talked about
this before—we talk in terms of bill
numbers; we talk in terms of rules, the
good gentleman from across the aisle
from Colorado often speaks of; and we
all talk in the terms that we under-
stand.

But many times, when you look at
bills and you look at the things that
are coming before the floor, it is a good
idea to start painting the picture of
those that are impacted by it. Mr.
Speaker, when we begin to do that and
when we begin to look at the bills on
the floor today, I want to tell you a
story.

The story involves Mr. Puckett. He
owns a small business that has been
creating jobs for over 100 years, a fam-
ily-owned brick company. Mr. Puckett
attributes the success of his business
to their hard work and loyal employ-
ees.

Unfortunately, when I met Mr.
Puckett, the conversation was not so
optimistic. He testified before the Ju-
diciary Committee on the first bill I in-
troduced, H.R. 1493, which is now title
IV of this legislation, because his com-
pany had just lost 50 jobs as a result of
two regulations crafted behind closed
doors.

In a Nation of over 300 million, 50
jobs may not seem like much, but in
Mr. Puckett’s town, that is the dif-
ference between 50 families having food
on the table or going hungry; or for
small towns, like I have in northeast
Georgia, it means the difference in
staying in their beloved part of the
State or moving somewhere else to find
a job.

Every State, every congressional dis-
trict, has their Mr. Pucketts. No busi-
ness has been untouched by the toll of
costly and overburdensome regula-
tions. That is why I rise today in
strong support of this rule and the un-
derlying legislative package.

Now, a lot will be said and has been
said about this, in saying that we need
to do other things, we need to go on to
this project. I just heard from my
friend from across the aisle. As I have
done before from here, I will simply re-
mind him, in that nirvana state of just
a few years ago, when they had the
choice to do whatever they wanted to
do, they chose to leave immigration on
the table while they fixed other things
which we are fixing today.

But today, we are going to talk about
the Mr. Pucketts of the world and the
business owners, but not just the busi-
ness owners, the folks who work for
them, the folks that so many times are
missed by what we are trying to do.

By reforming our Nation’s regulatory
system, we jump-start the engine of
our economy. When our economy gets
up and going, our families flourish.

A lot can be said about this whole
package. There are other speakers who
will speak later today about the dif-
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ferent titles. I am speaking specifically
to title IV, which is commonly known
as ‘‘sue and settle.”

I have talked to Members of both
Democrats and Republicans who go
home and have townhall meetings. One
of the things that happens all the time
is you begin to talk about regulation in
bills and what does this do. I see this
sense of many who are in the audience.
All of a sudden, their eyes just glaze
over, and they say: Here it comes,
Washington speak; we don’t get it.

Well, I am just a country boy from
northeast Georgia, and I just want to
put it in simple terms. This makes it
very simple to understand the sue-and-
settle legislation.

Two people have a problem. They
don’t get along. Something is not
right. In one group, they have maybe a
business or a group that have a dis-
agreement on something going on, and
they can’t seem to find their solution,
so the one actually says: Whoa, I see
something here. There is a regulation
that I can sue on. This is a government
agency that I can go sue. So we have a
third party in play.

So what we do is we take two people
who have an issue—and I will just use
“‘people” as the term here—and we
have their outlet as saying: I will sue a
third party—being the Federal Govern-
ment—and while I am suing, I will
work out a deal with the bureaucrats
in this agency and go to a judge and
get a consent order; and then, by the
way, then that consent order is binding
on the other person.

I grew up in a family with a brother.
I have often kidded that I thought he
was adopted, but he is not. He is actu-
ally my brother. It is like any other
sibling rivalry, but when we would
have a disagreement, it is sort of like
him going to Mom and Mom only be-
lieving him, only hearing his side of
the story, and then punishing me—
which, by the way, for anybody watch-
ing today, that happened quite regu-
larly.

I have spoken many times to my
mom and dad about that. But is that
fair? No, it is not fair. Both sides need
to be heard. You need to have the op-
portunity. That is what sue-and-settle
legislation does.

You can hear a lot, and I am sure
there will be many folks who will come
to the floor today and tonight saying:
No, that is not what it does; you are
gumming up the works. And I will get
to that in a minute.

But when we understand what these
do—the abusive use of consent and de-
cree and settlements to coerce agency
action is often referred to, as I have
said, to sue and settle—it is the reason
Mr. Puckett was losing these jobs. He
did not have the input because of one
of these decrees.

Agencies are failing to uphold their
statutory rulemaking discretion and
are allowing lawsuits from outside the
groups to determine their priorities
and duties. Between 2009 and 2012, the
majority of these sue-and-settle ac-
tions occurred in the environmental
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realm, Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act,
and Endangered Species Act.

Again, when you come forward trying
to make regulatory rules, we have, like
we had testified into Rules Committee
last night, that anybody threatening to
say something about the regulatory ac-
tion is wanting dirty water, dirty air,
and baby cribs that fall apart, that is
just a mischaracterization and not
worthy of debate to the American peo-
ple.

There is no one on this side of the
aisle, Mr. Speaker, that wants to
breathe dirty air; there is no one on
this side of the aisle that wants dirty
drinking water; and there is no one on
this side of the aisle that wants mal-
functioning parts that hurt people.
That is not worthy of this debate.

This is simply saying that we are
having an issue of fairness. Our Presi-
dent talks fairness. He discusses trans-
parency. We are calling on him to say:
We agree with you, Mr. President, on
this issue. Let’s have transparency.
Let’s have fairness here.

But, when someone enters an out-of-
sight backroom deal with unelected
employees—bureaucrats—to establish
when the EPA will meet its past-due
responsibilities, it is effectively decid-
ing how EPA will use its limited re-
sources and, thus, creating policy pri-
orities for the Agency.

If the EPA needs assistance in
prioritizing its many regulatory re-
sponsibilities, I recommend they con-
sult the States who must implement
these regulations and the communities
that will be impacted by them.

Unlike what some claim, H.R. 1493
does nothing to hinder the rights of
citizens to bring suit against their gov-
ernment. Again, another ‘‘let’s throw
up something against the wall to see if
it sticks.” This does nothing. They can
still bring the suits. We are just simply
asking for transparency.

Instead of buying into the mantra of
special interest groups that benefit
from these sweetheart deals, let’s look
at what it actually does. As I described
before in basic terms, it allows fair-
ness; it allows transparency; and it al-
lows those with constitutional stand-
ing to be part of a suit so that they can
have input into something that will af-
fect them. I believe everyone can agree
to that.

If you are being affected, you ought
to—and especially when it comes to the
United States Government—we ought
to be able to tell what this bill and
what these rules and regulations do to
us.

This is good governance. Why should
we let just a certain area and a certain
group—Mr. Speaker, you know of this
as well. There are areas in which they
get into disagreements and only their
views are put forward. Sue and settle
works to eliminate that.

And then, also, the bill actually re-
quires agencies to publish notice of a
proposed decree or settlement in the
Federal Register and take and respond
to public comments at least 60 days
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prior to filing the decree or the settle-
ment. Again, it is simply improving
public participation.

This is what we are about here. This
is what this bill does. This bill takes a
measured and reasonable approach to
the sue-and-settle problem. It ensures
that settlements are conducted out in
the open and impacted stakeholders
can have a seat at the table.

That is good governance. That is put-
ting transparency out there. That is
doing the things that we are supposed
to do here.

I also have to respond to my friend
from Colorado. We have great debates
down here. I enjoy listening to your
perspective and coming down, Mr.
Speaker, and having this kind of con-
versation; but I was amazed because 1
believe, today, the American people—
there are many times I have very frus-
trated people in the Ninth District of
Georgia who say: Both your Houses,
Republican, Democrats, you are the
same. I am tired of it all.

Well, today is one of those days, in
this discussion right here, that you can
honestly say: Here is the difference in
governing philosophy. And it came out
just a minute ago.

I am here with a bill and other parts
of this bill today that are actually
looking for transparency, openness,
and willing to get regulations that are
effective in a limited form of govern-
ment which our Founders thought of,
so that businesses can still be busi-
nesses, employees can still have jobs,
moms and dads can still have pay-
checks and take care of the kids at
home and take care of their families.

0 1315

What I heard just a few minutes ago
was the concern about the burden on
the Federal Government. We are more
concerned that this may cause extra
work. Frankly, from my perspective, 1
believe this legislation can help be-
cause we can trim the size of the Fed-
eral Government and give roles and re-
sponsibilities where they need to be
with States and others, and when we do
so, that gives us the proper respect.

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

Mr. WOODALL. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 2 minutes.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I think
what we see here is a concern for the
Federal Government. Our government
employees are great folks—they do
good work—but I am more concerned
with the American business owner.
More importantly, I am concerned with
the workers who will lose their jobs,
have lost their jobs, or who have had to
change jobs.

This is the difference right now, Mr.
Speaker. If you want to see governance
philosophy that is different, I am con-
cerned that government should do
what it is supposed to do and that the
burden they are putting on themselves
should be removed. My concern is the
business owner and the worker. My
concern is Mr. Puckett. My concern
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even more is for the 50 folks who don’t
have jobs because the government,
through regulatory backroom deals,
has cut out their livelihoods.

Who do they see for that, Mr. Speak-
er? Who do they go and complain to?
What government agency takes their
phone calls when their government
has, in essence, helped put them out of
jobs?

No one on this side wants anything
except an economy that is flourishing
and people who are working and jobs
that are secure. It is about the every-
day man and woman who gets up and
goes to work, but their business owners
are having to tell them ‘‘not today.”
We are being inundated with rules and
regulations. I will stand with the
American worker every day. I will ac-
knowledge the role of our government
in its limited form, but don’t ever mis-
take there is a separate philosophy
here, one that encourages Big Govern-
ment and one that says, “I am for the
workers who get up every morning and
go to work to take care of their fami-
lies.”

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, before fur-
ther yielding, I want to address some of
the comments, and I yield myself such
time as I may consume.

Again, this bill creates a backdoor
increase in the Federal bureaucracy.
When you are talking about increasing
reporting requirements by six times
and adding 60 additional procedural
and analytical requirements to the
rulemaking process, you know that
this bill must contemplate increasing
the size of the Federal bureaucracy to
deal with these increased require-
ments.

As an entrepreneur who started a
number of small businesses, I know the
importance of having certainty and
predictability in the regulatory proc-
ess. The additional bureaucracy insti-
tuted by this ALERRT Act will simply
not help businesses thrive and grow.
This legislation would create head-
aches for businesses at a time when
many small businesses are already
struggling to recover from the reces-
sion.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up H.R. 1010,
which is legislation to raise the min-
imum wage to $10.10 an hour, in order
to restore fairness for men and women
across our country.

To discuss our proposal, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. BISHOP).

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I thank
the gentleman from Colorado for yield-
ing.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition on
the motion to move the previous ques-
tion so that this body may consider
H.R. 1010, the Fair Minimum Wage Act
of 2013.

This crucial piece of legislation will
positively impact the lives of nearly 30
million American workers and their
families by gradually raising the Fed-
eral minimum wage from its current
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$7.25 an hour to $10.10 an hour by 2016.
Beyond 2016, the bill ties the Federal
minimum wage to annual inflation, en-
suring that hardworking men and
women will never again see their wages
stagnate due to congressional obstruc-
tion or inaction.

Let’s first discuss who benefits from
this legislation. I am sure that many
watching at home and some in this
very room may have a skewed percep-
tion of the contemporary minimum
wage worker. I will try my best to
clear up a few of these fallacies so that
this debate can be framed by fact and
not by stereotype.

The average age of the minimum
wage worker is 35 years old: 54 percent
of them are full-time workers, and 55
percent of them are women. The aver-
age affected worker earns half of his or
her family’s total income, and more
than one-fourth of the minimum wage
workers have children. Of the Nation’s,
roughly, 75 million children, nearly
one-fifth of them have at least one par-
ent who would receive a raise if the
minimum wage were increased to $10.10
an hour. An employee working 40 hours
per week for the entire 52-week cal-
endar—no time off—at the Federal
minimum wage will earn just $15,080 in
2014.

Now, who can live on $15,000 a year?

I just heard the gentleman from
Georgia speak passionately about his
concern for the American worker. I
would ask that gentleman and others
who are concerned about the American
worker: Are you concerned about all of
the American workers, or are you just
concerned with those who earn at high-
er brackets than $15,080 a year? A
worker who works full time and is still
below the Federal poverty level will
qualify for Medicaid, for CHIP, for
SNAP, and for other public assistance
programs that will cost taxpayers ap-
proximately $7 billion this year alone.

Let’s raise the minimum wage, and
let’s lift people out of poverty without
spending a dime of additional Federal
money. Let’s save on those programs
that the Federal Government has put
in place to help those maintain a
standard of living who need a helping
hand.

A recent poll conducted by
Quinnipiac University found that 71
percent of American workers support
raising the minimum wage. That same
poll found that Democrats, Repub-
licans and Independents are all in
agreement that raising the minimum
wage is the right thing to do.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield an additional 1
minute to the gentleman from New
York.

Mr. BISHOP of New York. I refer
back to the words of Speaker BOEHNER
in his first speech to this Chamber
upon being sworn in as Speaker on Jan-
uary 5, 2011.

He said:

This is the people’s House. This is their
Congress—it is not about us; it is about
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them—and what they want is a government
that is honest, accountable, and responsive
to their needs.

Seventy-one percent of the American
people are asking us to do this. If the
Speaker’s words mean more than just
words on a page, I would urge him to
bring this bill to the floor so that we
can respond to the 71 percent of the
American people who think that rais-
ing the minimum wage is good eco-
nomic policy and that it is good per-
sonnel policy.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I would
ask my colleague from Colorado if he
has any speakers remaining.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, we do. We
have at least one speaker who is here
and ready to go.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2%
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. JEFFRIES).

Mr. JEFFRIES. I thank the distin-
guished gentleman from Colorado.

Mr. Speaker, the people whom I rep-
resent at home in Brooklyn and in
Queens have been hit hard by the dev-
astation of Superstorm Sandy, and
many of these working families are
still struggling to recover from this vi-
cious storm. Homes were destroyed.
Businesses were ruined. Lives have
been turned upside down.

That is why, Mr. Speaker, we need to
deal with the issue that has been
brought before the people who have
suffered from this storm and who now
face significant flood insurance rate in-
creases as a result of the Biggert-
Waters law passed in 2012. The people
who were victimized by Superstorm
Sandy are now facing the prospect of
significant flood insurance premium
rate increases that are heading directly
at them like an out-of-control freight
train, and this House should be step-
ping in to stop that freight train dead
in its tracks. That is why I support the
reform of the Biggert-Waters law. We
should suspend the flood insurance in-
creases that are heading towards these
Superstorm Sandy victims. We should
allow for FEMA to conduct an afford-
ability study. We should give Congress
the opportunity to get this issue cor-
rect.

The failure of this House to act on
flood insurance reform is yet another
example of the delay and the dysfunc-
tion in dealing with the real issues
that confront the American people, and
our inability to move forward as pre-
viously planned is just yet another
time when a manmade disaster from
this House is being imposed on the
American people.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
myself 3 minutes to say, if you care
about any of these issues that have
been brought up today—and these are
not issues that are involved in the rule,
and these are not issues that are com-
ing to the floor today—then you care
about whether or not the American
people are able to make their voices
heard, because I am absolutely certain,
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as I have learned in my 3 years of hav-
ing a voting card, Mr. Speaker, that
the American voters still run this
show. Now, the voters have a tough
time having their voices heard, but if
they can have their voices heard, they
can make a difference.

We are talking about issues that we
wish we could change, Mr. Speaker.
Today on the floor, we have an issue
that we can change. The administra-
tion is proposing regulations that will
silence voices on these very issues that
my colleagues are raising.

Let me read from Cathy Duvall, the
Sierra Club’s director of public advo-
cacy and partnerships, who says this
about the proposed regulations from
the Obama administration’s Treasury
Department:

The proposal harms efforts that have noth-
ing to do with politics—from our ability to
communicate with our members about clean
air and water to our efforts to educate the
public about toxic pollution.

Mr. Speaker, if you believe in this
process as I do, if you believe in this
Nation as I do, then you believe that it
is paramount that the people’s voices
are able to be heard. That is the issue
here today. If you believe that the pri-
orities of this House should be changed,
if you believe the priorities of this Na-
tion should be changed, if you believe
anything in this Nation should be
changed, you must believe that we
should preserve the power of the indi-
vidual’s voice.

That is why this rule moratorium is
here today, Mr. Speaker. That is why
the investigations must go on. That is
why we must reject the administra-
tion’s rush to judgment here and en-
sure that our priority continues to be
that of the board of directors of this
country—the American voters.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. SCOTT).

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule because it needs an amend-
ment. I rise today in order to ask,
when the motion on the previous ques-
tion to end the debate is brought up,
that we vote ‘“‘no’ so that at that point
an amendment can be introduced.

If that possibility is available, I
would like to bring up the provisions of
H.R. 1010, which will provide a long
overdue increase in the minimum
wage. The bills that we are considering
today are just distractions from the
issues that are most important. We
need to be addressing the problems
that people are having.

Mr. Speaker, today’s families are
struggling to pay for basic needs, such
as housing, health care, groceries,
transportation. Someone working full
time at a minimum wage job today
only earns about $14,000 a year. At that
Federal minimum wage today of $7.25,
a parent working full time, year round,
doesn’t earn enough to get above the
poverty level. When I say a ‘‘parent,”
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that is because studies have been done
and have shown that the average min-
imum wage worker is 35 years old;

Raising the minimum wage not only
increases workers’ income and reduces
turnover, it stimulates the economy.
That is because people earning the
minimum wage are spending every
dime that they get, thus helping the
economy. We have heard fears about
possible job losses, but the effect of an
increased minimum wage on jobs has
been studied for decades, and these
studies have proven that no job loss
can be expected with a modest increase
in the minimum wage.

We have a clear choice. We can
choose to require a fair, living wage so
that people can afford food and housing
for their families, or we as taxpayers
can be left picking up the tab through
increased public assistance when they
cannot pay their bills, and we can be
left with a stagnant economy that is
not as improved as it would be with an
increased minimum wage.

So I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
when the previous question is moved. 1
also encourage them to support legisla-
tion to increase the minimum wage so
that we can improve the quality of life
for millions of Americans and improve
the economy in the process.

0 1330

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself 2 minutes.

I say to my friend from Virginia I
think he is absolutely speaking from
the heart when it comes to sharing the
voice of his constituents in Virginia.
My constituents take a slightly dif-
ferent view. They look to the non-
partisan Congressional Budget Office
that said, yes, you can raise the min-
imum wage. You called it a modest
raise. I think they called it a more
than 40 percent increase in the min-
imum wage. But you can raise the min-
imum wage, as some are proposing, and
that is going to lift 900,000 families
above the poverty line and that is
going to destroy 500,000 jobs.

I don’t fault my colleagues at all for
being concerned about those 900,000 in-
dividuals that are going to be lifted
above the poverty line. I think we all
want folks lifted above the poverty
line. I don’t want folks working a life-
time for minimum wage.

I want people working their way up
the ladder. It is a ladder of opportunity
that we ought to be building in this
House. But to dismiss those 500,000 in-
dividuals that the Congressional Budg-
et Office said will lose their jobs alto-
gether are not partisan fights we have,
Mr. Speaker. These are heartfelt dis-
cussions that we have about how best
to serve the American people to whom
we have sworn an oath to the Constitu-
tion that rules this land.

These are very difficult issues, but
they are made better each and every
time, I am certain, Mr. Speaker, if we
preserve the power of the American
people to have their voice heard in this
debate. That is what is so important
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about this rule and why we must pass
this rule today—to bring to the floor
the Stop Targeting of Political Beliefs
by the IRS Act—so that Americans’
voices are not just silenced on the basis
of their content, but not silenced pe-
riod.

It is abhorrent that we would silence
voices on the basis of their content,
but I would argue, Mr. Speaker, it is
abhorrent if we have an opportunity to
stop voices from being silenced at all.

I believe this House will take that
step today, and that is why I am proud
to be here representing this rule.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I would inquire if the
gentleman from Georgia has remaining
speakers.

Mr. WOODALL. I do not have any re-
maining speakers.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, these under-
lying bills are destined, if they pass
this Chamber, like so many bills, for
the Senate’s bill graveyard. Why? Be-
cause they are counterproductive.
They are not what the American people
want. They don’t do what they say.

If we had a bill that fully imple-
mented the recommendations to pre-
vent any kind of discrimination based
on political affiliation at the IRS, we
could pass that bill. That would be an
important step forward in ensuring
that the terrible embarrassment and
pie on your face that the IRS had, the
loss of confidence that it engendered
among the American people, will not
happen again.

That is a good issue to work on, but
that is not what we have. Instead, we
have a bill that actually guts one of
the very recommendations of the in-
spector general designed to prevent
this from happening again—the exact
opposite of the title of the bill.

We also have a bill before us that cre-
ates more red tape in the Federal Gov-
ernment and regulatory agencies. I
don’t think the American people are
calling out for more red tape. I don’t
think small businesses want regu-
lators, whose approval they need, to be
so buried with six times as many re-
ports and 60 times more analytical re-
quirements that they won’t even be
able to give routine approval for var-
ious things that small businesses and
entrepreneurs need. It is a counter-
productive step.

So instead of addressing the issues
that the American people want us to
act on, from immigration reform to
raising the minimum wage to extend-
ing unemployment insurance, we are
debating counterproductive, single-
Chamber bills that will die in the Sen-
ate and would be harmful to the coun-
try if passed.

My colleagues Mr. ScoTT and Mr.
BISHOP gave eloquent testimony for the
importance of raising the minimum
wage. I certainly agree with my col-
league from Georgia that it is not a
panacea. Would that there were a silver
bullet to lift people out of poverty, it
would have 435 votes.
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I do believe that the American people
agree that when you work full time,
you shouldn’t need a government hand-
out. You should be able to support your
family at a very basic level. You
shouldn’t have to live in poverty if you
are working 40, 50, 60 hours a week at
a backbreaking job. Raising the min-
imum wage to $10.10 will help accom-
plish that.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up H.R. 1010,
legislation to raise the minimum wage
to $10.10 an hour, to restore fairness for
working men and women across the
country.

Someone working full-time, year-
round at minimum wage earns just
over $14,000. That is nearly $4,000 below
the poverty line. It means that other
Americans will need to subsidize that
person through government support,
welfare, or food stamps. Because, guess
what. That $14,000 isn’t enough to pro-
vide for a family, have a shot at the
American Dream, or even to put a roof
over your head and food on the table.

By raising the minimum wage to
$10.10, we can help Americans become
self-sufficient to support themselves
and their families with pride and have
a job that gives them pride to put food
on their table and a roof over their
head without the need for government
support.

Increasing the minimum wage to
$10.10 is simply a return to the level of
the minimum wage in the 1960s. It
would allow millions of additional
American workers to support their
families.

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

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, as my col-
league from Georgia said, this rule does
not contain immigration reform and
minimum wage, but I think it is impor-
tant for the American people to know
what it could contain, what it should
contain with this Chamber under Re-
publican leadership, what it would con-
tain if this Chamber were under Demo-
cratic leadership.

The agriculture community, the
faith-based community, the business
community, the law enforcement com-
munity, and the fiscal responsibility
community all speak with one voice on
immigration reform. What we are
doing now doesn’t work.

There are over 10 million people here
illegally. Companies violate the law
every day. There is over close to 2 mil-
lion deportations, each at cost to the
taxpayers of $10,000 to $20,000.

It is time to replace our broken im-
migration system with the rule of law,
reduce our deficit by hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars, create over 100,000 jobs
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for Americans, finally secure our bor-
ders, and ensure that nobody works il-
legally in this country, potentially un-
dermining wages for American work-
ers. That is what we can accomplish.
We recognize it would be a bipartisan
solution.

H.R. 15, the Senate-passed Dbill,
doesn’t have everything that Demo-
crats want in it; it doesn’t have every-
thing that Republicans want in it; but
it would be good for our country. It
would be great for our country and for
the American people.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
and defeat the previous question. I urge
a ‘‘no” vote on the rule, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, you have heard a lot of
heartfelt sentiments from my friends
here on the floor of the House today.
Unfortunately, what you haven’t heard
is what we are going to do together to
ensure that the heartfelt sentiments of
every single citizen of these United
States can be heard here in Wash-
ington.

I fear my friend from Colorado is
right. I don’t say that lightly. He has a
lot of good ideas, and I hope to collabo-
rate with him on even more. I fear he
is right that this is a single-Chamber
solution. I fear that only the United
States House of Representatives is con-
cerned with protecting the voice of the
people—not just people who agree with
me, Mr. Speaker, but people from all
stripes.

I have read from the Sierra Club ear-
lier. Let me read from the ACLU’s
comments to the administration on
this rule. This is what they say: ‘‘So-
cial welfare organizations praise or
criticize candidates for public office on
the issues and they should be able to do
so freely, without fear of losing or
being denied tax-exempt status.”

That is ‘‘the heart of our representa-
tive democracy,” the ACLU says.

“The proposed rule’—that is the ad-
ministration’s rule; that is the rule we
are here today to stop—‘‘threatens to
discourage or sterilize an enormous
amount of political discourse in Amer-
ica.”

Mr. Speaker, I have a chart here
today. It lists what tax-exempt organi-
zations are able to do. A 501(c) is that
section of the Tax Code that deals with
tax-exempt organizations.

You have 501(c)(3)’s that are able to
do get-out-the-vote work, voter reg-
istration work, and candidate forums.
501(c)(4)’s are where the administration
is regulating, and that is the source of
the scandal: the targeting of American
citizens based on their political beliefs.
And 501(c)(5)’s are the labor unions in
the country.

Mr. Speaker, what folks need to un-
derstand is that, as we sit here today,
all of these groups can do get-out-the-
vote work. All can do voter registra-
tion work and candidate forums. Why?
Because it advances our Republic. It
advances the cause of freedom and dis-
course in America.
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But this, Mr. Speaker, is what the
administration is proposing. For
501(c)(b)’s, or labor unions, it is pro-
posing they continue doing all of that
material. Also, for 501(c)(3)’s to con-
tinue doing all of that. But the
501(c)(4)’s—the very same 501(c)(4)’s
that were targeted by the IRS on the
basis of their political beliefs—those
groups, and those groups alone, would
be silenced.

Mr. Speaker, America is not advan-
taged by that rule. Maybe in some
shortsighted way someone believes
their personal political agenda is ad-
vanced by that scheme, Mr. Speaker,
but we do not. We as a Nation do not.
It is a shortsighted gain. That is why
we put this bill on the floor today to
delay these mnew regulations, this
change of how American political dis-
course occurs, for 1 year—and 1 year
only—while the investigation com-
pletes itself.

Mr. Speaker, I just want to read from
the report that the inspector general
crafted at the Treasury Department.
He says, What were the words, what
triggered this additional investigation
that went on?

This is what they were, Mr. Speaker.

If you use the word ‘‘Tea Party,” you
might get special scrutiny. If you use
the word ‘‘patriot’” in your name, you
might get special scrutiny. If you were
concerned, Mr. Speaker—and this is
reading from the Treasury Department
report—if you were concerned about
government spending, government
debt, or taxes, you could be subjected
to special scrutiny. If you wanted, Mr.
Speaker, to ‘‘make America a better
place to live,” you could be subjected
to special scrutiny.

The administration has gone far be-
yond that, Mr. Speaker. They are not
just going to subject some groups to
special scrutiny, as is the source of the
scandal. They are silencing all groups.
If you had a statement in your case
file, Mr. Speaker, that criticized how
this country is being run, you were
subject to special scrutiny.

Mr. Speaker, that is not just our
right, that is our obligation. Our obli-
gation as citizens is to criticize the
way this country is being run when we
don’t agree. Because, after all, Mr.
Speaker, the President doesn’t run this
country. The Congress doesn’t run this
country. We the people run this coun-
try.

This rule to bring this bill is about
one thing and one thing only, and that
is making sure that those people to
whom the Constitution invests every
bit of power that the country has to
offer, the American citizens have a
voice with which to express their con-
cerns and the information on which to
educate that voice.

My colleague from Georgia was abso-
lutely right, Mr. Speaker. There are so
many things that happen on the floor
of this House, you can’t tell the dif-
ference between who is who regionally,
politically, and what it is that folks be-
lieve. But this issue is one of those de-
fining issues.
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Do you believe that the board of di-
rectors of America, the United States
citizen, deserves a loud voice and full
information? If you do, you vote ‘‘yes”
on this rule, you vote ‘‘yes’” on the un-
derlying legislation, you reject the ad-
ministration’s effort to silence the
American people on both sides of the
aisle, and you commit yourself to be-
lieving that a full and open debate is
the only way in which this country will
succeed.

Mr. GINGREY of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today as a proud cosponsor of H.R. 3865,
the Stop Targeting of Political Beliefs by the
IRS Act, offered by my friend and Chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee, Mr. Camp of
Michigan.

In the wake of the IRS’s admission last year
that it improperly targeted conservative
groups, troubling information continues to
come to light detailing just how high the scan-
dal went. In response, the President briefly
feigned the appropriate indignation and did
some cursory bureaucratic reshuffling.

Then, rather than actually addressing this
stunning abuse of First Amendment rights, the
Administration decided to double down by pro-
posing a regulation that all but codifies the tar-
geting. The proposed IRS regulation—which
would change the way that tax exempt status
is determined for social welfare organiza-
tions—is a move that would significantly im-
pact the activities and First Amendment rights
of those organizations. It adds a massive pa-
perwork burden for organizations, and broad-
ens the IRS’s power over political activity.

The IRS issued the rule despite six ongoing
investigations into the discriminatory targeting
and the fact that the existing guidance has
been in place and functioning for more than
50 years.

In order to combat this proposed overreach
by the IRS, H.R. 3685 prohibits it from final-
izing this unnecessary rule—and similar
rules—for one year.

Despite President Obama’s claims that
there was “not even a smidgen of corruption”
at the IRS, | believe the American people still
deserve real answers and a true commitment
to preserving their First Amendment rights.
H.R. 3865 is critical to working to regain the
trust of Americans and preventing the Admin-
istration from codifying the IRS’s unacceptable
and discriminatory targeting.

Mr. Speaker, Americans deserve more than
opaque and hurried rule changes meant to
crush political discourse. At the very least, the
Administration should commit to having all the
facts from completed investigations before
drastically changing the rules to suit its elec-
tion year strategy. For that reason, | urge my
colleagues to join me in fighting the IRS’s con-
tinued attempts to stifle free speech by sup-
porting H.R. 3865.

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong op-
position to H.R. 3865.

For years, Congress demanded action on
this issue. In an independent report, the
Treasury Inspector General for Tax Adminis-
tration (TIGTA) told the IRS and Treasury to
remove the gray and give clear guidance re-
garding the tax treatment of social welfare or-
ganizations.

There were dramatic hearings, and the pub-
lic demanded clear, fair rules. Members of this
Congress from both sides of the aisle agreed
that the IRS should implement all nine of the
TIGTA recommendations.
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This is just what the IRS and Treasury did.
They are taking their time, and trying to do the
right thing—once and for all. The IRS already
received 23,000 comments on the proposed
rulemaking—23 thousand, Mr. Speaker.

And today, not even eight months later, this
body is trying to tear down long overdue
progress and restart the clock at square one.
So, you can see why | oppose bringing this bill
to the Floor today. It makes no sense, no
sense at all.

Mr. Speaker, Members of Congress can be
constructive, supportive, and effective. In-
stead, this bill returns to the old tradition of no,
by any means necessary.

| urge each and every one of my colleagues
to oppose this unnecessary bill.

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Speaker, today the House
will vote on H.R. 3865 the Stop Targeting of
Political Beliefs by the IRS Act, legislation to
prevent the IRS from implementing newly pro-
posed rules to restrict the First Amendment
rights of certain non-profit groups. This legisla-
tion is an important step in holding the IRS ac-
countable for its illegal targeting of conserv-
ative organizations in the run-up to the 2012
election.

Last year it was revealed by the Treasury
Inspector General for Tax Administration that
the IRS used inappropriate criteria to review
organizations applying for tax-exempt status
based upon their names and policy positions.
Now the IRS wants to rewrite the rules to jus-
tify its inappropriate and likely criminal behav-
ior. Congress should not let the IRS take ANY
regulatory action until wrong-doers within the
IRS are held accountable.

In April, top IRS official Lois Lerner revealed
in a public forum that the agency had been
discriminating against more than 75 groups
with conservative sounding names in the run-
up to November 2012. Ms. Lerner actually
went so far as to plant a question in the audi-
ence about the issue in order to pre-empt the
release of the Inspector General’s audit.

When all this became public, Members of
the Administration including the President and
the Attorney General expressed their outrage
and called it unacceptable. The Attorney Gen-
eral even went so far as to declare his intent
to conduct a criminal investigation.

Furthermore, it's clear from testimony given
during the various Congressional hearings
over the years and correspondence with the
IRS that officials there were not telling Mem-
bers of Congress the truth. In March of
2012—a year before this story broke—then-
IRS Commissioner Douglas Shulman assured
Congress: ‘there is no targeting of conserv-
ative groups.” On April 23, 2012, | joined with
62 of my House colleagues in writing the IRS
Commissioner inquiring further about the pos-
sible targeting and we were assured that there
was no targeting or delay in processing IRS
applications submitted by conservative groups.

Ms. Lerner, a longtime federal employee
and senior IRS official, has since asserted her
Fifth Amendment Constitutional right by refus-
ing to testify before Congress and tell the
American people exactly what the IRS was
doing and who had ordered these discrimina-
tory actions.

To make matters worse, it was further re-
vealed that IRS employees released confiden-
tial donor information and even private tax-
payer records. Disclosing confidential taxpayer
information is one of the worst things an IRS
employee can do—it's a felony, punishable
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with a $5,000 fine and up to 5 years in prison.
In fact, the Treasury Inspector General noted
at least eight instances of unauthorized ac-
cess to records, with at least one willful viola-
tion.

These are serious abuses but to date, not a
single IRS employee has been indicted. The
FBI has refused to file criminal charges. The
Washington Post has reported that the inves-
tigation into this scandal is being led by Bar-
bara Bosserman, a partisan who ‘donated a
combined $6,750 to President Obama’s elec-
tions and the Democratic National Committee
between 2004 and 2012.” Furthermore, she
does not serve in the Public Integrity Section
that typically oversees these matters, but rath-
er the Civil Rights Division, historically the
most partisan office at the Department of Jus-
tice.

This week | am joined by nearly fifty of my
House colleagues in writing to the Attorney
General demanding the appointment of an
independent special prosecutor to investigate
the IRS’s illegal targeting of conservative
groups. Only an independent investigator who
is not aligned with either political party will
have the credibility to get to the bottom of this
matter and hold wrong-doers accountable—
whoever they may be.

| have also introduced H.R. 3762 which
would hold federal employees at the IRS per-
sonally accountable when they release private
taxpayer information. Under this bill, individ-
uals whose private information is released
would have a personal right of action against
the employee rather than simply hoping that
the Department of Justice will take action.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLIS is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 487 OFFERED BY

MR. POLIS OF COLORADO

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 4. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 1010) to provide for an
increase in the Federal minimum wage. The
first reading of the bill shall be dispensed
with. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. General debate
shall be confined to the bill and shall not ex-
ceed one hour equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Education and the
Workforce. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 5. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 1010.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT IT
REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the

previous question on a special rule, is not
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merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ““Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule . . . When the mo-
tion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“‘Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. WOODALL. With that, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.
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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 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question will be followed by 5-
minute votes on adopting the resolu-
tion, if ordered, and suspending the
rules and passing H.R. 1944.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 224, nays
192, not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 65]
YEAS—224
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Bishop (GA) Hanabusa Owens
Bishop (NY) Hastings (FL) Pallone
Bonamici Heck (WA) Pascrell
Brady (PA) Higgins Payne
Braley (IA) Himes Pelosi
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Perlmutter
Brownley (CA) Holt Peters (CA)
Bustos Honda Peters (MI)
Butterfield Horsford Peterson
Capps Hoyer Pingree (ME)
C@puanu Huffman Pocan
Cardenas Israel Polis
Carney Jackgon Lee Price (NO)
Carson'(IN) Jeffries Quigley
Cartwright Johnson (GA) Rahall
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Rangel
giiﬁm (TX) gzgzﬁfg Richmond
Cicilline Kelly (IL) Roybal-Allard
Clark (MA) Kennedy
Clarke (NY) Kildee Ruppersherser
N yan (OH)
Clay K}lmer Sanchez, Linda
Cleaver Kind T
Clyburn Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta
Cohen Kuster
Connolly Langevin Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Conyers Larsen (WA) Schi
chiff
Cooper Larson (CT) .
Costa Lee (CA) Schneider
. Schrader
Courtney Levin Soh "
Crowley Lewis Sgog:afvf&)
Cuellar Lipinski .
Cummings Loebsack Scott, David
Davis (CA) Lofgren Serrano
Dayvis, Danny Lowenthal Sewell (AL)
DeFazio Lowey Shea-Porter
DeGette Lujan Grisham ~ Sherman
Delaney (NM) Sinema
DeLauro Lujan, Ben Ray ~ Sires
DelBene (NM) Slapghter
Deutch Lynch Smith (WA)
Dingell Malffei Speier
Doggett Maloney, Swalwell (CA)
Doyle Carolyn Takano
Edwards Maloney, Sean ~ Lhompson (CA)
Engel Matheson Thompson (MS)
Enyart Matsui T}erney
Eshoo McDermott Titus
Esty McGovern Tonko
Farr McIntyre Tsongas
Fattah McNerney Van Hollen
Foster Meeks Vargas
Frankel (FL) Meng Veasey
Fudge Michaud Vela
Gabbard Miller, George Velazquez
Gallego Moore Visclosky
Garamendi Moran Walz
Garcia Murphy (FL) Wasserman
Grayson Nadler Schultz
Green, Al Napolitano Waters
Green, Gene Neal Waxman
Grijalva Negrete McLeod Welch
Gutiérrez Nolan Wilson (FL)
Hahn O’Rourke Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—14
Blumenauer Ellison Pastor (AZ)
Brooks (IN) Gosar Posey
Cantor McCarthy (NY) Rush
Davis, Rodney McCollum Tiberi
Duckworth Miller, Gary
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Ms. KUSTER and Messrs. CICILLINE
and KENNEDY changed their vote
from ‘‘yea’ to ‘“‘nay.”

Messrs. RIGELL and BROOKS of Ala-
bama changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to

yvea.”

So the previous question was ordered.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
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RECORDED VOTE

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 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 231, noes 185,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 66]
AYES—231

Aderholt Graves (MO) Pearce
Amash Griffin (AR) Perry
Amodei Griffith (VA) Petri
Bachmann Grimm Pittenger
Bachus Guthrie Pitts
Barletta Hall Poe (TX)
Barr Hanna Pompeo
Barton Harper Price (GA)
Benishek Harris Reed
Bentivolio Hartzler Reichert
Bilirakis Hastings (WA) Renacci
Bishop (UT) Heck (NV) Ribble
Black Hensarling Rice (SC)
Blackburn Herrera Beutler Rigell
Boustany Holding Roby
Brady (TX) Hudson Roe (TN)
Bridenstine Huelskamp Rogers (AL)
Brooks (AL) Huizenga (MI) Rogers (KY)
Broun (GA) Hultgren Rogers (MI)
Buchanan Hunter Rohrabacher
Bucshon Hurt Rokita
Burgess Issa Rooney
Byrne Jenkins Ros-Lehtinen
Calvert Johnson (OH) Roskam
Camp Johnson, Sam Ross
Campbell Jones Rothfus
Capito Jordan Royce
Carter Joyce Runyan
Cassidy Kelly (PA) Ryan (WI)
Chabot King (IA) Salmon
Chaffetz King (NY) Sanford
Coble Kingston Scalise
Coffman Kinzinger (IL) Schock
Cole Kline Schweikert
Collins (GA) Labrador Scott, Austin
Collins (NY) LaMalfa Sensenbrenner
Conaway Lamborn Sessions
Cook Lance Shimkus
Cotton Lankford Shuster
Cramer Latham Simpson
Crawford Latta Smith (MO)
Crenshaw LoBiondo Smith (NE)
Culberson Long Smith (NJ)
Daines Lucas Smith (TX)
Denham Luetkemeyer Southerland
Dent Lummis Stewart
DeSantis Marchant Stivers
DesJarlais Marino Stockman
Diaz-Balart Massie Stutzman
Duffy McAllister Terry
Duncan (SC) McCarthy (CA) Thompson (PA)
Duncan (TN) McCaul Thornberry
Ellmers MecClintock Tipton
Farenthold McHenry Turner
Fincher McKeon Upton
Fitzpatrick McKinley Valadao
Fleischmann McMorris Wagner
Fleming Rodgers Walberg
Flores Meadows Walden
Forbes Meehan Walorski
Fortenberry Messer Weber (TX)
Foxx Mica Webster (FL)
Franks (AZ) Miller (FL) Wenstrup
Frelinghuysen Miller (MI) Westmoreland
Gardner Mullin Whitfield
Garrett Mulvaney Williams
Gerlach Murphy (PA) Wilson (SC)
Gibbs Neugebauer Wittman
Gibson Noem Wolf
Gingrey (GA) Nugent Womack
Gohmert Nunes Woodall
Goodlatte Nunnelee Yoder
Gowdy Olson Yoho
Granger Palazzo Young (AK)
Graves (GA) Paulsen Young (IN)
NAYS—192
Barber Bass Becerra
Barrow (GA) Beatty Bera (CA)

Stated for:

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of lllinois. Mr. Speak-
er, on rollcall No. 65 | was meeting with a
local official, Mayor Chris Koos, and missed
the time to cast my vote. Had | been present,
| would have voted “yes.”

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
question is on the resolution.

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

The

Aderholt Graves (MO) Perry
Amash Griffin (AR) Peters (CA)
Amodei Griffith (VA) Peterson
Bachmann Grimm Petri
Bachus Guthrie Pittenger
Barber Hall Pitts
Barletta Hanna Poe (TX)
Barr Harper Pompeo
Barton Harris Posey
Benishek Hartzler Price (GA)
Bentivolio Hastings (WA) Reed
B?lirakis Heck (Ny) Reichert
ESh?{p uT) gensarhgg u Renacci
ac. errera Beutler X

Blackburn Holding g;gsl(esc)
Boustany Hudson Rigell
Brady (TX) Huelskamp Roby
Bridenstine Huizenga (MI) Rogers (AL)
Brooks (AL) Hultgren Rogers (KY)
Brooks (IN) Hunter R MI
Broun (GA) Hurt ogers (MD)
Buchanan Issa Roh?abacher
Bucshon Jenkins Rokita
Burgess Johnson (OH) Rooney
Byrne Johnson, Sam Ros-Lehtinen
Calvert Jones Roskam
Camp Jordan Ross
Campbhell Joyce Rothfus
Cantor Kelly (PA) Royce
Capito King (IA) Runyan
Carter King (NY) Ryan (WI)
Cassidy Kingston Salmon
Chabot, Kinzinger (IL) Sanford
Chaffetz Kline Scalise
Coble Labrador Schock
Coffman LaMalfa Schweikert
Cole Lamborn Scott, Austin
Collins (GA) Lance Sensenbrenner
Collins (NY) Lankford Sessions
Conaway Latham Shimkus
Cook Latta Shuster
Cotton LoBiondo Simpson
Cramer Long Smith (MO)
Crawford Lucas Smith (NE)
Crenshaw Luetke:meyer Smith (NJ)
Culberson Lummis Smith (TX)
Daines Marchant Southerland
Davis, Rodney Marino Stewart
Denham Massie Stivers
Dent McAllister
DeSantis McCarthy (CA)  prociman
DesJarlais McCaul Terry
Diaz-Balart McClintock Thompson (PA)
Duffy McHenry

Thornberry
Duncan (SC) McIntyre Tipton
Duncan (TN) McKeon Turner
Ellmers McKinley
Farenthold McMorris Upton
Fincher Rodgers Valadao
Fitzpatrick Meadows Wagner
Fleischmann Meehan Walberg
Fleming Messer Walden
Flores Mica Walorski
Forbes Miller (FL) Weber (TX)
Fortenberry Miller (MI) Webster (FL)
Foxx Mullin Wenstrup
Franks (AZ) Mulvaney Westmoreland
Frelinghuysen Murphy (FL) Whitfield
Gardner Murphy (PA) Williams
Garrett Neugebauer Wilson (SC)
Gerlach Noem Wittman
Gibbs Nugent Wolf
Gibson Nunes Womack
Gingrey (GA) Nunnelee Woodall
Gohmert Olson Yoder
Goodlatte Palazzo Yoho
Gowdy Paulsen Young (AK)
Granger Pearce Young (IN)

NOES—185

Barrow (GA) Bera (CA) Brady (PA)
Bass Bishop (GA) Braley (IA)
Beatty Bishop (NY) Brown (FL)
Becerra Bonamici Brownley (CA)
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Bustos Hinojosa Payne
Butterfield Holt Pelosi
Capps Honda Perlmutter
Capuano Horsford Peters (MI)
Carney Hoyer Pingree (ME)
Carson (IN) Huffman Pocan
Cartwright Israel Polis
Castor (FL) Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Castro (TX) Jeffries Quigley
Chu Johnson (GA) Rahall
Cicilline Johnson, E. B. Rangel
Clark (MA) Kaptur Ri

X ichmond
Clarke (NY) Keating Roybal-Allard
Clay Kelly (IL) Ruiz
Cleaver Kennedy
Clyburn Kildee Ruppersberger
Cohen Kilmer Ryan (OH) .
Connolly Kind Sanchez, Linda
Conyers Kirkpatrick T.
Costa Kuster Sanchez, Loretta
Courtney Langevin Sarbanes
Crowley Larsen (WA) Schakowsky
Cuellar Larson (CT) Schiff
Cummings Lee (CA) Schneider
Davis (CA) Levin Schrader
Davis, Danny Lewis Schwartz
DeFazio Lipinski Scott (VA)
DeGette Loebsack Scott, David
Delaney Lofgren Serrano
DeLauro Lowenthal Sewell (AL)
DelBene Lowey Shea-Porter
Deutch Lujan Grisham Sherman
Dingell (NM) Sinema
Doggett Lujan, Ben Ray Sires
Doyle (NM) Slaughter
Duckworth Lyncl’{ Smith (WA)
Edwards Maffei Speier
Engel Maloney, Swalwell (CA)
Enyart Carolyn Takano
Eshoo Maloney, Sean Th CA)
Esty Matheson ompson (
Farr Matsui T?lompson MS)
Fattah McDermott Tierney
Foster McGovern Titus
Frankel (FL) McNerney Tonko
Fudge Meeks Tsongas
Gabbard Meng Van Hollen
Gallego Michaud Vargas
Garamendi Miller, George Veasey
Garcia Moore Vela
Grayson Moran Velazquez
Green, Al Nadler Visclosky
Green, Gene Napolitano Walz
Grijalva Neal Wasserman
Hahn Negrete McLeod Schultz
Hanabusa Nolan Waters
Hastings (FL) O’Rourke Waxman
Heck (WA) Owens Welch
Higgins Pallone Wilson (FL)
Himes Pascrell Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—14

Blumenauer Graves (GA) Pastor (AZ)
Cardenas Gutiérrez Roe (TN)
Cooper McCarthy (NY) Rush
Ellison McCollum Tiberi
Gosar Miller, Gary
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 353, nays 65,
not voting 12, as follows:

[Roll No. 67]

February 26, 2014

Royce Simpson Veasey
Ruiz Sinema Vela
Runyan Sires Velazquez
Ruppersberger Smith (MO) Visclosky
Ryan (OH) Smith (NE) Wagner
Ryan (WI) Smith (NJ) Walberg
Sincher, Linda  Smith (W) waden

a; 7, a i :

T. Southerland \xa}orskl
Sanchez, Loretta Speier az

Waters
Sanford Stewart
Sarbanes Stivers Weber (TX)
Scalise Stockman Webster (FL)
Schiff Stutzman Wenstrup
Schneider Takano Whitfield
Schock Terry Williams
Schrader Thompson (CA) Wilson (FL)
Schwartz Thompson (MS) Wilson (SC)
Schweikert Thompson (PA) Wittman
Scott, Austin Thornberry Wolf
Scott, David Tipton Womack
Sensenbrenner Titus Woodall
Sessions Tonko Yarmuth
Sewell (AL) Turner Yoder
Shea-Porter Upton Yoho
Shgrman Valadao Young (AK)
Shimkus Van Hollen Young (IN)
Shuster Vargas °
NAYS—65
Becerra Frankel (FL) Meng
Bustos Grayson Miller, George
Butterfield Grijalva Moran
Capuano Hastings (FL) Nadler
Cartwright Holt Neal
Castor (FL) Huffman O’Rourke
Chu Jeffries Pelosi
Cicilline Johnson (GA) Pingree (ME)
Clark (MA) Keating Pocan
Clarke (NY) Kennedy Richmond
Cleaver Kildee Roybal-Allard
Cohen Lee (CA) Schakowsky
Connolly Levin Scott (VA)
Conyers Lewis Serrano
Cooper Lofgren Slaughter
Crowley Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
Cummings Lowey Tierney
DeGette Maffei Tsongas
Dingell Matsui Wasserman
Edwards McDermott Schultz
Engel McGovern Waxman
Farr Meeks Welch
NOT VOTING—12
Blumenauer McCarthy (NY) Pastor (AZ)
Ellison McCollum Rush
Gosar Michaud Tiberi
Hudson Miller, Gary Westmoreland
0 1429

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on

the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

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.

PRIVATE PROPERTY RIGHTS
PROTECTION ACT OF 2013

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 1944) to protect private prop-
erty rights, on which the yeas and nays
were ordered.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) that the House suspend
the rules and pass the bill.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

YEAS—353
Aderholt Fattah Lipinski
Amash Fincher LoBiondo
Amodei Fitzpatrick Loebsack
Bachmann Fleischmann Long
Bachus Fleming Lucas
Barber Flores Luetkemeyer
Barletta Forbes Lujan Grisham
Barr Fortenberry (NM)
Barrow (GA) Foster Lujan, Ben Ray
Barton Foxx (NM)
Bass Franks (AZ) Lummis
Beatty Frelinghuysen Lynch
Benishek Fudge Maloney,
Bentivolio Gabbard Carolyn
Bera (CA) Gallego Maloney, Sean
Bilirakis Garamendi Marchant
Bishop (GA) Garcia Marino
Bishop (NY) Gardner Massie
Bishop (UT) Garrett Matheson
Black Gerlach McAllister
Blackburn Gibbs McCarthy (CA)
Bonamici Gibson McCaul
Boustany Gingrey (GA) McClintock
Brady (PA) Gohmert McHenry
Brady (TX) Goodlatte MclIntyre
Braley (IA) Gowdy McKeon
Bridenstine Granger McKinley
Brooks (AL) Graves (GA) McMorris
Brooks (IN) Graves (MO) Rodgers
Broun (GA) Green, Al McNerney
Brown (FL) Green, Gene Meadows
Brownley (CA) Griffin (AR) Meehan
Buchanan Griffith (VA) Messer
Bucshon Grimm Mica
Burgess Guthrie Miller (FL)
Byrne Gutiérrez Miller (MI)
Calvert Hahn Moore
Camp Hall Mullin
Campbell Hanabusa Mulvaney
Cantor Hanna Murphy (FL)
Capito Harper Murphy (PA)
Capps Harris Napolitano
Cardenas Hartzler Negrete McLeod
Carney Hastings (WA) Neugebauer
Carson (IN) Heck (NV) Noem
Carter Heck (WA) Nolan
Cassidy Hensarling Nugent
Castro (TX) Herrera Beutler Nunes
Chabot Higgins Nunnelee
Chaffetz Himes Olson
Clay Hinojosa Owens
Clyburn Holding Palazzo
Coble Honda Pallone
Coffman Horsford Pascrell
Cole Hoyer Paulsen
Collins (GA) Huelskamp Payne
Collins (NY) Huizenga (MI) Pearce
Conaway Hultgren Perlmutter
Cook Hunter Perry
Costa Hurt Peters (CA)
Cotton Israel Peters (MI)
Courtney Issa Peterson
Cramer Jackson Lee Petri
Crawford Jenkins Pittenger
Crenshaw Johnson (OH) Pitts
Cuellar Johnson, E. B. Poe (TX)
Culberson Johnson, Sam Polis
Daines Jones Pompeo
Davis (CA) Jordan Posey
Dayvis, Danny Joyce Price (GA)
Dayvis, Rodney Kaptur Price (NC)
DeFazio Kelly (IL) Quigley
Delaney Kelly (PA) Rahall
DeLauro Kilmer Rangel
DelBene Kind Reed
Denham King (IA) Reichert
Dent King (NY) Renacci
DeSantis Kingston Ribble
DesJarlais Kinzinger (IL) Rice (SC)
Deutch Kirkpatrick Rigell
Diaz-Balart Kline Roby
Doggett Kuster Roe (TN)
Doyle Labrador Rogers (AL)
Duckworth LaMalfa Rogers (KY)
Duffy Lamborn Rogers (MI)
Duncan (SC) Lance Rohrabacher
Duncan (TN) Langevin Rokita
Ellmers Lankford Rooney
Enyart Larsen (WA) Ros-Lehtinen
Eshoo Larson (CT) Roskam
Esty Latham Ross
Farenthold Latta Rothfus

Mr. COOPER. Mr. Speaker, | unintentionally
missed rollcall vote No. 66 and cast an incor-
rect vote for rollcall vote No. 67 on Wednes-
day, February 26, 2014. | would like to correct
my error and ask that the record reflect the
following: on H. Res. 487, rollcall vote No. 66,
| should have voted “no;” on H.R. 1944, roll-
call vote No. 67, | should have voted “aye.”

————
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STOP TARGETING OF POLITICAL
BELIEFS BY THE IRS ACT OF 2014

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to
House Resolution 487, I call up the bill
(H.R. 3865) to prohibit the Internal
Revenue Service from modifying the
standard for determining whether an
organization is operated exclusively for
the promotion of social welfare for pur-
poses of section 501(c)(4) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986, and ask for its
immediate consideration.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. COL-
LINS of Georgia). Pursuant to House
Resolution 487, the amendment in the
nature of a substitute recommended by
the Committee on Ways and Means,
printed in the bill, is adopted. The bill,
as amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 3865

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 ‘“‘Stop Tar-
geting of Political Beliefs by the IRS Act of
2014”.

SEC. 2. APPLICABLE STANDARD FOR DETER-
MINATIONS OF WHETHER AN ORGA-
NIZATION IS OPERATED EXCLU-
SIVELY FOR THE PROMOTION OF SO-
CIAL WELFARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The standard and defini-
tions as in effect on January 1, 2010, which
are used to determine whether an organiza-
tion is operated exclusively for the pro-
motion of social welfare for purposes of sec-
tion 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 shall apply for purposes of determining
the status of organizations under section
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) PROHIBITION ON MODIFICATION OF STAND-
ARD.—The Secretary of the Treasury may
not issue, revise, or finalize any regulation
(including the proposed regulations pub-
lished at 78 Fed. Reg. 71535 (November 29,
2013)), revenue ruling, or other guidance not
limited to a particular taxpayer relating to
the standard and definitions specified in sub-
section (a).

(¢) APPLICATION TO ORGANIZATIONS.—EX-
cept as provided in subsection (d), this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to any organi-
zation claiming tax exempt status under sec-
tion 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 which was created on, before, or after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) SUNSET.—This section shall not apply
after the one-year period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Stop Tar-
geting of Political Beliefs by the IRS Act of
2014”.

SEC. 2. APPLICABLE STANDARD FOR DETER-
MINATIONS OF WHETHER AN ORGA-
NIZATION IS OPERATED EXCLU-
SIVELY FOR THE PROMOTION OF SO-
CIAL WELFARE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The standard and defini-
tions as in effect on January 1, 2010, which
are used to determine whether an organiza-
tion is operated exclusively for the pro-
motion of social welfare for purposes of sec-
tion 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of
1986 shall apply for purposes of determining
the status of organizations under section
501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986
after the date of the enactment of this Act.

(b) PROHIBITION ON MODIFICATION OF STAND-
ARD.—The Secretary of the Treasury may
not (nor may any delegate of such Secretary)
issue, revise, or finalize any regulation (in-
cluding the proposed regulations published
at 78 Fed. Reg. 71535 (November 29, 2013)),
revenue ruling, or other guidance not limited
to a particular taxpayer relating to the
standard and definitions specified in sub-
section (a).

(¢) APPLICATION TO ORGANIZATIONS.—EX-
cept as provided in subsection (d), this sec-
tion shall apply with respect to any organi-
zation claiming tax exempt status under sec-
tion 501(c)(4) of the Internal Revenue Code of
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1986 which was created on, before, or after
the date of the enactment of this Act.

(d) SUNSET.—This section shall not apply
after the one-year period beginning on the
date of the enactment of this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CAMP) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
LEVIN) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. CAMP).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days in which to revise and
extend their remarks and to include ex-
traneous material on H.R. 3865.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 3865, the Stop Targeting of Po-
litical Beliefs by the IRS Act of 2014, to
stop the IRS and Treasury from re-
stricting free speech activities of social
welfare organizations that have been in
place for over 50 years.

Last May, we learned that the IRS
targeted conservative groups seeking
tax-exempt status. For over 9 months,
committee investigators have reviewed
hundreds of thousands of internal IRS
documents and interviewed IRS offi-
cials regarding the targeting. Our in-
vestigation is not yet over, and the
Ways and Means Committee continues
to wait for the IRS to turn over Lois
Lerner’s emails. Despite the ongoing
investigations both in Congress and by
the inspector general, last November
Treasury rushed forward with proposed
new regulations to stifle 501(c)(4)
groups, upending rules that have been
in place for over half a century.

Under the proposed rule, social wel-
fare organizations would face addi-
tional, unprecedented scrutiny for en-
gaging in the most basic nonpartisan
political activity, such as organizing
nonpartisan get-out-the-vote drives,
registering voters, or hosting candidate
forums in their neighborhood. If the
Treasury Department and the IRS have
their way, these sorts of activities
would jeopardize the tax-exempt status
of social welfare organizations.

Making matters worse, the adminis-
tration is pushing the proposed rule
based on a false premise. Treasury
issued these rules under the premise of
‘“‘considerable confusion” in the tax-ex-
empt application process. They use the
term considerable confusion to justify
their actions. However, the commit-
tee’s investigation has found no evi-
dence that confusion caused the IRS to
systematically target conservative
groups. In fact, we found evidence to
the contrary, that IRS workers in Cin-
cinnati flagged Tea Party cases for
Washington, D.C., because of ‘‘media
attention.” Before Washington got in-
volved, front-line IRS employees were
already processing and approving Tea
Party applications with no intrusive
questionnaires or signs of confusion.
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In addition to being based on a false
premise, the proposed rule was drafted
in secrecy and long before the adminis-
tration’s proclaimed need for clarity.
Our investigation has discovered that
Treasury and the IRS were working on
these new rules behind closed doors for
years—well before the targeting came
to light.

While the administration claims that
the proposed rule is a response to the
inspector general’s audit report, IRS
employees told committee staff in
transcribed interviews that discussions
about the rule started much earlier, in
the spring of 2011. Further, a June 2012
email between Treasury officials and
then-IRS director of tax exempt orga-
nizations, Lois Lerner, shows that
these potential regulations were being
discussed off plan—meaning that the
plans for the regulations were to be
discussed behind closed doors. This
type of behavior raises serious ques-
tions about the integrity of the rule-
making process and counsels for put-
ting a hold on the draft rules.

The intent of the rules proposed by
the Obama administration is clear: to
legalize the IRS’ inappropriate tar-
geting of conservative groups. These
proposed rules severely limit groups’
rights to engage in public debate by la-
beling activities such as candidate fo-
rums, get-out-the-vote efforts, and
voter registration as ‘‘political activ-
ity for 501(c)(4) groups. However,
501(c)(3)’s—which are not allowed to en-
gage in my political activity—and
labor unions are free to continue to en-
gage in these activities without limita-
tion.

It is clear that the American people
are also concerned that these proposed
rules would squash their First Amend-
ment rights. Treasury has received
over 94,000 comments on the rule so far,
which is the most they have ever re-
ceived on any rule ever. Given the
American public’s significant interest
in the proposed rules, it is imperative
that Treasury put a hold on them until
the investigations into the targeting
are complete so that all the facts are
known and the public has ample oppor-
tunity to be heard.

This legislation will ensure that
Treasury does not rush this rule into
effect this year, allows the ongoing in-
vestigations to issue findings on the
targeting, helps us to stop the IRS’ tar-
geting of taxpayers based on their per-
sonal beliefs, and is a commonsense
step to preserve these groups’ ability
to engage in public debate.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
voting ‘‘yes’ to this legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. BOUSTANY) control the re-
mainder of my time.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.
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On a day when the chairman of the
Ways and Means Committee, Mr. CAMP,
is unveiling a tax measure that re-
quires serious bipartisanship to be suc-
cessful, we are here on the floor consid-
ering a totally political bill in an at-
tempt to resurrect an alleged scandal
that never existed.

Was there incompetence at the IRS
in the processing of 501(c)(4) applica-
tions?

Yes—and I was among the very first
who said that those in supervision
should be held accountable.

Was there corruption, political inter-
ference, White House involvement, an
enemies list, as the Republicans have
claimed since day one?

Absolutely not; no evidence whatso-
ever.

Yesterday, the IRS Commissioner
confirmed that $8 million has been
spent directly on those investigations
as over 2565 people have spent over
79,000 hours doing nothing but respond-
ing to congressional investigations. An
additional $6 million to $8 million has
been spent to add capacity to informa-
tion technology systems to process se-
curely the 500,000 pages of documents
Congress has received.

What have they learned? That both
progressive and conservative groups
were inappropriately screened out by
name and not activity, and that no one
was involved in this outside of the IRS,
and that there was no political motiva-
tion involved.

When the inspector general asked his
chief investigator to look into the pos-
sibility of political motivation by the
IRS, that investigator concluded:

There was no indication that pulling these
selected applications was politically moti-
vated. The email traffic indicated there were
unclear processing directions and the group
wanted to make sure they had guidance on
processing the applications so they pulled
them. This is a very important nuance.

Indeed, it is, and it is precisely that
lack of clarity that the IRS was re-
sponding to in proposing new regula-
tions for 501(c)(4) organizations. New
regulations that are designed to bring
certainty in determining whether an
organization’s primary activities are
political.

The regulations are among several
steps the IG himself recommended in
his audit report that the IRS under-
take, each of which the Republicans re-
peatedly called for action on.

In a June 3, 2013, hearing before the
House Appropriations Committee,
Chairman CRENSHAW told Acting IRS
Commissioner Danny Werfel:

We’re going to insist that the IRS imple-
ment all nine of the recommendations in the
inspector general’s report.

A Republican member of the Ways
and Means Committee, Mr. ROSKAM,
has a bill to implement all of the in-
spector general’s recommendations, in-
cluding implementing new 501(c)(4) reg-
ulations.

Why is this important? Because ap-
plications for 501(c)(4) status have
nearly doubled between 2010 and 2012—
to 3,357, and spending has skyrocketed.
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In 2006, $1 million was spent by (c)(4)
organizations. In 2010, $92 million was
spent. In 2012, $256 million has been
spent by (c)(4) organizations.

The (c)(4) designation presently al-
lows organizations to keep their donors
secret, hidden as to which individuals
contributed, and that is exactly the se-
crecy that the Republicans are trying
to preserve.

Why? Because the three largest
spenders, representing fully 51 percent
of the total, are a Who’s Who list of Re-
publican political operatives.
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It is indicated here: Crossroads GPS,
Karl Rove, $71 million; Americans for
Prosperity, the Koch brothers, $36 mil-
lion; and the American Future Fund,
the Koch brothers again, $25 million.
That is $132 million of the sky-
rocketing $256 million that the Federal
Election Commission had reported to
it, according to the Center for Respon-
sive Politics.

If you live in a targeted State and
you turn on your television, you have
probably seen these groups at work dis-
torting the Affordable Care Act.

That is why we are here today, pure-
ly and simply, not because Republicans
want to stand up for the rights of so-
cial welfare organizations—and they
often talk about small ones—but to
preserve the secrecy around the Repub-
licans’ big campaign efforts.

These are draft regulations that the
Republicans themselves called for.
Over 76,000 comments—and I think now
more—have been received, and the
comment period does not close until
Friday.

These regulations aren’t likely to
come out this year anyway with all
these comments, so why this bill? Why
this bill? It is very, very clear, and it is
very simple. There is a problem with
501(c)(4)’s. The three organizations that
I mentioned that are involved as polit-
ical operatives, in one form or another,
these are people who have donors no-
body knows. This is secret money.

Why are we standing here and saying
to the IRS: Don’t look at 502(c)(4)’s;
don’t look at the possible massive
abuse; don’t look at what has happened
in the last few years where political
operatives, under the guise of 501(c)(4),
have moved from $1 million in many
cases to $256 million reported to the
FEC?

Our constituents, Democrats and Re-
publicans, are offering their comments.
Some of them I agree with and they de-
serve to be read, but not to be shredded
at the hands of a November campaign
strategy by the Republican Party of
this country and by the Republican
Conference of this House.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the gentleman from New
York (Mr. CROWLEY) control the bal-
ance of the time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Michigan?
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There was no objection.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I want to take a moment just to re-
spond to some of the comments that
my friend on the other side made.

First of all, there are three ongoing
investigations that are incomplete.
There is the congressional investiga-
tion being conducted by multiple com-
mittees, incomplete; there is the in-
spector general investigation, still in-
complete and ongoing; and there is a
third, a criminal investigation.

I ask, first off, the question: Why
start regulating now when we don’t
have all the information? Let’s let all
this go to conclusion and then insti-
tute the proper reforms.

I want to point out that in its report
on targeting, the inspector general rec-
ommended the Treasury and the IRS
provide guidance on how to measure
political activity—not what con-
stitutes political activity, how to
measure it.

The proposed rule has been in devel-
opment since 2011. Internal IRS emails
between Treasury and IRS show that
they were developing the rule off
plan—off plan. That means beyond the
sunshine of disclosure and out in the
open—off plan. What do they have to
hide? Why are they doing this? And
this is actually before all the allega-
tions came out.

Then, when asked at the markup of
H.R. 38656—this legislation—whether
the proposed rule answers the inspector
general’s recommendation for the IRS
and Treasury to provide guidance on
measuring political activity, Tom
Barthold, the chief of staff of the Joint
Committee on Taxation, nonpartisan,
said: The proposed rule does not ad-
dress the measurement issue.

All we are seeking to do is to delay
the implementation of this rule until
we complete the investigation and we
have all the facts, and then we can talk
about what necessary reforms should
be implemented.

But I think it is a bit premature to
start putting forth regulations that
will infringe on First Amendment
rights. It is a very blunt instrument
and a very dangerous path to embark
upon at this point in time.

With that, I am happy to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. KELLY), my friend, a mem-
ber of the Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, I rise in strong support of the
piece of legislation we are talking
about.

I think it is rather chilling that 223
years ago, our First Amendment rights
were enshrined in our Bill of Rights.
We have all taken the same oath. We
said, to the best of our ability, we pre-
serve, protect, and defend the Constitu-
tion of the United States. I am hearing
now dollar signs or dollar numbers
being there saying, well, we can’t af-
ford to spend this kind of money.

Never before in America were we ever
worried about the cost of money when
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it comes to defending our freedoms and
liberties under our Constitution and
our Bill of Rights. It has no dollar at-
tached to it. It is basically fundamen-
tally American.

When we talk about American citi-
zens not being able to talk that way—
the First Amendment, by the way, pro-
tects us and enshrines us, 45 words in
the First Amendment that protect and
enshrine our rights.

This is not a political issue. This is
not about an “R” or a “D.” This is
about a ‘““‘we.” This is about the entire
country. If we are going to sit here and
say: Oh, no, this just has to do with an
election—an election—really, an elec-
tion?—we cannot allow the voice of the
people not to be heard in our town
squares. When they need to speak out,
they need to know that they can speak
out without being threatened or with-
out being worried about what is going
to happen to them.

This is so basically who we are as
Americans. It has nothing to do with
Republicans and Democrats, Independ-
ents and Libertarians. It has to do with
who we are. If we cannot see that and
we turn this into a political agenda and
talking points, then, my gosh, how far
we have fallen from what the Founders
intended at the very beginning.

We cannot have this debate in seri-
ousness and say we are spending too
much money to protect the rights of
our American citizens. That is abso-
lutely foolish.

I am very, very strong on the protec-
tion of what we are talking about. H.R.
3865 reconfirms what the American
people need to know. They can speak
out on anything, anytime, anywhere
they want, without having to be wor-
ried about anybody interfering with it,
especially a government.

This is a government that serves the
people; this is not a people that serve
our government. And to think that we
have to have a piece of legislation in
addition to our First Amendment
rights on the floor is absolutely so dif-
ferent than what we think.

Again, the voice of the American peo-
ple has got to be heard. I don’t care—
conservative, liberal, I don’t care
where you are coming from. You have
the right to speak out anytime you
want.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, may 1
inquire as to how much time is remain-
ing on both sides, for housekeeping
purposes?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York has 22 minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Lou-
isiana has 21%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. CROWLEY. Thank you,
Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time
as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we have all heard the
outrage and the innuendos from my
Republican colleagues and their chief
mouthpiece, FOX News. The facts
should show this is phony, a phony in-
vestigation against President Obama
launched for political purposes: facts

Mr.
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like the person who began these inves-
tigations was a self-described conserv-
ative Republican; facts like more than
500,000 pages of documents have been
provided to Congress, and there is no
smoking gun; facts like, of the five
dozen interviews of IRS employees at
15 congressional hearings, that nothing
was found.

These are the facts, but I realize
some will choose to not believe the
facts versus fiction. Let me provide
some basic commonsense information.

The inspector general who oversees
the IRS, someone who was appointed
by then-President George W. Bush—
someone who has admitted that he cov-
ered up political targeting of progres-
sive groups in his report to Congress;
someone who had a number of private
meetings with the Republican chair of
the Oversight Committee, DARRELL
IssA, and then came out to issue public
statements as facts—this someone, J.
Russell George, has testified under
oath that he notified Congressman
DARRELL ISsA of his investigation into
the IRS in the summer of 2012.

Do you know what else was hap-
pening in the summer of 2012? A very
close Presidential election.

Does anyone honestly think, if there
was an actual scandal or an actual tar-
geting of just Tea Party groups by the
administration in the months and the
weeks leading up to the 2012 elections
when Barack Obama was going to the
ballot, that Congressman DARRELL
IssA wouldn’t blow the whistle and ex-
pose it when he was notified that an in-
vestigation was ongoing and occurring?

It just doesn’t pass the laugh test.
This is another phony scam in the
realm of phony scams my Republican
colleagues make up to go after Demo-
cratic Presidents.

But what is also interesting is that,
just as the Republicans continue their
crusade to discredit the IRS, the Re-
publicans have rallied around their
version of tax reform—I have a copy of
the summation right here; this is just
the summation—a radical version that
will empower—empower—the IRS. This
legislation that they are offering today
will empower the IRS and raise taxes
on families while cutting them for
multinational corporations.

For the past several years, the public
has been told that the Republicans
would try to rip the Tax Code out from
its roots and that it would be rewritten
by Democrats and Republicans to-
gether.

Well, guess what. Democrats were
never once invited to help draft, draft
this bill. Speaker BOEHNER even dis-
missed Democratic criticism of the
process by saying, ‘‘Blah, blah, blah.”

So what is the result? A radical Re-
publican tax plan that will, if enacted,
end the tax break for families to de-
duct their State and local income taxes
that they already paid in taxes to the
States and local governments. It will
slash the mortgage interest deduction
for homeowners. It will create a new
tax on Social Security. It will tax
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workers for the health care offered by
their employer. It will increase taxes
on hundreds of thousands of our mili-
tary families. It will institute the
chained CPI to raise taxes, and it is
also known to reduce veterans’ and So-
cial Security benefit checks.

This really does beg the question:
Whose side are our Republican col-
leagues on? They try to look populist
by creating false and fake scandals and
bashing the IRS, but in reality, their
words and actions mask their bill to
empower the IRS and radically rede-
sign the Tax Code, making families pay
more so international corporations can
pay less.

That is the real scandal here this
afternoon, Mr. Speaker.

With that, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I welcome the opportunity to debate
tax reform, but it is obvious to me that
the gentleman hasn’t read the bill yet,
and I think you should read the bill be-
fore you debate tax reform. That will
come on another day.

But I want to get back to why we are
here today. I want to point out that
this is a bipartisan IRS investigation
by Congress. I want to also point out,
in that regard, that the Ways and
Means Committee document requests
are bipartisan joint requests from
Chairman CAMP and Ranking Member
LEVIN. Ranking Member LEVIN also ad-
mits that the investigation is incom-
plete.

So we have to get down to the bot-
tom of this and let this investigation
be done. The American people deserve
to know what the truth is before we
start issuing new law or having new
regulations issued by the executive
branch which will have the chilling ef-
fect of infringing on First Amendment
rights.

One of the previous speakers on the
other side mentioned the IRS spending
money and manpower on this inves-
tigation. Yes, the IRS also spent $40
million on conferences over the period
of the targeting.
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One conference alone cost $4.1 mil-
lion—waste. In 2012, the IRS spent $21.6
million on union activity—taxpayer
dollars on union activity. Explain that
to the taxpayer. The IRS also spends
about $5 million annually on its full-
service production studio in New
Carrollton, Maryland.

The fact of the matter is that the
American people are tired of the waste.
They are tired, and they are also very
concerned about the infringement on
their First Amendment rights.

With that, I am very pleased to yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. RENACCI).

Mr. RENACCI. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of H.R. 3865, the Stop
Targeting of Political Beliefs by the
IRS Act.

Last year, northeast Ohioans and
Americans across the country were
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deeply troubled to learn the IRS
abused its power by targeting conserv-
ative groups. Many in Ohio’s 16th Dis-
trict, my district, contacted my office
to express grave concerns about the
lack of accountability and trans-
parency within the IRS. Not only did
the Federal agency violate the public
trust, but it infringed on our First
Amendment rights.

The Ways and Means Committee
began investigating allegations of po-
tential political discrimination within
the IRS nearly 3 years ago. What was
discovered is disturbing. The com-
mittee found evidence that conserv-
ative groups were targeted to an extent
far beyond what was initially reported.
As part of its ongoing investigation,
the committee requested and reviewed
hundreds of thousands of internal IRS
documents, and it interviewed dozens
of its employees.

Recently, the IRS published draft
rules that would essentially authorize
the continued targeting of political
groups. These rules represent a dis-
regard for liberties outlined in our Con-
stitution, and they demonstrate the
dangers of a growing Federal Govern-
ment. The IRS’ actions bring to light
just how rampant abuse is within this
administration. The American people
will not tolerate it, and neither will
Congress.

This legislation is commonsense. It
would require the IRS to halt this rule-
making process until the committee
completes its investigation. It is crit-
ical that the committee gathers all the
facts before the IRS implements these
rules, which were created behind closed
doors. That is not political. That is
just common sense. There should be no
controversy at all.

This legislation builds upon a bill I
introduced last year which would spe-
cifically spell out that any IRS em-
ployee, regardless of political affili-
ation, who targeted a taxpayer for po-
litical purposes could be immediately
relieved of his duties. It passed the
House with broad bipartisan support.

This is not a partisan issue. Whether
you are a Republican, a Democrat or
an Independent, above all, we are
Americans. Targeting anyone based on
any affiliation goes against the very
principles this country was founded
upon. Americans of all political beliefs
deserve to know that they will not be
targeted by their government for polit-
ical purposes.

I thank Chairman CAMP for his hard
work on this important legislation, and
I urge my colleagues to support it.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I just
want to remind the gentleman from
Ohio that this tax bill, know as the
Tax Reform Act of 2014, which was
made public today, will be a sucker
punch to the guts of families who live
in higher tax States, like Illinois, Wis-
consin, Nebraska, New York, and Ohio.
All of these States have representation
from the Republican Party on the
Ways and Means Committee. They
helped to draft this legislation. The
question is: Whose side are they on?
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With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington State (Mr. MCDERMOTT).

(Mr. McDERMOTT asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. MCDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, here
we are back in the theater of the ab-
surd. The Republicans are wasting val-
uable time and resources on political
theater, crafted to make the producers
at FOX television happy while they
should be moving forward with the
country’s business.

There have been six separate inves-
tigations. Not a single shred of evi-
dence has been found demonstrating
political motivation or White House in-
volvement in the IRS grouping of the
tea party applications by name. Now,
one of my colleagues is a physician. He
is from Louisiana. He has operated
many times. You do not begin surgery
until you know what is going on with
the patient. We have six investigations
which found no reason to operate, no
reason to pass this legislation. Yet
here it is. Ironically, the real trickery
of this is this bill. It is designed to pro-
tect Karl Rove’s Crossroads GPS and
the Koch Brothers of Houston from ex-
posing where the money that they put
into the political process is being used.

Everyone knows what a 501(c)(4) is
about. You give the money to the orga-
nizations. They don’t have to report
your name to anyone, and then the or-
ganizations can use it any way they
want. Now, if an organization goes to
the IRS and says, ‘“‘we want a 501(c)(4),”
the IRS should ask a few questions,
don’t you think, if they are going to
give an exemption from the American
people, from those people paying the
taxes who put it in there? Karl Rove
and all of his cohorts ought to pay
taxes if they are going to use it for the
political process, and it is the IRS’ job
to find that out. It is the same with
liberal groups. Any group that comes
in has to explain what it is going to do
with the money.

We have had six investigations, but
now we have a bill without any conclu-
sion from any committee or any inves-
tigation that there is a problem. The
floor of the House should not be the
stage for the Republicans to work out
their November election strategy and
funding. If Republicans really want to
work on behalf of the American people,
they should get serious and roll up
their sleeves. The production tax credit
ought to pass out of here as a unani-
mous consent. There are a thousand
things that ought to be happening here
today instead of this silly bill, which
will have no effect. It is not going
through the Senate. The President
isn’t going to sign it. It is simply polit-
ical theater to give the directors at
FOX TV things to put on television.

If you intend to do something real,
you can, but this bill is not real. It is
simply to reignite the baseless allega-
tions against the White House.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
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tleman from Virginia (Mr. CANTOR),
the majority leader of the House.

Mr. CANTOR. I thank the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Stop Targeting of Political Be-
liefs by the IRS Act.

Political speech was considered by
our Founders to be deserving of the ut-
most protection. The First Amendment
they wrote is no less crucial to our de-
mocracy today than it was in those ini-
tial days. Since those days, Americans
have come up with all sorts of ways to
exercise their fundamental free speech
rights, including assembling together
in organizations to express their
thoughts about what their government
is doing.

These groups, including those known
as 501(c)(4) organizations, are an impor-
tant part of our democracy. Many of
these groups are formed to specifically
engage and educate our citizenry
through candidate forums, debates,
grassroots lobbying, voter registration,
and other activities to promote the
common good so America has an in-
formed public.

For over 50 years, these organiza-
tions have been eligible to apply for
tax-exempt status, but now, Mr. Speak-
er, that status is under threat from
new regulations being proposed by the
IRS. The goal here is clear. These regu-
lations were reverse engineered in
order to directly silence political oppo-
nents of this administration’s.

That is the worst kind of government
abuse. Silencing your critics is com-
monplace in authoritarian countries,
not in the United States of America.
Frankly, it is a cowardly act to silence
people via backroom regulations.
Those who disagree with any adminis-
tration’s policies, whether conservative
or liberal, still deserve the constitu-
tional protections afforded to them.
This kind of government abuse must
stop, and it must stop now.

Today, we have an opportunity to act
in a bipartisan manner because this
bill prevents these costly regulations
from taking effect on groups that pro-
mote issues both sides of the aisle
deeply care about. Nearly 70,000 com-
ments have been submitted about this
proposed regulation from both sides or
all sides of the ideological spectrum.
The majority of those submissions are
negative.

Recently, the American Civil Lib-
erties Union submitted a 26-page com-
ment to IRS Commissioner John
Koskinen, stating:

Social welfare organizations praise or
criticize candidates for public office on the
issues, and they should be able to do so free-
ly, without fear of losing or being denied tax-
exempt status, even if doing so could influ-
ence a citizen’s vote.

The ACLU continued, stating that
the advocacy work done by these
groups is ‘‘the heart of our representa-
tive democracy.”

The ACLU and so many others who
have also spoken out in opposition to
this proposed regulation are absolutely
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right. Political speech represents the
best part of America, the ability for
Americans to be able to reach out to
their elected representatives and let
them know when they agree or dis-
agree with them.

No matter which side of the aisle we
are on, Mr. Speaker, we must protect
that fundamental freedom. So let us
stand together today and pass this bill
so that Americans, whether individ-
ually or collectively, can continue to
strengthen our political process with-
out fear of retribution.

I would like to thank Chairman CAMP
as well as subcommittee Chairman
BoUSTANY on the Ways and Means
Committee and all of those across our
country who have spoken out on this
issue, and I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mr. CROWLEY. The only threat, Mr.
Speaker, to the freedoms of Americans
is not the bill we are discussing on the
floor today but the bill that was an-
nounced this afternoon, the Tax Re-
form Act of 2014—the freedom of Amer-
icans to purchase their first homes, the
freedom of Americans not to have at-
tacks placed on their health -care.
Those are the types of freedoms that
are being threatened today.

With that, I yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from California (Mr.
BECERRA), the chair of the Democratic
Caucus of the House of Representa-
tives.

Mr. BECERRA. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I think the best way to
describe this bill is to call it the ‘“‘pre-
vent secret money from disclosure
act,”” because that is what we are real-
ly talking about.

What matters today to most Ameri-
cans? If you talk to folks back home or
on the street, they will tell you: Are
you working on making sure the pri-
vate sector is creating jobs? Does this
bill help create jobs? No. They will say:
Then at least make sure, if I am paying
taxes, you are using them the right
way. Does this bill help taxpayers save
money? No.

So why are we doing this?

You are hearing folks talk about the
Constitution. The Constitution doesn’t
guarantee campaign donors get special
tax treatment or protections. The First
Amendment protects speech, not secret
contributions.

So what is the problem?

The problem is that the IRS has fi-
nally figured out that a whole bunch of
folks are funneling a lot of dark, secret
money into organizations that under
the Tax Code are permitted and that
they are using this to influence our
American campaigns.

We have no idea who is making these
contributions of millions of dollars—
secret dollars—to influence campaigns
here in America. Is it foreign govern-
ments giving these millions of dollars?
We don’t know. Is it money launderers
trying to influence elections? We don’t
know. We have no idea who is giving
this money because, under the Tax
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Code under which these organizations
are filing, they have no obligation to
disclose who has given them one red
cent.

That Tax Code section, 501(c)(4), is
very similar to the 501(c)(3), the chari-
table organization we are very familiar
with. 501(c)(4)s are classified as ‘‘social
welfare organizations.” Guess what?
Do you know how much those social
welfare organizations spent doing cam-
paign and political work in our elec-
tions? How much do you think the po-
litical campaigns spent, the Repub-
lican National Committee and the
Democratic National Committee com-
bined? $255 billion in the 2012 election.
That is what the two political parties
spent together. How much did social
welfare organizations spend on cam-
paign and political activity? More than
the two political parties combined—
$256 billion. Can you tell me where one
penny came from? No, you can’t, be-
cause it is all secret money.

What are the proponents of this bill
trying to do? They are trying to hide
the names of those who gave the
money. Why? We don’t know.
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But it sure would be nice to know
who is getting all this money, when
just 8 years ago, those same social wel-
fare organizations gave a total of $1
million for political purposes. It was
$256 billion in 2012. Eight years ago, it
was $1 million.

Something is going on in America.
Someone is trying to buy elections.
And we can’t figure it out because
those donors don’t have to be disclosed.
It is time to make sure that those do-
nations are disclosed. That is all the
IRS is trying to do.

It is cloaked as something different
by proponents of this bill. Let’s not
hide the money. It is time to disclose
those contractors.

Vote down this bill.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

There is no denying that we may
need reforms in this. There has been a
lot of debate about this. The gentleman
from California and I have had those
kinds of conversations. But I would
point out that the investigations are
not complete, and they need to be com-
plete.

The ranking member mentioned ear-
lier in his comments money and donors
as reasons for this rule, but neither the
word ‘‘donor,” ‘“‘money,”’ or ‘‘contribu-
tions’ appears in the regulation.

It has been cited by the former Com-
missioner of the IRS that there was
confusion. A confusion narrative
emerged, but it was on the basis of no
internal investigation at the IRS.
There has been no interview of the em-
ployees, no facts established. We are
still doing this investigation, from our
standpoint, as is the inspector general.

We know from our investigation so
far, having interviews with the Cin-
cinnati employees, that they were not
confused by the rules. They were proc-

H1965

essing the applications until inter-
ference came down from Washington,
from higher up in the Exempt Organi-
zations Division of the IRS. Employees
then flagged Tea Party applications
and others because of what they said
were ‘‘media interest,” not confusion.
Within 24 hours of the flagging for
media interest, these Washington, D.C.,
officials at the IRS requested Tea
Party applications.

Unlike the IRS, the Committee on
Ways and Means has been investigating
this matter, and we have not com-
pleted this investigation. But com-
mittee investigators have interviewed
nearly three dozen IRS officials, from
frontline screeners to the former com-
missioner. We have reviewed hundreds
of thousands of documents. It is near-
ing completion, but this investigation
is being held up.

A central figure in this investigation
is Lois Lerner. We have not gotten the
information that we have requested
from Lois Lerner. We have put the
newly confirmed Commissioner on no-
tice that if he wants to move forward
with reforms and do all the things he
wants to do during his tenure at IRS,
we have got to get this investigation
done. We have to get the facts on the
table, and this IRS has to come clean
before the American people.

This agency occupies a central part
of every single American’s life. It af-
fects every one of us. This agency has
the power to destroy each and every
one of us. And that is why the trust
and the integrity needs to be restored.

All this rule does is shuts down
speech. It does nothing that these gen-
tlemen, our friends on the other side of
the aisle, have mentioned in terms of
reforms and cleaning up the election
system and all that. No, it does none of
that. It just simply stifles speech. I
don’t think that is appropriate.

We owe it to the American people
and we owe it to the integrity of this
institution to complete this investiga-
tion, put the facts on the table, and fol-
low these facts wherever they may
lead. This is not political. This is sim-
ply looking at the facts.

Rather than a recently drafted cure
for confusion, this proposed rule, like I
said, simply focuses to silence some of
these small groups, silence conserv-
atives.

As early as 2011, long before the in-
spector general audit, IRS officials in
Washington, D.C., began talking about
the proposed rule. We have email from
Treasury to IRS, off plan—off plan.
Now we are trying to get more of those
emails because we want to know what
they mean by ‘‘off plan.” What was
really discussed and why was all this
talked about before the allegations
even came forward from these various
groups?

This is not right. We need to get to
the bottom of it. And rather than cur-
ing confusion, the proposed rule would
simply silence these social welfare or-
ganizations and have a dispropor-
tionate effect on some of these right-
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leaning conservative groups that were
subject, in the first place, to the tar-
geting.

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

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

My good friend from Louisiana would
continue to have you believe that only
right-wing and conservative groups
were being investigated when in fact he
knows and we know that it went well
beyond that. There were progressive
groups who were also subject to this in-
vestigation.

Mr. Speaker, let me also point out to
my friend from Louisiana, he men-
tioned that maybe members of the
Democratic Caucus had not yet perused
the Republican Tax Reform Act of 2014.
I would just point out for the record
that I am assuming he read the pro-
posed regulations. He mentioned that
money was not mentioned, when in
fact on the first page, in the fourth
standout:

Contributions of money or anything of
value to, or solicitation of contributions on
behalf of, a candidate, political organization,
or any other section 501(c) organization en-
gaged in candidate-related political activity.

So money is mentioned on the first
page, just to set the record straight,
Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, this Republican radical
tax plan will, for the first time, tax
workers for their health insurance ben-
efits that they are provided through
their job and tax previously untaxed
Social Security income. The question,
again, is: Whose side are they on?

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. BILL PASCRELL, my friend.

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I sin-
cerely have the greatest respect for the
good doctor. I think he is a reasonable
man and a good person, but when you
are explaining, you are losing.

I rise in strong opposition to this leg-
islation.

After we learned last year about the
inexcusable way the IRS evaluated ap-
plications for tax-exempt status—be-
cause that is what is at the heart of
this issue—I was hopeful that we could
have a bipartisan response. After all, it
was not only conservative groups, as
you have heard, that had their applica-
tions singled out solely because of
words like ‘“Tea Party.” No one is de-
nying that. Progressive groups were in-
appropriately filtered as well. My
Democratic colleagues and I were
equally outraged by this behavior. We
put it on the record. But those hopes
faded quickly when it became apparent
that my colleagues on the other side
weren’t actually interested in inves-
tigating this wrongdoing and fixing the
problems.

This bill is just the latest example of
how, instead, they are only concerned
with scoring cheap political points.
Where I am from in Paterson, New Jer-
sey, we would call this Pyrrhic soph-
istry. That is what we would call it.
Empty arguments, deceitful. That is
what that means.
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The examples the Republican leader
pointed out could be under section 527.
But if you are under 527, you need to
disclose where the money came from.
So you choose not to be under section
527 of the Tax Code. You would rather
be in another section. And what is that
other section? You are not tax liable
and you don’t have to disclose who
gave you the money.

What is this? Russia? China?

You heard the numbers. We are talk-
ing about billions of dollars. The dif-
ference? They would have to disclose
where the money came from.

No evidence of any retribution has
been found yet within either political
party. So this is really a witch hunt.
For the American people, unfortu-
nately, it is the integrity of our elec-
toral process here that is on trial.

The fact is that the Supreme Court’s
rulings have legalized a torrent of hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in corporate
spending that has infected our elec-
tions.

We ask again today, join us in cor-
recting that decision by the Supreme
Court. It has infected our legal process.

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

Mr. CROWLEY. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. One of the most
egregious newly legal big spenders are
organizations operating as 501(c)(4) tax-
exempt groups. They could easily be
under section 527. We created a special
section of the Tax Code precisely for
tax-exempt political groups. No, they
don’t want to go under those groups,
because if they go under those groups,
they have got to tell us who is contrib-
uting to them.

This is absolutely chicanery. These
regulations aren’t some wild-eyed,
down-the-rabbit-hole conspiracy theory
to prosecute the President’s political
enemies.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired.

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

Mr. PASCRELL. They are simply
about preserving congressional intent
and providing clear rules of the road,
both for tax-exempt groups and the
IRS, about what exactly is political ac-
tivity so they know what is permissible
under the law.

This isn’t about free speech. This
isn’t about being a Tea Party or a Pro-
gressive. Spend all the money you want
to say whatever you want about any
election. Just don’t expect to be able to
do so while calling yourself a tax-ex-
empt social welfare group.

We are paying more taxes because
these people are getting away with it.
That is the bottom line. And you, I
know, Doctor, are totally against that,
because you would not really, in the
final analysis, prefer that some groups
are better than others—those particu-
larly who don’t tell us who donated to
the group.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All
Members are reminded to address their
remarks to the Chair.
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Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, how
much time is left on both sides?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from New York has 4% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from Lou-
isiana has 11%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

In the Nation Magazine, Nan Aron of
the liberal judicial lobby, the Alliance
for Justice, writes:

501(c)(4)’s are made up of over 86,000 mostly
small organizations nationwide that are ac-
tive participants in civic life.

They were not invented in the last
election cycle. They have been around
for generations. Their purpose isn’t to
hide donors. It is to advance policies.

Ms. Aron also adds:

These groups were involved in elections be-
cause it is often impossible to advance a pol-
icy cause without being involved in the po-
litical process.

This is from the liberal side of the
political spectrum.

I am now pleased to yield 4 minutes
to the gentleman from Indiana, TODD
YouNG, a member of the Ways and
Means Committee.

Mr. YOUNG of Indiana. Thank you,
Mr. Chairman. Thank you for your
leadership on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today because
this is an essential issue that affects
groups in my home State of Indiana, as
well as groups throughout the country.

As a member of the Committee on
Ways and Means, I have been present
during hearings where we have learned
that the IRS targeted conservative and
Tea Party groups. During those same
hearings, I have shared letters and doc-
uments that showed some of the tar-
geted conservative groups were my fel-
low Hoosiers.

Regretfully, it appears that the IRS,
rather than holding those responsible
for this targeted sort of activity, is
seeking to make political targeting
part of their standard operating proce-
dure. The recently proposed IRS regu-
lation that pertains to these 501(c)(4)
groups is designed to do so in a way
that clearly inhibits their First
Amendment activities.

501(c)(4) is the section of our Tax
Code that many of the conservative
groups tried to file under. They can’t
file as a 501(c)(3) because that would
limit their ability to engage in grass-
roots lobbying. They can’t file as a
501(c)(b) because they aren’t a labor
union. They can’t file as a 501(c)(6) be-
cause they aren’t a chamber of com-
merce. They can’t file as a 527 because
that would limit them only to political
activity.

None of these other organizations are
affected by the new regulations—only
501(c)(4)’s.

Now, this seems curious to me, and
the regulation seems aimed at pre-
venting such groups from engaging in
civil discourse. This is why I strongly
support H.R. 3865, the Stop Targeting
of Political Beliefs, or STOP, Act.

This bill doesn’t say that the IRS
cannot regulate this issue, or even that
they should not regulate this issue.
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Instead, it just tells them to wait
until the investigation into this tar-

geting concludes before discussing
whether any changes to the rules are
necessary.

It is eminently reasonable. It would
help protect the political speech and
the civil rights of my constituents and
those around the country. I urge my
colleagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this bill.

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

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. ROSKAM), our friend on the
Ways and Means Committee.

Mr. ROSKAM. Mr. Speaker, there is
one thing worse than gridlock, accord-
ing to my predecessor, Congressman
Henry Hyde. The worst thing than grid-
lock is the greased chute of govern-
ment.

It is ironic that the very administra-
tion that jammed through the Afford-
able Care Act, also known in the
vernacular as ObamaCare, the very
group that foisted that on the Amer-
ican public in the middle of the night,
without much oversight, without much
discussion, just jammed it all through,
now has a new remedy as it relates to
this newest problem, and that is, do it
again. Do it again on another issue.

We heard our friend from New Jersey
posing a question, and he is mis-
informed. The nature of his question
was somehow that the American public
is paying for this, and yet, we had tes-
timony that Mr. CAMP, the chairman of
the Ways and Means Committee, asked
this question of Mr. Barthold, who is
the chief of staff for the Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation.

He asked this question—this is DAVE
CAMP, chairman of the committee:

Do these proposed regulations respond to
some kind of revenue loss or some kind of
tax avoidance scheme?

Answer: Not that I am aware of, sir. These
organizations are generally exempt, and a
revenue loss has not been identified as the
basis of these proposed regulations.

So let’s not kid ourselves. Here is the
reality. The reality is that this stifles
speech. This is from an administration
that has been complicit in overseeing
an Internal Revenue Service that has
picked winners and losers, Mr. Speak-
er, has been able to say you get to par-
ticipate in the public debate and you
don’t.

We ought not do this. There have
been over 100,000 comments on this pro-
posed regulation. For those that want
to participate and offer their own com-
ment, Mr. Speaker, they can go to ros-
kam.house.gov/dontbesilenced to make
sure that their voice is heard as well
offering an official comment on this.

One thing we do know: we know that
an administration which has a tend-
ency to over-respond, we know that an
administration that has not much
credibility, frankly, on being thought-
ful and nimble as it comes to legisla-
tion, is not the administration that we
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should trust at this point in time with
a rule of such incredible consequence
when they have demonstrated no ca-
pacity to do right things in the past.

I urge the passage of this bill.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from New
Mexico (Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRIS-
HAM).

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, Federal law
states that social welfare groups must
exclusively promote social welfare. So-
cial welfare includes activities like
early childhood education, environ-
mental protection, or veterans’ assist-
ance, not partisan political campaign
activity.

Now, there is an important book on
the House floor, and it is a dictionary.
We have that book here because this is
a lawmaking institution, and the pre-
cise definition of words is incredibly
important.

Now, last time I looked up the word
“exclusively,” it meant everything, ex-
cluding everything else, solely, or only.

However, the IRS must have found an
alternative definition for exclusively
when it issued a regulation allowing
social welfare organizations to only
primarily promote social welfare. This
contradiction between Federal law and
IRS regulation has allowed these
groups to spend over a quarter-billion
dollars on political campaign activity,
not their social welfare mission, while
keeping their donors secret.

I urge my colleagues simply to vote
against the bill and let the IRS move
forward with this proposed regulation
to correct this. ‘“‘Exclusively’ should
mean exclusively.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, how
much time remains?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Louisiana has 6% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from New
York has 3%2 minutes remaining.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Lou-
isiana (Mr. SCALISE).

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
my colleague from Louisiana for yield-
ing and for his leadership on holding
the IRS accountable.

Mr. Speaker, we should not stand by
and let the IRS target American citi-
zens based on their political beliefs,
and yet, that is what has been going
on. It has been uncovered.

The President tries to act like it is
some isolated incident, and yet, of
course, we have got all kind of testi-
mony that shows this goes way beyond
some local office. This is widespread
abuse of power by the Internal Revenue
Service, and what we are seeing now,
with this latest proposed rule, is lit-
erally something that would try to
shut down an entire segment of Amer-
ican people who want to participate in
the democratic process, Mr. Speaker.

The IRS should not be able to go and
target people based on their political
views, and yet that is what is hap-
pening, and President Obama is encour-
aging this kind of activity where you,
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literally, have the White House using
enemy lists to go after people with
groups like the IRS.

We have seen it with the EPA. We
have seen it with the NLRB and the en-
tire alphabet soup of Federal agencies
that seems to want to go after people
that might say something, exercising
their First Amendment rights, that the
White House disagrees with.

That is not how America works. That
is not what this great country is built
upon, Mr. Speaker.

If the President doesn’t like the po-
litical views of somebody, that is what
the great discourse of this country is
all about. That is what makes our
country so great, that we can disagree.
We can exercise those great rights that
the Founding Fathers put in place and
that was later established in the Bill of
Rights, the first of those Bill of Rights
being the First Amendment, encour-
aging free speech. It is what makes us
strong as a Nation.

Yet here comes the IRS trying to
shut down, use the heavy hammer of
their power to try to shut down polit-
ical speech of people who disagree with
them.

It is not going to work, Mr. Speaker.
We are not going to stand for it here in
this House. I commend my colleague
for bringing the legislation, which I am
proud to cosponsor. Over 94,000 Ameri-
cans have already weighed in on this as
well, signing letters and inputting pub-
lic comment, including 70 members of
the Republican Study Committee who
have chimed in.

We are not going to stand for this.
This will be a bipartisan vote in sup-
port of this legislation to stop the
abuse of the IRS.

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Obviously my Republican colleagues
don’t want to talk about their radical
Republican tax bill. I understand. I
know why, because it is an actual bill
on the American taxpaying public, a
bill that would tax Social Security and
would eliminate tax deductions on
State and local taxes that taxpayers
have already paid. It will implement
chainsaw CPI.

Instead, they want to focus on a
phony scandal—I understand it—and
not this extreme scandal Republican
tax bill, a bill they will force upon the
American public.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I yield the
balance of my time to the gentleman
from Maryland (Mr. VAN HOLLEN).

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend and colleague. I have
listened all afternoon as my Repub-
lican colleagues have held forth about
the importance of the First Amend-
ment. No one is debating that. That is
not what this bill is about, despite
your best efforts to suggest it is.

What this bill is about is letting or-
ganizations spend millions of dollars of
secret money, secret money, to try to
buy elections to serve their special in-
terests. That is what this bill is about.

Now, our Republican colleagues have
talked repeatedly about the Treasury
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inspector general’s report. I don’t know
if they have read the report, but one of
the recommendations was for the IRS
to revise its regulations and guidelines
to clarify this particular area.

I would have hoped that all of us
would want the IRS out of the business
of determining whether or not a
501(c)(4) is primarily involved in polit-
ical activity or primarily involved in
social welfare activity.

I don’t want them under the nose of
every organization trying to figure it
out, and that is why the IRS is trying
to reform this area of the law.

So why isn’t that what our Repub-
lican colleagues want?

Because this isn’t about allowing
those groups to exercise free speech. It
is allowing those organizations to be
used to channel secret money without
disclosing those expenditures to the
voters. That is what this is all about,
because you can spend as much money
as you want on political advocacy and
campaigns. All you have to do is orga-
nize as a 527, which is another organi-
zation under the Tax Code which, by
the way, is also tax exempt.

So why isn’t that good enough?

You can say as much as you want,
spend millions of dollars. I will tell you
why. Because under 527’s, people are
spending all that money to influence
elections, they have to disclose. They
have to tell voters who they are spend-
ing millions of dollars to try and influ-
ence those votes.

That is not good enough for our Re-
publican colleagues. They want to pre-
serve this messy situation because it
allows all that secret money to flow
into these campaigns.

We believe voters have a right to
know who is trying to spend millions of
dollars to influence these votes, and by
the way, eight of the nine Justices on
the Supreme Court in Citizens United,
a case which I had lots of problems
with lots of parts of it, but eight of the
nine Justices agree with us that trans-
parency is important.

Here is what Justice Kennedy said.
These transparency laws ‘‘impose no
ceiling on campaign-related activities”
and ‘‘do not prevent anyone from
speaking,” but they have ‘‘a govern-
mental interest in providing the elec-
torate with information about the
sources of election-related spending.”

Eight out of nine Supreme Court Jus-
tices agree with what every poll shows,
that the American people overwhelm-
ingly want transparency in our elec-
tions. Because why? Transparency
brings accountability.

I think every American has an inter-
est in knowing who is spending mil-
lions of dollars to try and get them
elected to Congress, to serve particular
special interests.

So, Mr. Speaker, for goodness sakes,
this isn’t about the First Amendment.
Everyone is in favor of the First
Amendment. This is about allowing se-
cret money in campaigns, and we
should not allow that. It is against the
public interest.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s time has expired.

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

I would, first off, mention that the
regulation does not mention donors.

Secondly, I would like to point out
that the ACLU itself said these re-
quirements ‘‘will pose insurmountable
compliance issues that go beyond prac-
ticality and raise First Amendment
concerns of the highest order.”

The gentleman mentioned the Treas-
ury inspector general report, but he
didn’t quite ©precisely characterize
what the inspector general said. The
inspector general said in his report
that the IRS, one of the recommenda-
tions is the IRS provide guidance on
how to measure political activity, not
what constitutes political activity.

So with those clarifications, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. BRrRADY), a member of the Ways
and Means Committee.

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman and DAVE CAMP for
leading this effort to protect our free
speech.

Whenever someone in Washington
tells you don’t worry, it is not really
about free speech, trust me, it is.

A lot of Americans are frightened by
the thought that their government
would target them based on their polit-
ical beliefs, and I am convinced the
darkest days in America’s history have
been when the government has tried to
silence the voices of those who disagree
with it.

We suffered under this intimidation
during the civil rights era, under the
antiwar era, and now today, because
conservative organizations, constitu-
tional organizations, some who simply
want to make the country better and
have that voice, are now being tar-
geted.

Make no mistake. This is not about
clearing up confusion. This is about in-
timidation. This is about the govern-
ment using one of the most powerful
agencies it has, the IRS, the only agen-
cy that can destroy your life, your
family, your business’ life with their
immense power, targeting people be-
cause of their political beliefs.

If you talk about what is free speech,
I would point to this: look at organiza-
tions back home in your community.
Those who want to do get out to vote,
so go vote and have your voices heard.
Voter registration, candidate forms,
let’s find out what elected officials and
candidates feel about the issues.

Then just grassroots lobbying, let-
ting their mneighbors, their commu-
nities, their members understand the
issues and weigh in. That is free
speech. That is the First Amendment,
and when this government targets
Americans based on it, we have got to
stop it.

Make no mistake, Republican, Demo-
crat, Tea Party, Progressive, I don’t
care where you are at on there, we can-
not let the government have this
power. It must be stopped now.
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Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, let me
simply close this debate by saying
that, throughout all of this vigorous
discussion, we want to make clear that
this bill just simply asks for a 1l-year
delay in the implementation of this
rule to allow ample time for Congress
to complete its investigation and for
the Treasury Inspector General for Tax
Administration to complete its inves-
tigation, so that we have the facts on
the table.

We shouldn’t be jumping ahead of the
gun and possibly, and likely, infringe
on the First Amendment rights of so
many people unless we have the facts.

The ranking member of the com-
mittee, Mr. LEVIN, has admitted that
the investigation is incomplete. Let’s
just give this time. We owe it to the
American people to do that. We owe it
to the integrity of this institution to
do our work prior to having these pre-
mature judgments come forward, espe-
cially when the rule does not address
all the issues that have been discussed
today.

Mr. Speaker, with that, I ask that we
all vote in favor of this bill, support it,
and move it forward. Let’s hit that
pause button. Let’s complete the inves-
tigation and do our due diligence.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 487, the pre-
vious question is ordered on the bill, as
amended.

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. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, I
have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentleman opposed to the bill?

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I am opposed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Van Hollen moves to recommit the
bill, H.R. 3865, to the Committee on Ways
and Means with instructions to report the
same back to the House forthwith with the
following amendment:

Add at the end the following new sections:
SEC. 3. PRESERVING DEMOCRACY FROM THE

CORRUPTING INFLUENCE OF SE-
CRET DONORS.

Nothing in this Act shall limit, restrict, or
prohibit the Secretary of the Treasury from
issuing regulations requiring the disclosure
of secret political donors.

SEC. 4. RESTORING UNEMPLOYMENT BENEFITS
FOR AMERICA’S JOB SEEKERS.

This Act shall not take effect until the
Secretary of the Treasury has certified that
the most recent percentage of the insured
unemployed (those for whom unemployment
taxes were paid during prior employment)
who are receiving Federal or State unem-
ployment insurance (UI) benefits when they
are actively seeking work is at least equal to
the percentage receiving such benefits for
the last quarter of 2013, as determined by the



February 26, 2014

Department of Labor’s quarterly UI data
summary measurement of the Unemploy-
ment Insurance recipiency rate for all UI
programs.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I reserve a
point of order against the motion to re-
commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. A point
of order is reserved.

Pursuant to the rule, the gentleman
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes in support of his motion.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 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 immediately
proceed to final passage, as amended,
and as the motion indicated, it address-
es secret money in elections. I am try-
ing to make sure we end that secret
money. It also deals with the issue of
extending unemployment insurance,
which my colleague from Michigan
(Mr. LEVIN) will discuss in a minute.

But I want to focus on this issue of
secret money because this resolution,
what we are asking our Republican col-
leagues to join us on, is to vote on a
very simple statement: to say that
nothing in this act shall limit, restrict,
or prohibit the Secretary of the Treas-
ury from issuing regulations requiring
the disclosure of secret political do-
nors.

Our Republican colleagues all after-
noon have said this is about the First
Amendment. This is about protecting
the right of people to express their
views.

That is not what their bill is about.
Everyone is in favor of people being
able to express their views. As I indi-
cated earlier, you can form what is
known as a 527 organization; and
whether you are an individual or an or-
ganization in that form, you can spend
millions of dollars to try to influence
the outcome of elections.

What we are saying is the voters
have a right to know who is
bankrolling these campaign efforts.
What we have seen over the last couple
of years is a huge increase, an explo-
sion of money being spent by outside
groups to try to influence the outcome
of elections to try to elect Members of
Congress to support whatever interests
those groups may support.

This motion, what we are proposing,
would still allow all this money to be
spent. But—and here is the key—most
of that money is now flowing through
501(c)(4) organizations because some
groups have been abusing those organi-
zations to allow them to use them as
secret conduits, conduits to allow them
to secretly fund campaigns.

All we are saying is let’s not take
away the right and ability of the
Treasury Department to adopt regula-
tions to make sure we don’t allow that
secret money because I thought most
of us agreed in transparency, and I
thought most of us agreed in account-
ability.

And I know that eight of the nine Su-
preme Court Justices, even in a con-

troversial case, support transparency
and disclosure. They say that is good
for democracy. And you know what?
Every poll shows that the American
people overwhelmingly agree. So let’s
vote for disclosure and vote for this
motion.

With that, I yield to the gentleman
from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN).

Mr. LEVIN. Let’s look at the facts.
Only those who won’t look don’t see
them.

There have been 1.9 million long-
term unemployed Americans who have
lost their unemployment insurance
since December 28 and another 72,000
every week. Unemployment insurance
lifted 2.5 million from poverty in 2012,
and now hundreds of thousands are
sinking into poverty because this insti-
tution and the House majority will not
act.

The long-term unemployment rate in
this country: 36 percent of jobless
workers over 6 months; the lowest per-
centage of jobless receiving unemploy-
ment insurance in over 50 years. It is
mindless not to act in terms of the na-
tional economy. It is heartless not to
act in terms of the individual lives of
hundreds and hundreds and hundreds
and hundreds and hundreds and hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans and
their families.

Vote for this motion to recommit. I
don’t see how anybody can go home
and vote ‘“no.”

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. I yield back the
balance of my time.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, I withdraw
my point of order, and I seek the time
in opposition to the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The res-
ervation is withdrawn.

The gentleman from Michigan is rec-
ognized for 5 minutes in opposition to
the motion.

Mr. CAMP. Mr. Speaker, this motion
to recommit actually allows and per-
petuates the targeting of Americans by
the Internal Revenue Service. This mo-
tion to recommit permits the govern-
ment to restrict the free speech of
Americans.

I can’t stand for this. The American
people can’t stand for this and should
not stand for this. Vote ‘“‘no” on this
motion to recommit.

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. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the
question of passage.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 191, nays
230, not voting 9, as follows:
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Barber
Barrow (GA)
Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barletta
Barr
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor

[Roll No. 68]
YEAS—191

Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maffei
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matheson
Matsui
McDermott
McGovern
MclIntyre
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Michaud
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod

NAYS—230

Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
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Nolan
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rahall
Rangel
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Waxman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall
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Hanna McKinley Royce
Harper McMorris Runyan
Harris Rodgers Ryan (WI)
Hartzler Meadows Salmon
Hastings (WA) Meehan Sanford
Heck (NV) Messer Scalise
Hensarling Mica Schock
Herrera Beutler Miller (FL) Schweikert
Holding Miller (MI) Scott, Austin
Hudson Miller, Gary Sensenbrenner
Huelskamp Mullin Sessions
Huizenga (MI) Mulvaney Shimkus
Hultgren Murphy (PA) Shuster
Hunter Neugebauer Simpson
Hurt Noem Smith (MO)
Issa Nugent Smith (NE)
Jenkins Nunes Smith (NJ)
Johnson (OH) Nunnelee Smith (TX)
Johnson, Sam Olson Southerland
Jones Owens Stewart
Jordan Palazzo Stivers
Joyce Paulsen Stockman
Kelly (PA) Pearce Stutzman
King (IA) Perry Terry
King (NY) Petri Thompson (PA)
Kingston Pittenger Thornberry
Kinzinger (IL) Pitts Tiberi
Kline Poe (TX) Tipton
Labrador Pompeo Turner
LaMalfa Posey Upton
Lamborn Price (GA) Valadao
Lance Reed Wagner
Lankford Reichert Walberg
Latham Renacci Walden
Latta Ribble Walorski
LoBiondo Rice (SC) Weber (TX)
Long Rigell Webster (FL)
Lucas Roby Wenstrup
Luetkemeyer Roe (TN) Whitfield
Lummis Rogers (AL) Williams
Marchant Rogers (KY) Wilson (SC)
Marino Rogers (MI) Wittman
Massie Rohrabacher Wolf
McAllister Rokita Womack
McCarthy (CA) Rooney Woodall
McCaul Ros-Lehtinen Yoder
McClintock Roskam Yoho
McHenry Ross Young (AK)
McKeon Rothfus Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—9
Blumenauer Jeffries Pastor (AZ)
Ellison McCarthy (NY) Rush
Gosar McCollum Westmoreland
0 1620

Messrs. PITTENGER, COBLE,
POSEY, RICE of South Carolina, BILI-
RAKIS, AMODEI, ADERHOLT,

SCHOCK, and Ms. GRANGER changed
their vote from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”

Ms. FUDGE, Messrs. SERRANO and
COHEN 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

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. 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 243, noes 176,
not voting 11, as follows:

[Roll No. 69]

AYES—243
Aderholt Barletta Bilirakis
Amash Barr Bishop (UT)
Amodei Barrow (GA) Black
Bachmann Barton Blackburn
Bachus Benishek Boustany
Barber Bentivolio Brady (TX)

Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallego
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie
Hall

Hanna
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hastings (WA)

Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)

Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurt
Issa
Jenkins
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kinzinger (IL)
Kirkpatrick
Kline
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Lankford
Larsen (WA)
Latham
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
Marchant
Marino
Massie
Matheson
McAllister
McCarthy (CA)
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McIntyre
McKeon
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Miller, Gary
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (FL)
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Nunnelee
Olson
Owens
Palazzo
Paulsen
Pearce
Perry
Peterson
Petri
Pittenger

NOES—176

Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Courtney
Crowley
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene

Pitts

Poe (TX)
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Rahall
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rogers (MI)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Royce
Runyan
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Southerland
Stewart
Stivers
Stockman
Stutzman
Terry
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walorski
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Wolf
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IN)

Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo
Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Garamendi
Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
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Grijalva Lynch Sanchez, Loretta

Gutiérrez Maffei Sarbanes

Hahn Maloney, Schakowsky

Hanabusa Carolyn Schiff

Hastings (FL) Malongy, Sean Schneider

chk' (WA) Matsui Schrader

Higgins McDermott Schwartz

Himes McGovern

Hinojosa McNerney szﬁ;;;]m

Holt Meeks Sewell (AL)

Honda Meng

Horsford Michaud Shea-Porter

Hoyer Miller, George Sherman

Huffman Moore Sires

Israel Moran Slaughter

Jackson Lee Nadler Smith (WA)

Johnson (GA) Napolitano Speier

Johnson, E. B. Neal Swalwell (CA)

Kaptur Negrete McLeod Takano

Keating Nolan Thompson (CA)

Kelly (IL) O’Rourke Thompson (MS)

Kennedy Pallone Tierney

Kildee Pascrell Titus

K?lmer Payng Tonko

Kind Pelosi Tsongas

Kuster ) Perlmutter Van Hollen

Langevin Peters (CA) Vargas

Larson (CT) Peters (MI) Veasey

Lee (CA) Pingree (ME) Vela

Levin Pocan Y

Lewis Polis Velazquez

Lipinski Price (NC) Visclosky

Loebsack Quigley Walz

Lofgren Richmond Wasserman

Lowenthal Roybal-Allard Schultz

Lowey Ruiz Waters

Lujan Grisham Ruppersberger Waxman
(NM) Ryan (OH) Welch

Lujan, Ben Ray  Sanchez, Linda Wilson (FL)
(NM) T. Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—I11

Blumenauer McCarthy (NY) Rush

Ellison McCollum Scott, David
Gosar Pastor (AZ) Westmoreland
Jeffries Rangel

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

0 1627

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 correct the
name of the bill to the Protect Anony-
mous Special Interests Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Polis of Colorado moves to amend the
title of H.R. 3865 to read as follows:

To protect anonymous special interests by
prohibiting the Internal Revenue Service
from modifying the standard for determining
whether an organization is operated exclu-
sively for the promotion of social welfare for
purposes of section 501(c)(4) of the Internal
Revenue Code of 1986.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
clause 6 of rule XVI, the amendment is
not debatable.

The question is on the amendment
offered by the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. POLIS).

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

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The
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not voting 12, as follows:

Bass
Beatty
Becerra
Bera (CA)
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (NY)
Bonamici
Brady (PA)
Braley (IA)
Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar
Cummings
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle
Duckworth
Edwards
Engel
Enyart
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge
Gabbard
Garamendi

Aderholt
Amash
Amodei
Bachmann
Bachus
Barber
Barletta
Barr
Barrow (GA)
Barton
Benishek
Bentivolio
Bilirakis
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Broun (GA)
Buchanan
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Camp
Campbell

[Roll No. 70]
AYES—1T7

Garcia
Grayson
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Gutiérrez
Hahn
Hanabusa
Hastings (FL)
Heck (WA)
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Holt
Honda
Horsford
Hoyer
Huffman
Israel
Jackson Lee
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Kirkpatrick
Kuster
Langevin
Larson (CT)
Lee (CA)
Levin
Lewis
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McDermott
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Miller, George
Moore
Moran
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal
Negrete McLeod

NOES—241

Cantor
Capito
Carter
Cassidy
Chabot
Chaffetz
Coble
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Conaway
Cook
Cotton
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Daines
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
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The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 177, noes 241,

Nolan
O’Rourke
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters (CA)
Peters (MI)
Peterson
Pingree (ME)
Pocan
Polis
Price (NC)
Quigley
Richmond
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez, Linda
T.
Sanchez, Loretta
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schwartz
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Shea-Porter
Sherman
Sires
Slaughter
Smith (WA)
Speier
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Tierney
Titus
Tonko
Tsongas
Van Hollen
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walberg
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx

Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gallego
Gardner
Garrett
Gerlach
Gibbs
Gibson
Gingrey (GA)
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (MO)
Griffin (AR)
Griffith (VA)
Grimm
Guthrie

Hall

Hanna McKeon Rothfus
Harper McKinley Royce
Harris McMorris Runyan
Hartzler Rodgers Ryan (WI)
Hastings (WA) Meadows Salmon
Heck (NV) Meehan Sanford
Hensarling Messer Scalise
Herrera Beutler = Mica Schock
Holding Michaud Schrader
Hudson Miller (FL) Schweikert
Huelskamp Miller (MI) Scott, Austin
Huizenga (MI) Miller, Gary Sensenbrenner
Hultgren Mullin Sessions
Hunter Mulvaney Shimkus
Hurt Murphy (FL) Shuster
Issa Murphy (PA) Simpson
Jenkins Neugebauer Sinema
Johnson (OH) Noem Smith (MO)
Johnson, Sam Nugent Smith (NE)
Jones Nunes R
Jordan Nunnelee Sm%th N9
Joyce Olson Smith (TX)
Kelly (PA) Owens Southerland
King (IA) Palazzo Stgwart
King (NY) Paulsen Stivers
Kingston Pearce Stockman
Kinzinger (IL) Perry Stutzman
Kline Petri Terry
Labrador Pittenger Thompson (PA)
LaMalfa Pitts Thornberry
Lamborn Poe (TX) Tiberi
Lance Pompeo Tipton
Lankford Posey Turner
Larsen (WA) Price (GA) Upton
Latham Rahall Valadao
Latta Reed Wagner
LoBiondo Reichert Walden
Long Renacci Walorski
Lucas Ribble Weber (TX)
Luetkemeyer Rice (SC) Webster (FL)
Lummis Rigell Wenstrup
Maffei Roby Whitfield
Marchant Roe (TN) Williams
Marino Rogers (AL) Wilson (SC)
Massie Rogers (KY) Wittman
Matheson Rogers (MI) Wolf
McAllister Rohrabacher Womack
McCarthy (CA) Rokita Woodall
McCaul Rooney Yoder
McClintock Ros-Lehtinen Yoho
McHenry Roskam Young (AK)
McIntyre Ross Young (IN)
NOT VOTING—12
Blumenauer Jeffries Rangel
Ellison McCarthy (NY) Rush
Gosar McCollum Waxman
Grijalva Pastor (AZ) Westmoreland
0 1645

Mr. CALVERT changed his vote from
“aye’ to ‘‘no.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Ms.
Curtis, one of its clerks, announced
that the Senate has passed without
amendment a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2431. An act to reauthorize the Na-
tional Integrated Drought Information Sys-
tem.

————————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 899, UNFUNDED MANDATES
INFORMATION AND TRANS-
PARENCY ACT OF 2013

Ms. FOXX, from the Committee on
Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-362) on the resolution (H.
Res. 492) providing for consideration of
the bill (H.R. 899) to provide for addi-
tional safeguards with respect to im-

H1971

posing Federal mandates, and for other
purposes, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———

ALL ECONOMIC REGULATIONS ARE
TRANSPARENT ACT OF 2014

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Speaker, 1
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 2804.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs.
ROBY). Is there objection to the request
of the gentleman from Virginia?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 487 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. 2804.

The Chair appoints the gentlewoman
from North Carolina (Ms. FOXX) to pre-
side over the Committee of the Whole.
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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. 2804) to
amend title 5, United States Code, to
require the Administrator of the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs
to publish information about rules on
the Internet, and for other purposes,
with Ms. FOXX 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 Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE) and the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON) each will con-
trol 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Just over 6 months ago, President
Obama announced that he would once
again pivot to the economy. The bot-
tom line of his speech: after 4% years
of the Obama administration, ‘“We’re
not there yet.”

The President was right. We were not
there yet nor are we there today. Job
creation and economic growth continue
to fall short of what is needed to
produce a real and durable recovery in
our country. The nominal unemploy-
ment rate is down, but that is not be-
cause enough workers have found jobs;
it is because so many unemployed
workers have despaired of ever finding
new full-time work. They have either
left the workforce or have settled for
part-time jobs.

As long as this situation continues,
Congress must stay focused on enact-
ing reforms that will stop the losses,
return America to prosperity, and re-
turn discouraged workers to the dig-
nity of a good, full-time job. The legis-
lation we consider today is just that
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kind of reform. Through its strong,
commonsense measures, the ALERRT
Act will powerfully and comprehen-
sively reform the Federal regulatory
system, from how regulations are
planned to how they are promulgated
to how they are dealt with in court.

This is legislation that Congress can-
not pass too soon, for while the Obama
administration’s pivot to the economy
has faltered, the Federal bureaucracy
has not wavered an instant in its impo-
sition of new and costly regulation on
our economy. The ALERRT Act re-
sponds by offering real relief to the
real Americans who suffer under the
mounting burdens of tyrannical regula-
tion.

Consider, for example, Rob James, a
city councilman from Avon Lake, Ohio,
who testified before the Judiciary
Committee this term about the im-
pacts of new and excessive regulation
on his town, its workers, and its fami-
lies.

Avon Lake is a small town facing
devastation by ideologically driven,
anti-fossil fuel power plant regulations.
These regulations are expected to de-
stroy jobs at Avon Lake, harm Avon
Lake’s families, and make it even
harder for Avon Lake to find the re-
sources to provide emergency services,
quality schools, and help for its need-
iest citizens, all the while doing com-
paratively little to control mercury
emissions, which are the stated target
of the regulations.

Title I of the ALERRT Act helps peo-
ple and towns like Rob James and
Avon Lake to know in real time when
devastating regulations are planned,
comment in time to help change them,
estimate their real costs, and better
plan for the results as agencies reach
their final decisions.

Consider, too, Bob Sells, one of my
constituents and president of the Vir-
ginia-based division of a heavy con-
struction materials producer. His com-
pany and its workers were harmed by
EPA cement kiln emission regulations
that were technically unattainable and
included provisions vastly changed
from what EPA proposed for public
comment; other EPA emission regula-
tions that were stricter than needed to
protect health, gerrymandered to im-
pose expensive controls on other types
of emissions and which prohibited com-
monsense uses of cheap and safe fuel
that could actually help the environ-
ment; and Department of Transpor-
tation regulations that, without in-
creasing safety, vastly increased
record-keeping for ready-mix concrete
drivers, unnecessarily limited their
hours and suppressed their wages.

Title II of the ALERRT Act helps to
protect people like Bob Sells and his
workers from regulations that ask job
creators to achieve the unachievable,
do not help to control their stated reg-
ulatory targets, suppress hours and
wages for no good reason, and inundate
Americans with unnecessary paper-
work.

Title III of the ALERRT Act offers
long-needed help to small business peo-
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ple like Carl Harris, the vice president
and general manager of Carl Harris Co.,
Inc., in Wichita, Kansas. Mr. Harris is a
small home builder. Every day, he has
to fight and overcome the fact that
government regulations now account
for 25 percent of the final price of a new
single-family home.

Mr. Harris participates in small busi-
ness review panels of existing law uses
to try to lower the costs of regulations
for small businesses, but he has seen
firsthand how loopholes in existing law
allow Federal agencies to ignore small
business concerns while ‘‘checking the
box’ of contacting small businesses.
One case is that of the Occupational
Safety and Health Administration’s
Cranes and Derricks Rule, which was
effectively negotiated before small
business was ever consulted and threat-
ened to impose disproportionate costs
on small builders.

Title III of the ALERRT Act helps
small business job creators like Mr.
HARRIS make sure that agencies like
OSHA stop treating them like proce-
dural hurdles and afterthoughts, take
into real account the difficulties small
businesses face, and lower costs on
small businesses that must be lowered.

Finally, consider Allen Puckett, III,
who is the fourth-generation owner of
Columbus Brick Company, a family-
owned enterprise that has been making
fired-clay bricks in Columbus, Mis-
sissippi, since 1890. His company dis-
tributes bricks to more than 15 States,
has second-, third- and fourth-genera-
tion employees, offers a fully funded,
profit-sharing retirement plan and a
401(k) matching program, and has a
nurse practitioner come on site twice a
month to provide a free clinic to all of
its employees.

Mr. Puckett’s company may now be
shuttered in the face of two waves of
sue-and-settle brick-making emissions
regulations that threaten to put his
company and others like it out of busi-
ness. After time-consuming litigation,
the first regulations were thrown out
in court but not before Mr. Puckett’s
company had already lost at least
$750,000 in compliance costs and the en-
tire industry had lost $100 million. The
second replacement regulations threat-
en to be twice as expensive, so expen-
sive that Columbus Brick Company ex-
pects to have to downsize by two-thirds
or close.

The translation for hardworking
Americans employed by such busi-
nesses is: higher prices for goods, fewer
job opportunities and lower wages.

Title IV of the ALERRT Act helps
people like Allen Puckett find out
about sue-and-settle rulemaking deals
in time, make sure their concerns are
heard by agencies and the courts, and
have a fighting chance to achieve a
just result for themselves, their em-
ployees, and the families and commu-
nities that depend on them.

In all of these ways and more, the
ALERRT Act brings urgently needed
regulatory reform to hardworking
Americans, whether they are small
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business people struggling to be heard
by faceless Washington bureaucracies
or whether they are citizens of small
towns who are crushed by the impacts
of regulations that force plant closings,
harm families, and Kkill the revenues
needed to provide vital services.

I thank Mr. BACHUS, Mr. HOLDING,
and Mr. COLLINS for joining with me in
offering the individual bills that now
come to the floor together as the
ALERRT Act, and I urge my colleagues
to vote for this urgently needed legisla-
tion.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Earlier this week, we had a declara-
tion that this week would be ‘‘stop gov-
ernment abuse’” week. My colleagues
on the other side called for us to com-
memorate this week by the introduc-
tion of draconian anti-safety legisla-
tion that would allow businesses to de-
clare war on the rules that protect
Americans, including babies, children,
and the elderly. That is why, Madam
Chair, I rise in opposition to H.R. 2804,
the Achieving Less Excess in Regula-
tion and Requiring Transparency Act
of 2014, also known as the so-called
“ALERRT Act.”

The ALERRT Act is a continuation
of the same Republican obstruct at all
costs paradigm that led to the seques-
ter and to the shutdown of the Federal
Government. This race to the bottom
approach to the regulatory process is

wasteful and dangerous, and it
prioritizes profits over protecting
Americans.

Although the ALERRT Act purports
to ease the burden of regulations on
American businesses, it would not cre-
ate a single job, grow the economy or
help any small business to thrive, nor
does it address serious issues—the min-
imum wage, unemployment insurance,
pay equity or immigration reform—
that would help so many American
workers and businesses. Instead, the
only purpose of this bill is to strait-
jacket the same rulemaking process
that protects countless Americans
every day.

Title I of the bill imposes a 6-month
moratorium on rules. The rulemaking
process is already transparent, delib-
erative, and exhaustively inclusive of
the views of small businesses and other
interested parties.
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Adding an additional 6 months to
this process would do little except cre-
ate uncertainty and increase compli-
ance costs.

Instead of cutting through red tape,
title II of the bill would add over 60 ad-
ditional procedural and analytical re-
quirements to the rulemaking process.
This is yet another clear message that
this bill would lengthen, not shorten or
streamline, the rulemaking process,
thus undermining the regulatory cer-
tainty and predictability that small
businesses rely on to make long-term
decisions.
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In case the first two titles didn’t ade-
quately convey the message that Re-
publicans are dead serious about help-
ing deep-pocketed interests create reg-
ulatory mischief and confusion instead
of offering serious solutions, titles III
and IV would authorize virtually any
party under the sun to challenge a pro-
posed rule or intervene in litigation in
Federal court no matter their connec-
tion, or lack thereof, to the issue.

Make no mistake. This bill is a wolf
in sheep’s clothing. It would jeopardize
critical public health and safety regu-
latory protections and undermine the
very small businesses it claims to pro-
tect.

By giving a handout to well-funded
organizations to challenge proposed
rules, consent decrees, and settlement
agreements at every opportunity, the
ALERRT Act would stack the deck
against the public interest and the
American taxpayer.

And who would be harmed by this de-
regulatory train wreck? Every Amer-
ican who wants to be able to breathe
fresh air and who wants to drink clean
water; every mother who wants safe
formula for her baby and cribs that
don’t collapse on the baby in the mid-
dle of the night; and every small busi-
ness competing for an edge in a mar-
ketplace dominated by large, well-
funded competitors. And the list goes
on and on and on.

I hope you will join me in my obser-
vation of stop government abuse by Re-
publicans week and my opposition to
the ALERRT Act.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
dangerous legislation, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
it is now my pleasure to yield 4 min-
utes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. HOLDING), a member of
the Judiciary Committee and a con-
tributor of one of the bills that has
been included in the ALERRT Act.

Mr. HOLDING. Madam Chairman, I
rise in support of H.R. 2804, the
ALERRT Act.

I would like to thank Chairman
GOODLATTE, Chairman BACHUS, and the
gentleman from Georgia for their hard
work and contributions to making this
legislation better.

In my district in North Carolina,
small businesses are a primary driver
of the economy. The businesses, like
many across the country, are being
harmed by excessive regulations. Ex-
cessive regulations mean lower wages
for workers, fewer jobs, and higher
prices for consumers.

Oftentimes, Madam Chairman, small
businesses are not given enough notice
of how new regulations will affect their
everyday operations. They are faced
with tough decisions like whether to
cut workers’ hours or wages or adjust
their business plan elsewhere. That is
why I introduced the ALERRT Act, to
ensure that the administration pub-
lishes its regulatory agenda in a timely
manner and provides annual disclo-
sures about planned regulations, their
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expected costs, final rules, and cumu-
lative regulatory costs, in general.

During President Obama’s first term,
our Nation’s cumulative regulatory
cost burden increased by $488 billion.
Compounding the problem, this admin-
istration has failed to make public, as
required by law, the effects of new reg-
ulations in a timely, reasonable man-
ner.

The administration is required to
submit a regulatory agenda twice a
year, but they have consistently failed
to do so on time. You will recall,
Madam Chairman, that in 2012 the ad-
ministration made neither disclosure
required by law until December, after
the general election. This deprived vot-
ers of the opportunity to see how pro-
posed regulations would increase prices
for household goods, lead to stagnant
wages, and decrease job opportunities.
This is important when Federal regula-
tions already place an average burden
of almost $15,000 per year on each
American household. That is not a bur-
den that folks in this economy—or any
economy—should have to bear.

Madam Chairman, this bill is not
about shutting down the regulatory
process but about providing much-
needed sunlight and transparency. It
requires monthly online updates of in-
formation on planned regulations and
their expected costs so everyone who is
going to be affected can know, in real
time, how to plan for the regulations’
impacts or how to cast their vote.

The ALERRT Act is comprehensive
reform that promotes economic growth
and takes steps toward reform of the
regulatory system to provide the gov-
ernment accountability that our citi-
zens deserve.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. BARROW).

Mr. BARROW of Georgia. I thank the
gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chair, I rise today in support
of H.R. 2804, the All Economic Regula-
tions Are Transparent, or ALERRT,
Act of 2013, and in support of the Mil-
ler-Courtney amendment.

I am pleased that this legislation in-
cludes the Regulatory Flexibility Im-
provements Act, a bill for which I am
an original cosponsor with my Repub-
lican colleague from Alabama (Mr.
BACHUS).

There are 30 million small businesses
in America, and they employ over half
of our workforce. These are companies
in my district like Sarah in the City in
Baxley or Buona Caffe in Augusta.
Every day they open their doors and go
to work helping American families and
drive American commerce.

I also rise in support of the Miller-
Courtney amendment. In February of
2008, 14 people were killed and 40 people
were injured in a combustible dust ex-
plosion at the Imperial Sugar refinery
in Port Wentworth, Georgia. Since
then, I have worked with my colleague,
Mr. MILLER, to pressure OSHA to miti-
gate this known hazard. I am hopeful
that OSHA can complete its long-over-
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due work in this area to save families
from ever having to go through this
kind of grief again.

Now is the time for us to focus on
getting people back to work and cre-
ating good-paying local jobs. That is
why 1 support the Miller-Courtney
amendment and the underlying legisla-
tion.

I urge ‘‘yes’ votes on both.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
at this time it is my pleasure to yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. GRAVES), the chairman of
the Small Business Committee.

Mr. GRAVES of Missouri. Madam
Chair, I want to thank the chairman of
the committee for working with us
today.

I rise in support of H.R. 2804, the
ALERRT Act. This legislation rep-
resents a very important effort to
bring some common sense and trans-
parency to an out-of-control regulatory
process that is stifling job growth, es-
pecially among small businesses.

I am especially pleased that legisla-
tion which the Committee on Small
Business worked on, H.R. 2542, the Reg-
ulatory Flexibility Improvements Act,
was incorporated into the ALERRT
Act. Again, I want to thank Chairman
GOODLATTE for working with the com-
mittee on the title of this bill.

For over 30 years, agencies have been
required by the Regulatory Flexibility
Act, or RFA, to examine the impacts of
regulations on small businesses. If
those impacts are significant, agencies
must consider less burdensome alter-
natives. The problem is that agencies
still fail to comply with that law, and
the result is unworkable regulations
that put unnecessary burdens on Amer-
ica’s best job creators, which are small
businesses.

In numerous hearings over the years,
the Small Business Committee has
heard about the consequences that bur-
densome regulations have on farmers,
homebuilders, manufacturers, and
many others. Instead of using their
limited resources to grow and create
jobs, small businesses have to spend
more time and money on regulatory
compliance and paperwork.

The Regulatory Flexibility Improve-
ments Act is going to eliminate loop-
holes that agencies have used to avoid
compliance with the RFA. Most impor-
tantly, it requires agencies to gen-
erally scrutinize the impacts of regula-
tions on small businesses before they
are finalized.

Examining whether there are less
burdensome or less costly ways to im-
plement a regulation just makes com-
mon sense. Reducing unnecessary regu-
latory burdens frees up scarce time,
money, and resources that small busi-
nesses can use to expand their oper-
ations and hire new employees.

The Regulatory Flexibility Improve-
ments Act is bipartisan legislation. It
has strong support among the business
communities. It simply requires agen-
cies to do their homework before they
regulate. If agencies do their work,
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more Americans are going to be work-
ing.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I yield 4 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I want to thank
my good friend, Congressman JOHNSON,
for his leadership and the management
of this legislation.

I would just like us to take a journey
down memory lane:

I am sure that many of us will be re-
minded of the famous Pinto and the
crafting of that automobile. I have no
commentary on the great industry that
so many of us admire, but for those of
us who have memories, we realize some
of the injuries that occurred in the
structure of the Pinto;

Or maybe it is cars without seatbelts
or airbags;

Or maybe we recall times when we
travel throughout our community and
we notice not only a heavy fog but pol-
luted air. Maybe some of us have been
exposed to polluted water;

Or maybe you traveled internation-
ally, even in the 21st century, seeing
the conditions that many who live out-
side of the United States live in, with
the utilization of dirty water because
they have no other water or the food
danger because it is not regulated.

Well, my friends, unfortunately, the
legislation that is here on the floor of
the House seems to take us backwards
down a poisonous memory lane. So it is
very difficult to support this legisla-
tion.

I said today in a committee hearing
that I know that Members come here
with good intentions. So I will not at-
tribute to anyone that this bill does
not come to the floor with good inten-
tions, but it is a bill that has not been,
as a whole, considered by the Judiciary
Committee.

This is now being brought to the
floor with three separate bills com-
bined, now called the ALERRT Act.
But it really imposes unneeded and
costly analytical and procedural re-
quirements on agencies that would pre-
vent them from performing their statu-
tory responsibilities to protect the
public health and safety. This, I be-
lieve, is an important responsibility. It
creates unnecessary regulatory and
legal uncertainty and increases costs
for businesses and State, local, and
tribal governments and impedes plain
common sense.

I will offer an amendment dealing
with homeland security. We just had a
hearing today that emphasized the im-
portance of the work of the Homeland
Security Department. With our new
Secretary of Homeland Security, Sec-
retary Johnson, we are very much on
the right track, recognizing franchise
terrorism and the need for securing the
border. Much of the work done by
Homeland Security is a regulatory
structure.

Why would we want to impede secur-
ing America?

Well, my friends, that is what is
going to occur with this legislation,
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the All Economic Regulations Are
Transparent Act.

I also offered an amendment dealing
with baby formula. For those of us
mothers who have raised children and
tend to their needs as newborns and
use infant formula, it is well known
that there is a great need to regulate
companies that manufacture infant
formulas in an effort to protect babies
from food-borne illnesses and promote
healthy growth.

On Thursday, the FDA announced
plans to revise, earlier this month, in-
fant formula regulations with an in-
terim final rule that will be published
soon. But guess what. The legislation
that we have will stand in the way as
an iron wall, if you will, prohibiting
any rule from being finalized until cer-
tain information is posted for 6
months.

How long will 6 months be in the life
of an infant?

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I yield the gentlewoman an addi-
tional 1 minute.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. It will override
existing statutes, such as the Clean Air
and Clean Water Act, and override any
aspect of regulating this important
food product, adding more than 60 addi-
tional procedural and analytical re-
quirements to the FDA’s work on try-
ing to help babies and making it easier
for rules to be delayed or stopped by al-
lowing regulated industry and entities
to intervene.

And so, in actuality, this is not sav-
ing money. It will be a quagmire of
spending money. In the meantime, the
protections of our innocent babies who
demand the responsibility of adults to
protect the food products that they
need for life by good regulations will be
stopped.
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Well, Madam Chairman, I don’t want
to go back down memory lane and hor-
rible car crashes and no seatbelts and
no airbags and polluted air and dan-
gerous water. That is what we will be
doing.

I look forward to introducing my
amendment on the floor regarding the
U.S. Department of Homeland Secu-
rity. I can’t imagine that my col-
leagues would want to stand in the way
of securing America.

With that in mind, I hope that we
will find a way to defeat this legisla-
tion, or to make it better, and ask our
colleagues who are they standing for.

Madam Chair, | rise today to speak on H.R.

2804, the “All Economic Regulations Are
Transparent Act of 2014,” the so-called
“ALERRT Act.”

H.R. 2804 makes numerous changes to the
federal rule-making process, including: (1) re-
quiring agencies to consider numerous new
criteria when issuing rules, such as alter-
natives to rules proposals; (2) requiring agen-
cies to review the “indirect” costs of proposed
and existing rules; (3) giving the Small Busi-
ness Administration expanded authority to in-
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tervene in the rule-making of other agencies;
and (4) requiring federal agencies to file
monthly reports on the status of their rule-
making activities.

| cannot support this legislation in its
present form for two reasons, one procedural
and one substantive.

Procedurally, | oppose the bill because in its
present form it was never considered by the
Judiciary Committee. This bill was reported by
the Oversight and Government Reform Com-
mittee on a party line 19-15 vote but was not
acted on by Judiciary Committee.

As reported, the bill contained only provi-
sions relating to monthly reporting require-
ments regarding agency rule-making.

But the bill being brought to the floor now
includes three additional and very controver-
sial Judiciary bills (H.R. 2122, Regulatory Ac-
countability Act; H.R. 1493, Sunshine for Reg-
ulatory Decrees and Settlements Act; and
H.R. 2542, Regulatory Flexibility Improve-
ments Act).

This is not the way to legislate on matters
that have such serious consequences for the
public health and safety.

Substantively, | oppose the bill because it
imposes unneeded and costly analytical and
procedural requirements on agencies that
would prevent them from performing their stat-
utory responsibilities to protect the public
health and safety.

| oppose the bill also because it creates un-
necessary regulatory and legal uncertainty, in-
creases costs for businesses and State, local
and tribal governments, and impedes com-
mon-sense protections for the American pub-
lic.

Madam Chairman, the bill is unnecessary
and invites frivolous litigation. When a federal
agency promulgates a regulation, it already
must adhere to the requirements of the statute
that it is implementing.

Agencies already must adhere to the robust
and well-understood procedural requirements
of federal law, including the Administrative
Procedure Act, the Regulatory Flexibility Act
(RFA), the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of
1995 (UMRA), the Paperwork Reduction Act
(PRA), and the Congressional Review Act.

Regulatory agencies already are required to
promulgate regulations only upon a reasoned
determination that the benefits of the regula-
tions justify the costs and to consider regu-
latory alternatives. Final regulations are sub-
ject to review by the federal courts which,
among other things, examine whether agen-
cies have satisfied the substantive and proce-
dural requirements of all applicable statutes.

Finally, Madam Chairman, H.R. 2804 in its
current form does not include an exemption
for rules promulgated by the Department of
Homeland Security to protect the safety of the
American people and the security of our coun-
try.
ryFor this reason, | offered an amendment
that provides this important exception and |
thank the Rules Committee for making it in
order.

The security of the homeland is one of the
most preeminent concerns of the federal gov-
ernment. The increased need for national se-
curity following the attacks of September nth
makes it important that the Department of
Homeland Security not be unduly impeded in
the promulgation of rules that may preempt at-
tacks against our nation.

Unnecessary delays to rules set forth by the
Department of Homeland Security can wastes
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scarce resources that keep our nation safe as
well as impede the regular operations of the
agency.

The Jackson Lee Amendment to H.R. 2804
will improve the bill. But, on balance, the bill
still has too many defects and should not be
passed by this body.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
at this time it is my pleasure to yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CANTOR), the majority lead-
er.

Mr. CANTOR. Madam Chair, I thank
the gentleman from Virginia.

Madam Chair, I rise today in support
of the ALERTT Act and in defense of
working middle class families who face
the danger that overzealous Wash-
ington regulators will destroy their
jobs and impose new red tape that cuts
their wages.

An America that works allows small
businesses to flourish, jobs to be cre-
ated, and for folks to have more take-
home pay in their pockets. America
doesn’t work when Washington regu-
lators impose more red tape on busi-
nesses, large and small, regardless of
the cost. This bill fixes that.

Madam Chair, I hear a lot on this
floor about the warnings of days gone
by and the fearmongering attached to
trying to at least instill some account-
ability on this bureaucracy in Wash-
ington. I don’t think any of us on ei-
ther side of the aisle wants to defend
overzealous bureaucrats and imposing
unnecessary burdens that have clogged
this economy.

Now, America doesn’t work when
special interest groups use the courts
to impose backroom regulations that
destroy jobs and reduce take-home pay.
This bill before us fixes that.

Now, make no mistake, excessive red
tape hurts working middle class fami-
lies. For example, it was recently re-
ported that a proposed OSHA regula-
tion would impose costs on a portion of
the growing domestic energy sector
equal to $1,120 per affected employee.
These employees should not have to
worry that the proposed regulations
could mean smaller paychecks.

Or take, for example, another emerg-
ing practice of Washington regulators
that hides the real impact that exces-
sive regulation has on jobs. Under the
pretense of minimal regulatory impact,
this administration argues that the
jobs lost, for instance, in mining, man-
ufacturing, or construction, will be off-
set by new jobs in regulatory compli-
ance. Therefore, a majority of their
regulations look a lot better and not as
harmful.

This is wrong. This is not being
straight with the public. We must de-
liver transparency and accountability
on the part of this administration and
its bureaucracy.

I doubt it is any solace to the plant
worker who loses his or her job because
of regulations that a new job in an-
other sector will be created to comply
with these regulations.

Today, we will consider an amend-
ment by a colleague, the gentleman

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

from Pennsylvania, KEITH ROTHFUS, to
fix these problems. This amendment
will help protect middle class jobs and
wages. It is exactly the kind of reform
that will make America work again.

Americans should not have to settle
for the ‘“‘new normal’’ of slow economic
and job growth that the Obama admin-
istration seems to have embraced. We,
in this House, reject this ‘‘new normal”’
and we will continue to fight to create
an America that works again.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Virginia, Chairman GOODLATTE, and
Representatives HOLDING, COLLINS and
BACHUS, who have worked hard on this
bill before us, and I urge my colleagues
in the House to support working mid-
dle class families by supporting this
bill.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam
Chair, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mining, construction work, manufac-
turing, those are the kinds of liveli-
hoods that have made this country a
great nation, people being able to go to
work with a lunchbox in hand and work
hard every day, make a decent wage.

By the way, $7.25 an hour for a full-
time worker would equate to about
$14,500 a year. That is just simply not
enough for a working person to raise a
family and take care of that family.
They need help when they make $7.25
an hour. They would need help from
the government if they couldn’t rely on
friends and relatives for support.

So that is a shame, in this day and
time, where a person working a manu-
facturing job, or even a job in a mine
or on a construction site, would be
making $7.25 an hour.

We should, perhaps, Madam Chair, be
paying attention to income generators
such as that kind of legislation, as op-
posed to legislation like H.R. 2804,
which would simply make it difficult
to protect those workers in those un-
safe occupations like mining, like con-
struction work, like manufacturing,
keeping the work site, the job place
safe. Regulations are what do that.

With that, Madam Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Madam Chairman,
at this time it is my pleasure to yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Wash-
ington (Mr. HASTINGS), the chairman of
the Natural Resources Committee.

Mr. HASTINGS of Washington.
Madam Chair, I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise to support this measure, and
particularly the portion that is spon-
sored by our colleague from Georgia
(Mr. CoLLINS) that will ensure trans-
parency of Federal agencies’ litigation
settlement practices.

In 2011, the Obama administration
entered into a mega-settlement, which
was a closed-door, sweeping Endan-
gered Species Act settlement with two
litigious groups that greatly increased
the ESA listings and habitat designa-
tions that could impact tens of thou-
sands of acres and thousands of river
miles across the country.
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These settlements shut out affected
States, local governments, private
property owners, and other stake-
holders who deserve to know that the
most current and best scientific data is
being used on these decisions.

In my own district, the Fish and
Wildlife Service just listed a plant sub-
species, despite clear data showing that
the plant was not a species likely to go
extinct. In other words, settlement
deadl