United States
of America

Congressional Record

th
PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 1 14 CONGRESS, SECOND SESSION

Vol. 162

WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, JUNE 21, 2016

No. 99

House of Representatives

The House met at noon and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana).

————

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
June 21, 2016.

I hereby appoint the Honorable GARRET
GRAVES to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

PAUL D. RYAN,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

————

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 5, 2016, the Chair would now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

———

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair
declares the House in recess until 2
p.m. today.

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 1
minute p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at 2 p.m.

————

PRAYER

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

Merciful God, we give You thanks for
giving us another day.

Without a future, as a people, we are
depressed and limited in creative imag-
ing. Without a past, we are inexperi-
enced and lost between success and
failure.

Be as present to this Nation today as
You were to our Founders. As the Cre-
ator and providential Lord, guide the
Members of this people’s House and all
their efforts to uphold the Constitution
and have it interface with present re-
alities until true priorities arise as the
Nation’s agenda.

Stir within all Americans a soli-
darity that will always unite and never
divide us. Renew in us a spirit that will
enable this country to be a righteous
leader into a bold future, shaping a new
culture of collaboration and under-
standing for the 21st century.

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

Amen.

————
THE JOURNAL

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

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

———
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentlewoman from California (Mrs.
TORRES) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mrs. TORRES led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

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

————

AMERICAN BIBLE SOCIETY
CELEBRATES 200 YEARS
(Ms. FOXX asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to recognize the 200th anniversary of
the American Bible Society, an organi-
zation that works to make the Bible
available to every person in a language
and format each can understand and af-
ford so all people may experience its
life-changing message.

Our forefathers knew well the value
of casting our burdens on God and
prayer and that, above all, this Nation
needed a moral and spiritual founda-
tion in order to survive and thrive. It is
why some of them were also the first
leaders of the American Bible Society,
including Elias Boudinot, the first
president of the Continental Congress;
and John Jay, the first Chief Justice of
the Supreme Court.

From its beginnings distributing Bi-
bles to members of the military to pub-
lishing the first Bible in braille to re-
cently launching a library of digital
Bible translations, the American Bible
Society has changed lives by sharing
God’s word.

Congratulations on this important
milestone.

—————

NBA CHAMPIONS CLEVELAND
CAVALIERS

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

Ms. FUDGE. Mr. Speaker, as I stand
in my wine and gold and black today, I
quote the words of LeBron James, in
Cleveland, ‘‘nothing is given. Every-
thing is earned.”

I rise today to congratulate our 2016
NBA champions, the Cleveland Cava-
liers. They earned it.

Facing a 3-1 series deficit, the Cava-
liers beat all the odds. Led by LeBron
James, the team quieted all doubters
and brought home the Larry O’Brien
Trophy.

It was historic, something that had
never been done in the history of the
NBA. Cleveland’s victory ended the
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city’s 52-year championship drought,
the longest in professional sports his-
tory.

No city has witnessed as many heart-
breaking moments in sports. But not
this time, Mr. Speaker. This time, it
was our time. Over those 52 years, our
fans never wavered, never lost hope. We
always believed.

Mr. Speaker, the wait is over. Vic-
tory is ours. Congratulations to the
NBA world champion Cleveland Cava-
liers.

—————

ISLAMIC TERRORIST GLOBAL
THREAT

(Mr. WILSON of South Carolina
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, the Associated Press reported
Friday the global reach of the Islamic
State. This clearly clarifies we are in a
global war on terrorism, confirming we
must defeat Islamic terrorists overseas
or they will murder here again, as they
did in Orlando and San Bernardino.

The article reveals:

“The U.S. battle against the Islamic
State has not yet curbed the group’s
global reach and as pressure mounts on
the extremists in Iraq and Syria, they
are expected to plot more attacks on
the West and incite violence by lone
wolves, CIA Director John Brennan
told Congress.

“In a rare open hearing, Brennan
gave the Senate Intelligence Com-
mittee an update on the threat from Is-
lamic extremists . . . ‘ISIL has a cadre
of Western fighters who could poten-
tially serve as operatives for attacks in
the West’ ‘Furthermore, as we
have seen in Orlando, San Bernardino
and elsewhere, ISIL is attempting to
inspire attacks by sympathizers who
have no direct links to the group.’ . . .
‘our efforts have not reduced the
group’s terrorism capability and global
reach.””

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

———
CLOSE A DANGEROUS LOOPHOLE

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

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, Congress
has no greater responsibility than act-
ing to keep the American people safe.
That is why House Democrats, focused
on a strong and smart national secu-
rity plan, have repeatedly made at-
tempts to close a dangerous loophole
that allows suspected terrorists to buy
deadly weapons, weapons like those
that we just saw used in the horrific
mass shooting in Orlando.

Eighty percent of Americans, an
overwhelming majority, support a law
that would prevent people on the FBI’s
terrorist watch list from being able to
buy guns. For the American people, it
is common sense. It is a no-brainer.
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Yet Republicans in Congress con-
tinue to do everything they can to stop
us not just from acting, but to stop us
from even having a vote on the floor of
the House of Representatives as to
whether this legislation ought to go
forward. In the Senate, they have
blocked efforts—they just did yester-
day—to bring up this commonsense
legislation.

Speaker RYAN and House Republicans
continue to keep us from bringing up a
bill authored by one of the Republican
Members of this House that would pre-
vent an individual on the terrorist
watch list from buying a gun.

It is long past time. Congress needs
to act.

—————
HELPING MINNESOTA’S YOUTH

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

Mr. EMMER of Minnesota. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to address child-
hood obesity in the recent efforts in
Minnesota, my home State, to address
this concern for families throughout
our State and across this country.

Over the past decade, as a nation, we
have seen a great deal of time and en-
ergy dedicated to combatting child-
hood obesity, and thus far, we have
seen great successes.

The Robert Wood Johnson Founda-
tion recently highlighted St. Cloud, the
largest city in Minnesota’s Sixth Con-
gressional District, because of an im-
pressive 24 percent decline in obesity
for 12-year-olds over the past 7 years.
This incredible shift in the health and
well-being for Minnesota’s youth could
not have occurred without joint com-
munity effort.

As an example, in St. Cloud, we have
been lucky enough to have the help of
healthcare providers like CentraCare,
who look past the boundaries of their
hospitals and their clinics and bring
their work into the communities where
they live.

I applaud the efforts of great Min-
nesota companies and organizations
like CentraCare, Coborn’s, Bernick’s,
and many others who are dedicated to
working together to improve the over-
all health in our Minnesota commu-
nities.

e —

HUWALDT 80TH ANNIVERSARY

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

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise to honor Harrison and Varedo
Huwaldt of Randolph, Nebraska, cele-
brating their 80th wedding anniversary
today, June 21, 2016. Yes, that is 80
years together. After meeting on a
blind date in 1935, the Huwaldts mar-
ried within a year and began their life
together.

During their 80 years of marriage,
they have visited all 50 States, oper-
ated their own filling station and a
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trucking business, and enjoyed water
skiing, golfing, and taking cruises to-
gether. They have three children, six
grandchildren, and four great-grand-
children.

They have also been active members
in their community. Harrison served
on the city council for more than 50
years, while Varedo served as church
organist for 25 years.

Now, at the ages of 100 and 99, respec-
tively, the Huwaldt’s eight-decade
commitment to each other inspires all
who hear their love story. I ask my col-
leagues to join me in congratulating
Harrison and Varedo Huwaldt on their
remarkable 80 years of marriage.

———

REPORT ON H.R. 5538, DEPART-
MENT OF THE INTERIOR, ENVI-
RONMENT, AND RELATED AGEN-
CIES APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2017

Mr. CALVERT from the Committee
on Appropriations, submitted a privi-
leged report (Rept. No. 114-632) on the
bill (H.R. 5538) making appropriations
for the Department of the Interior, en-
vironment, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2017,
and for other purposes, which was re-
ferred to the Union Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule XXI, all points of
order are reserved on the bill.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions 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.

Record votes on postponed questions
will be taken later.

———

END TAXPAYER FUNDED CELL
PHONES ACT OF 2016

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules
and pass the bill (H.R. 5525) to prohibit
universal service support of commer-
cial mobile service and commercial
mobile data service through the Life-
line program.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5525

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 “End Tax-
payer Funded Cell Phones Act of 2016”°.

SEC. 2. PROHIBITION ON LIFELINE SUPPORT FOR
MOBILE SERVICE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on January 1,
2017, a provider of commercial mobile service
or commercial mobile data service may not
receive universal service support under sec-
tions 214(e) and 254 of the Communications
Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 214(e); 254) for the provi-
sion of such service through the Lifeline pro-
gram of the Federal Communications Com-
mission.
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(b) CONTRIBUTIONS.—For calendar year 2017,
the amount that telecommunications car-
riers that provide interstate telecommuni-
cations services and other providers of inter-
state telecommunications are required to
contribute under section 254(d) of the Com-
munications Act of 1934 to Federal universal
service support mechanisms shall be deter-
mined—

(1) without regard to subsection (a); and

(2) as if the same amount of support for the
provision of commercial mobile service and
commercial mobile data service through the
Lifeline program that is provided in calendar
year 2016 is provided in calendar year 2017.

(c) EXCESs COLLECTIONS.—The amount col-
lected pursuant to subsection (b)(2) shall be
deposited in the general fund of the Treasury
of the United States, for the sole purpose of
deficit reduction. No portion of such amount
may be treated as a credit toward future
contributions required under section 254(d) of
the Communications Act of 1934.

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) COMMERCIAL MOBILE DATA SERVICE.—The
term ‘‘commercial mobile data service’ has
the meaning given such term in section 6001
of the Middle Class Tax Relief and Job Cre-
ation Act of 2012 (47 U.S.C. 1401).

(2) COMMERCIAL MOBILE SERVICE.—The term
‘“‘commercial mobile service” has the mean-
ing given such term in section 332 of the
Communications Act of 1934 (47 U.S.C. 332).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. AUSTIN ScoTT) and the
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAL-
LONE) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
all Members have 5 legislative days to
revise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material in the
RECORD on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
55625, the End Taxpayer Funded Cell
Phones Act of 2016, which would pro-
hibit universal service fund support
through the Lifeline program to com-
mercial mobile and data service car-
riers.

This legislation would restore the
Lifeline program to its original intent
of providing access to telecommuni-
cation services for eligible individuals
via landline phones.

Many of us in this body and many of
our constituents have witnessed tents
and stands outside of our grocery
stores or on the street corner giving
away so-called free phones. At a time
when everyday Americans are working
harder and harder to make ends meet
and when government spending is out
of control, our constituents don’t un-
derstand why this is still going on.
And, Mr. Speaker, neither do I.

Before 1 go further, I want to be
clear. These Americans who accept
these free phones are not the ones who
are taking advantage of this system. It
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is the carriers who stand to benefit
from the system that are taking advan-
tage of our citizens, and the program is
systemically unable to stop the cycle
of waste, fraud, and abuse.

When offered something for free with
little or no verification and with little
or no knowledge about who is paying
for that item, I believe you would be
hard pressed to find someone who
wouldn’t, at least, consider taking the
item. The problem is that there is a fi-
nancial incentive for the carriers to ex-
pand the number of Lifeline users, and
there is far less incentive to diligently
verify the eligibility of the individuals
who apply.

The Lifeline program, created under
President Reagan to serve a legitimate
need, has largely gone unchecked and
has ballooned since 2005, when it was
expanded to include mobile phone serv-
ices.

While the FCC has implemented re-
forms aimed at rooting out the waste,
fraud, and abuse in the program, seri-
ous issues remain to this day. For ex-
ample, the National Lifeline Account-
ability Database was created to help
carriers prevent duplication of service.
However, certain carriers use the inde-
pendent economic household override
to easily circumvent the one-phone-
number-per-household rule by merely
checking the box on a form without
any supporting documentation.

Data recently obtained by the FCC
reveals that between October of 2014
and April of 2016, carriers enrolled
4,291,647 duplicate subscribers to the
Lifeline program by widespread use of
this targeted exception to the pro-
gram’s one-person household rule.
When skirting the rules is so easy,
fraud becomes rampant.

Additionally, Mr. Speaker, in April of
this year, the FCC fined a -carrier,
Total Call Mobile, for overbilling the
Lifeline program for millions of dollars
by fraudulently enrolling duplicate and
ineligible consumers. Again, the car-
rier, Total Call Mobile, was able to do
this by circumventing the National
Lifeline Accountability Database and
manipulating customer information.

These reports come on the heels of
the FCC’s recent announcement to in-
crease the so-called budget for Lifeline
by $725 million, a tax increase on
Americans which is neither subject to
congressional oversight nor approval.
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While the widespread fraud is not
hindering eligible recipients from re-
ceiving phones, it is costing taxpaying
Americans money. In order to increase
the Lifeline budget, if you will, the
FCC must increase the universal serv-
ice fee. I bet most Americans don’t
know what fee I am talking about.

The universal service fee is a tax on
the bottom of your phone bill right
here. That so-called fee is what pays
for the FCC’s Universal Service Fund,
which includes the Lifeline program.

When the costs of the Lifeline pro-
gram go up because of waste, fraud,
and abuse, you know who pays for it?
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Everyday Americans, who are al-
ready struggling to make ends meet,
get a tax increase on their phone bill.

The FCC is asking for Americans to
shoulder the cost of this increase with-
out fully addressing the fraud, waste,
and abuse within the program. It is
clear that this lack of accountability
and rampant fraud is systemic to the
Lifeline program, and the price of this
continues to be paid by Americans
across the country.

American taxpayers are already over-
burdened, Mr. Speaker, and should not
be forced to pay for a program that is
unquestionably riddled with waste,
fraud, and abuse. It is simple good gov-
ernance to rein in programs like Life-
line that have vastly expanded in scope
and have done so with an ever-increas-
ing share of Americans’ hard-earned
dollars. Congress must act to impose
fiscal discipline to ensure increased
costs are not shouldered by Americans.

I do not stand here today and say
that there is not a need for Lifeline,
nor do I deny the fact that there are a
good number of people in this country
who are eligible for this program. We
should continue to ensure that the
Lifeline program exists to provide
those people with access to critical
telecommunications services, but we
should also remember the many people
making just barely enough not to be el-
igible for assistance through Lifeline
who would be hurt by any increase in
the taxes on their phone bill: an in-
crease caused by a government that
won’t deal with the crisis of waste,
fraud, and abuse.

The original intent of the Lifeline
program was pure: provide access to
telecommunications services to con-
sumers, including low-income con-
sumers at reasonable and affordable
rates. My legislation aims to restore
that original intent. We can provide for
people in need without taking from
those who have nothing left to give.

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

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

I rise in strong opposition to H.R.
5525. A few weeks ago when Speaker
RYAN presented his anti-poverty plan,
many of us were skeptical and argued
that his proposals would not actually
help the poor. The Ryan plan was sim-
ply a rebranding of failed policies that
congressional Republicans have been
pushing for years.

Unfortunately, we are quickly find-
ing out that our fears were justified,
Mr. Speaker. Today, Speaker RYAN and
the Republican majority are bringing a
bill to the floor that would eliminate
the successful Lifeline program that
provides millions of low-income Ameri-
cans access to basic communication
services. It would leave people with no
way to search for job postings, no way
to schedule interviews, and no way to
get a call back from a potential em-
ployer.
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This goes far beyond jobs, Mr. Speak-
er. Cell phones are a necessity in mod-
ern, everyday life. Low-income Ameri-
cans rely more heavily on mobile
phones and mobile Internet service
than the overall population. Children
from low-income homes use Lifeline to
help do their homework. Seniors use it
to manage their health care and call
their family and loved ones. Victims of
domestic violence use it to find the
help and support they need, and vic-
tims of assaults use their Lifeline
phones to call 911 in an emergency,
which makes me question how exactly
this bill fits into Speaker RYAN’s anti-
poverty agenda.

The legislation is so extreme when
you consider that congressional Repub-
licans are looking to gut a Lifeline pro-
gram created in the Reagan adminis-
tration and expanded to include wire-
less service in the Bush administra-
tion. At least 9.8 million Americans de-
pend on the Lifeline program to stay
connected using mobile phones, and
this bill would leave these people
stranded.

Some claim that the program is
fraught with government waste. 1
heard that from the gentleman from
Georgia. But these claims ignore the
fact that the Obama administration
has eliminated nearly three-quarters of
a billion dollars in waste, fraud, and
abuse.

This bill will do absolutely nothing
to help taxpayers. In fact, the Congres-
sional Budget Office estimates that
this bill would essentially create a $1.2
billion tax. Specifically, the bill directs
the FCC to continue collecting funds
from the American people that had
been used for the Lifeline program, but
not pay any benefits out. Rather than
cut taxes, this bill essentially creates a
new one.

When it comes down to it, congres-
sional Republicans already know there
are significant problems with this bill.
They don’t want it to pass. That is the
only way to explain why they came up
with this cynical procedural move to
ignore regular order and set up the bill
to fail. They are bringing it up under a
suspension of the rules, which requires
a two-thirds majority. They think that
the American people will not hold
them accountable for their bad policies
if they let Democrats Kkill the bill.

Worse, this maneuver comes from a
committee that normally obsesses with
process for the agencies in our jurisdic-
tion. It seems those concerns apply
only to others. Well, I think more high-
ly of our constituents. I think they see
through these kinds of ploys.

The American people know that if
Republicans are really serious about
battling poverty and shrinking the size
of Lifeline, they would work with us to
create more jobs for those who are un-
employed or underemployed. The best
way to lower the costs of the Lifeline
program is to lift people up and not to
take away their connection to a better
life.

We should not be spending our time
on bills like this. We could be looking
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at ways to take guns from terrorists
instead of taking phones from Ameri-
cans who are looking for jobs. We could
be working together to increase the
minimum wage and repair our crum-
bling infrastructure.

Mr. Speaker, this bill abandons our
most vulnerable, and I urge all of my
colleagues to oppose it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS).

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, today
we are on the floor for a very impor-
tant question, and the question is: Will
Congress ignore knowledge of some $476
million that is considered documented
fraud that is taking place on behalf of
taxpayers of the TUnited States of
America?

Mr. Speaker, a letter from Commis-
sioner Pai at the Federal Communica-
tions Commission dated June 8, 2016—
not even a month ago—goes to Mr.
Chris Henderson, chief executive offi-
cer, Universal Service Administrative
Company of the United States. It docu-
ments abuse in here, and I would read
if I may:

“Thank you again for your May 25
letter, which contained detailed data
on how wireless resellers have used the
National Lifeline Accountability Data-
base. My staff has concluded further
analysis of that data, and I am now
concerned that the abuse of the Uni-
versal Service Fund’s Lifeline program
is more widespread than I first
thought.”

Mr. Speaker, Mr. SCOTT is here on
the floor today to protect the tax-
payers of this country and the integ-
rity of the laws that we have passed
and that we have oversight of by virtue
of being Members of Congress. The $476
million is a problem because it is docu-
mented that it is duplicate use by orga-
nizations that have been fined over $50
million by the FCC.

In no way is Mr. ScOTT or this legis-
lation attempting to take away Life-
line service that is very important to
not only members particularly in rural
areas, but other areas of the United
States to provide them access to
broadband that has been created by our
American ingenuity. I would note,
however, that what we are doing is
that we do not believe the government
has any business in funding the fraud
that has been made available.

Mr. Speaker, I was on the original
Labs team out of New Jersey that de-
veloped broadband in the mid-1980s. I
was on the original team that brought
forth this product to the American peo-
ple, and it was done with great antici-
pation to help better people’s lives, to
allow all areas of the United States—
and probably the world—to better con-
nect itself for the new transitional
world that we would live in.

I don’t think it was ever envisioned
that we would want it to be misused in
such a way that it would cost tax-
payers of this country $500 million a
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year in fraud. It is there as an advocate
for people to gain jobs, to understand
education better, and to use the ave-
nues of technology to better their
lives.

Where you have documented fraud,
the United States Congress has a re-
sponsibility to stand up. I believe that
is what we are saying today. By this
suspension vote, we are expecting two-
thirds of this body to recognize that
where there is widespread fraud that
the United States Congress, on behalf
of the taxpayer who paid the bill for
the fraud, that something responsible
would be done about it.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
this letter from Commissioner Pai. I
would ask, more importantly, that this
Congress be responsible about saying it
is documented fraud that we are after,
not Lifeline service.

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMISSION,
Washington, DC, June 8, 2016.
Mr. CHRIS HENDERSON,
Chief Executive Officer, Universal Service Ad-
ministrative Company, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. HENDERSON: Thank you again for
your May 25 letter, which contained detailed
data on how wireless resellers have used the
National Lifeline Accountability Database
(NLAD). My staff has concluded further anal-
ysis of that data, and I am now concerned
that abuse of the Universal Service Fund’s
Lifeline program is more widespread than I
first thought.

Before 2012, it was well known that dupli-
cate subscribers (that is, individuals getting
multiple subsidies) plagued the Lifeline pro-
gram. In the 2012 Lifeline Reform Order, the
Commission codified the one-per-household
rule, which prohibits more than one Lifeline
subscription from going to a single house-
hold. To curb the problem of duplicate sub-
scriptions and enforce the one-per-household
rule, the FCC established the NLAD. The
NLAD is designed to help carriers identify
and resolve duplicate claims for Lifeline
service and prevent future duplicates from
enrolling.

Although the NLAD rejects multiple sub-
scribers at the same address, the FCC also
instructed USAC to ‘‘implement procedures
to enable applicants to demonstrate at the
outset that any other Lifeline recipients re-
siding at their residential address are part of
a separate household.” USAC did so by al-
lowing carriers to override NLAD’s rejection
of an applicant with the same address as an-
other subscriber. As USAC’s website ex-
plains, to carry out an independent economic
household (IEH) override (as USAC calls it),
an applicant must merely check a box on a
form and need not provide any supporting
documentation.

Unfortunately, this well-intentioned ex-
ception to the override process appears to be
undermining the one-per-household rule. The
NLAD is not preventing a large number of
duplicate subscribers from claiming Lifeline
subsidies.

We saw in the Total Call Mobile case how
unscrupulous carriers could regularly reg-
ister duplicate subscribers by fraudulently
using the address of a local homeless shelter,
altering a person’s name, and using fake So-
cial Security numbers to evade detection. As
a result, USAC had to de-enroll 32,498 dupli-
cates from Total Call Mobile’s rolls.

But your May 25 letter reveals an even
greater problem. Specifically, USAC’s data
reveal that Carriers enrolled 4,291,647 sub-
scribers between October 2014 and April 2016
using the IEH override process. That’s more
than 35.3% of all subscribers enrolled in
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NLAD-participating states during that pe-
riod. Indeed, that’s more people than live in
the State of Oregon. And the price to the
taxpayer is steep—just one year of service
for these apparent duplicates costs taxpayers
$476 million.

It is alarming that over one-third of sub-
scribers—costing taxpayers almost half a bil-
lion dollars a year—were registered through
an IEH override. Therefore, I respectfully re-
quest that you provide the following infor-
mation to my office:

1. Of the 4,291,647 subscribers enrolled using
an IEH override between October 2014 and
April 2016, how many are still enrolled in the
Lifeline program? To the extent these sub-
scribers are no longer enrolled, please quan-
tify (1) how many subscribers left the pro-
gram of their own volition, (2) how many de-
enrolled as a result of a specific investiga-
tion, audit, or review, and (3) how many de-
enrolled as a result of annual verification
checks.

2. Please explain the process USAC used to
establish the current IEH override process.
Specifically, please explain why carriers are
not required to collect any documentation
demonstrating that a subscriber is ‘“‘part of a
separate household’ for purposes of an IEH
override and why staff do not review either
the certification form or any documentation
before authorizing an IEH override.

3. Please describe the steps USAC has
taken to verify the integrity of the IEH over-
ride process. Specifically, I am interested in
understanding the steps taken to verify that
subscribers enrolled with an IEH override are
in fact economically independent from other
Lifeline subscribers at the same address.

a. For example, one Total Call Mobile sales
agent testified that he filled out applica-
tions, checking off the boxes he knew appli-
cants needed to check to enroll. What proc-
ess does USAC use to minimize and detect
such behavior?

b. Does USAC contact existing subscribers
at a particular address before enrolling a
new subscriber at that address to verify eco-
nomic independence?

c. Has USAC sampled a set of subscribers
to determine whether subscribers can dem-
onstrate economic independence through
documentation (such as tax forms)?

d. Has USAC coordinated with federal or
state agencies to determine whether sub-
scribers have consistently represented them-
selves as economically independent?

4. According to the 2014 Lifeline Biennial
Audit Plan, independent auditors were re-
quired to create a list of apparent duplicates
for each carrier subject to the audit and
verify for a sample of 30 apparent duplicates
that “‘at least one subscriber at each address
[has] complete[d] a one-per-household work-
sheet.” Were auditors required to verify
whether such subscribers were actually eco-
nomically independent from other Lifeline
subscribers at the same address for a sample
of apparent duplicates? If not, why not?

5. Please describe any investigations, au-
dits, or reviews that USAC has conducted
from October 2014 to the present to verify
that subscribers enrolled with an IEH over-
ride are in fact economically independent
from other Lifeline subscribers at their ad-
dress. Please include any such reports draft-
ed or issued by USAC or, in the case of no
such report, a summary of USAC’s findings.

6. Please describe any recommendations
USAC has to improve the IEH override proc-
ess to ensure that taxpayer funds are not
wasted. Please identify any FCC rule
changes that would be necessary to effec-
tuate such improvements.

7. You reported in your May 2 letter that
USAC also conducts Payment Quality Assur-
ance (PQA) reviews and regularly analyzes
the NLAD for ‘‘anomalies, duplicates, or
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other errors that may signal improper pay-
ments of potentially fraudulent behavior.”
As a result of those reviews, USAC discov-
ered and de-enrolled 373,911 duplicates from
the NLAD between February and May 2015.
Please describe any other investigations, au-
dits, or reviews that USAC has conducted
from October 2014 to the present to eliminate
duplicate subscribers from the NLAD. Please
include any such reports drafted or issued by
USAC or, in the case of no such report, a
summary of USAC’s findings.

8. In the Total Call Mobile case, one sales
agent alleged that he could enroll the same
person multiple times in the NLAD so long
as the applicant used different devices with-
in a 15-minute timespan. Is this claim true?
If so, what steps will USAC take to close this
apparent loophole?

I appreciate USAC’s continued work to
protect the American taxpayer and safe-
guard the Universal Service Fund. I also ap-
preciate that USAC often takes instruction
from the FCC in fulfilling its role. Given the
hundreds of millions in taxpayer funds ap-
parently lost to unscrupulous behavior in
the Lifeline program, I hope you will agree
that USAC’s paramount task must be to
eliminate waste, fraud, and abuse from the
Lifeline program. I therefore ask that you
respond with the requested information by
July 28, 2016. If you have any questions,
please feel free to contact my office.

Sincerely,
AJIT PAIL,
Commissioner, Federal Communications
Commission.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TAKANO).

Mr. TAKANO. I thank the ranking
member from New Jersey for the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 5525, a bill that under-
mines the Lifeline program and dem-
onstrates the majority’s continued in-
difference to the struggle of low-in-
come Americans.

The Lifeline program helps 9.8 mil-
lion people across this country access
cell phone service which, as we all
know, is a necessity for modern every-
day life. For decades, helping strug-
gling Americans access basic tech-
nology was a bipartisan initiative. It
was started under President Reagan,
and then expanded under President
George W. Bush. I am surprised and
disappointed that my Republican col-
leagues have chosen today to end that
tradition of bipartisanship on behalf of
struggling families.

Let’s be clear, a vote for this bill is a
vote to take critical devices away from
people who need them the most. We are
taking service away from older Ameri-
cans who use it to manage their health
care and call their loved ones. We are
taking service away from students who
use cell data to do their homework. We
are taking service away from victims
of domestic violence who use it to get
help and support. We are taking service
away from unemployed workers who
use it to find a good-paying job. Most
importantly, we are taking devices out
of the hands of Americans who use
Lifeline to call 911 during an emer-
gency.

Why?

The majority says it will save con-
sumers money, but the way that the
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bill is written, it will not save a dime
for consumers or American taxpayers.
We continue to collect the fees, but we
do not provide Lifeline services. This
legislation will do one thing and only
one thing: Make it harder for low-in-
come Americans to get back on their
feet.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
“no” on H.R. 5525.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. ScoTrT for allowing me time to
speak on this.

Obviously, I rise today in support of
H.R. 55625, the End Taxpayer Funded
Cell Phones Act of 2016.

This administration has continued to
expand existing programs for their own
political benefit, with one of the most
glaring examples being the ‘‘Obama
phone,” also known as the Lifeline pro-
gram. This was created back in the
1980s. Lifeline brought telecommuni-
cation services to consumers, including
those with low income.

While this program started with good
intentions, like most programs do, the
Lifeline program has spiraled out of
control, and the budget for this pro-
gram is growing astronomically.

In an effort to curb wasteful spend-
ing, I am proud to support my col-
league from Georgia’s legislation. It is
a commonsense approach to reining in
wasteful spending in Washington.
Americans are tired of the Federal
Government spending taxpayer money
that is not accounted for, and this bill
is a step in the right direction.

Americans watch their money, and
Washington should too. This legisla-
tion restores the Lifeline program back
to its original purpose and narrows its
scope to cut fraud and abuse, which has
been mentioned multiple times here
this morning. We have to put an end to
bloated bureaucracy one Federal pro-
gram at a time.
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TORRES).

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I was a
911 dispatcher for 17%2 years in Los An-
geles. It used to be that, when we had
land lines, you didn’t have to be a sub-
scriber to telephone service to be able
to dial 911 for police emergencies, fire
emergencies, or paramedic services.
People could simply keep their phone
plugged in and be able to dial 911.

That is no longer the case, as more
and more phone companies are doing
away with land lines. More and more
people now have to subscribe to tele-
phone service in order to be able to ac-
cess 911 for paramedics, for a police
emergency, or for a fire service emer-
gency.

So we have created a system that is
working against the poorest of the poor
in our communities, and now the Re-
publicans want to take that away from
them.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
time of the gentlewoman has expired.

Mr. PALLONE. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds.

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, I urge a
“no” vote on this. Allow the people in
the United States to be able to access
an ambulance, a police officer, or a
firefighter for free. The poorest of the
poor are depending on you to vote ‘“‘no”’
on this bill.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, may I inquire how much time
is remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia has 9% minutes
remaining. The gentleman from New
Jersey has 122 minutes remaining.

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I want to correct a cou-
ple of things that were said from the
start.

First of all, this piece of legislation
does not eliminate the Lifeline pro-
gram. It does move it back to land
lines and away from the cellular serv-
ices.

I would also, respectfully, submit
that multiple pieces of legislation have
been introduced in an effort to address
the waste, fraud, and abuse in this pro-
gram. The number that I mentioned
earlier—4,291,647—is cases where we be-
lieve there has been an abuse of the
system. The phone companies get ap-
proximately $10 a month per phone
that they hand out. That is a tremen-
dous amount of waste, fraud, and
abuse. It is almost $500 million.

So when we see that much waste,
fraud, and abuse in the system, we as a
Congress have a responsibility to put
the integrity back into that system.

There have been a tremendous num-
ber of pieces of legislation that have
been introduced. They have all not
been able to come to the floor. I want
to thank our leadership for putting a
bill on the floor that does the one thing
in attempting to eliminate that waste,
fraud, and abuse of this system.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to address some
of the points that the gentleman from
Georgia made.

First of all, 85 percent of the program
goes toward wireless service; mobile
phones. So when the gentleman says
that we are eliminating wireless and
that it doesn’t matter because we will
g0 back to land lines, that is just sim-
ply not the case. That is what the gen-
tlewoman from California just ex-
plained.

I am concerned that what I am really
hearing from the gentleman from Geor-
gia is the notion that somehow, if
there are more than two lines at a
given address, it is fraud. I just want to
eliminate that notion because I think
that criticism misses the point.

There is an exception in the Lifeline
program that can permit more than
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one line per household. This exception
is a critical feature that allows people
without a long-term home address to
take advantage of the program. These
are the very people Lifeline was de-
signed to help.

The system allows those living in a
homeless shelter, without a stable ad-
dress, to have access to a phone. It
even allows veterans in a group home
to access the Internet. So it is not
fraud to allow these people access to
phones because they happen to have
the same address.

While this particular feature of the
program may not be the cause of harm
that has been alleged, Democrats are
serious about eliminating the waste,
fraud, and abuse from the Lifeline pro-
gram. We stand ready to work with Re-
publicans to make the program better.

When we had a hearing in the Energy
and Commerce Committee, one of the
points we were making was, just cut-
ting the program doesn’t eliminate
waste, fraud, and abuse. You under-
stand, this bill simply says we are
going to cut the funds. It doesn’t say
how that is going to eliminate the
waste, fraud, and abuse.

I will tell you there never was a
markup. It just came to the floor. We
did have a hearing. There was no mark-
up. So this is not regular order. But the
bottom line is, we said over and over
again, as Democrats: work with us to
eliminate the fraud and abuse. The
Obama administration has always done
that.

This doesn’t do that. This just cuts
the program and goes back to what my
two colleagues from California were
saying: you now have all these people
who are poor and working people, who
don’t have enough money to pay for
these phones. They just don’t have the
phone anymore, and so they don’t have
access to a mobile phone in order to
make those critical calls for some of
the purposes that were mentioned.

As I said, during the Obama adminis-
tration, the FCC has already reduced
expenditures by nearly a billion dol-
lars. In fact, the FCC recently took ad-
ditional substantial steps to prevent
potential abuses of the program. The
FCC very recently created an inde-
pendent, third-party National Lifeline
Eligibility Verifier. So there is a sin-
gular, disinterested referee making
Lifeline eligibility decisions.

So an effort is being made—a serious
effort—that has already saved a lot of
money to try to improve this program.
But, again, the bill before us does noth-
ing to target waste, fraud, or abuse. It
just cuts off truly deserving low-in-
come Americans from a program that
can help them improve their lives.

So for that reason, I urge my col-
leagues to oppose the bill.

In closing, I don’t want to keep re-
peating the same thing, but I think it
is pretty clear where I and my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle stand.
This bill would cut off millions of low-
income persons from having wireless
service and access to the Internet. If
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enacted, it would prohibit commercial
wireless providers from receiving
money from the Universal Service
Fund Lifeline program, and that pro-
gram subsidizes phones for low-income
Americans. Without this program, mil-
lions of Americans will be left strand-
ed, without any phones.

The bill is being brought to the floor
under suspension of the rules, even
though no committee has actually held
a markup on the bill.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘no,” to pro-
tect low-income Americans’ Lifeline
wireless phone service.

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

Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I, again, want to reiterate that this
bill does not eliminate the Lifeline pro-
gram. It takes it back to the original
intent.

I appreciate the newfound commit-
ment to deal with the waste, fraud, and
abuse, and I look forward to working
with you on that legislation, if this one
should not pass. We have a responsi-
bility to make sure that, when we are
creating access to any program, we
have integrity in this program. This is
not in any way, shape, or form in-
tended to do anything but to bring that
integrity back.

Again, Mr. Speaker, this is about
eliminating approximately $500 million
a year worth of waste, fraud, and
abuse.

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition of H.R. 5525, the End Tax-
payer Funded Cell Phones Act of 2016, be-
cause it will end an essential program that
helps millions of elderly, low-income and poor
people have access to cellphone service.

As the founder and chair of the Children’s
Caucus | am particularly focused on the needs
of children and their families.

H.R. 5525 would deny the Universal Service
Fund, the charge levied on land lines to help
fund telecommunications services for low in-
come people, the ability to use funds to help
people purchase cell phones.

The Lifeline Program was first implemented
in 1985 by President Reagan and expanded in
2005 by President George W. Bush to include
commercial mobile service and commercial
data service, the Lifeline program ensures that
all Americans have the opportunities, assist-
ance, and security that phone service brings.

Lifeline is a successful program, currently
supporting over 12 million people who make
up our nation’s most vulnerable populations to
call 911 and other emergency services, con-
tact prospective and current employers, and
connect with essential health, social, employ-
ment, and educational services.

According to one Lifeline provider, more
than 80 percent of Lifeline subscribers in 2011
had an average household income below
$15,000; more than 45 percent of Lifeline sub-
scribers were Caucasian compared to 40 per-
cent who were African American and 7 per-
cent who were Hispanic.

In the 2016 Lifeline Modernization Order,
the Commission included broadband as a sup-
port service in the Lifeline program.
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The Commission also set out minimum
service standards for Lifeline-supported serv-
ices to ensure maximum value for the uni-
versal service dollar, and established a Na-
tional Eligibility Verifier to make independent
subscriber eligibility determinations.

Lifeline enables the most vulnerable among
us to be participating members of our society;
cutting wireless services could prevent individ-
uals from being able to, among other things:

receive a communication about a child’s ill-
ness at school while they are at work;

summon medical help in a car accident;

speak with their employers about additional
work shifts while commuting by public transit;
or

alert first-responders of public emergencies
(such as a fast-moving fire, a flooded road, or
a violent attack) that pose a threat to the larg-
er community.

Today, 9.8 million Americans depend on the
Lifeline program to stay connected using mo-
bile phones.

The legislation comes on the heels of real
enforcement by the FCC to crack down on
carriers that have abused the program, includ-
ing a $51 million fine against Total Call Mobile
announced in April.

Even more, this shameful bill was not con-
sidered under regular order and has not been
considered by any committee.

If the critics of the Lifeline program sincerely
think the costs of the program are a problem,
they should work with Democrats to address
inequality, to close the gender pay gap, to
raise the minimum wage, and to put more
people to work through universal broadband
infrastructure projects.

The Lifeline Program is working in my state
of Texas.

Texans are eligible for lifeline cell phone
service if they receive benefits from any of the
following programs:

National School Lunch (free program only);

Federal Public Housing Assistance / Section

Health Benefit Coverage under Children’s
Health Insurance Plan (CHIP);

Low Income Home Energy Assistance
(LIHEAP)

Medicaid;

Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program
(Food Stamps);

Supplemental Security Income (SSI);

Bureau of Indian Affairs General Assistance;

Temporary Assistance for Needy Families;

Tribally-Administered Temporary Assistance
for Needy Families;

Food Distribution Program on Indian Res-
ervations;

You may also qualify for lifeline service in
Texas if your Total Household Income is at or
under 150 percent of the Federal Poverty
Guidelines.

For these reasons | join the NAACP in
strongly opposing H.R. 5525, because it will
do real damage to our national effort to ex-
pand indispensable access to telephone and
cellphone service.

| ask my colleagues to join me in opposing
H.R. 5525.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. AUS-
TIN ScOTT) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5525.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.
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Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

————

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT

Messages in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States were commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Brian
Pate, one of his secretaries.

—————

AUTHORIZING USE OF PASSENGER
FACILITY CHARGES FROM ONE
AIRPORT AT A PREVIOUSLY AS-
SOCIATED AIRPORT

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4369) to authorize the use of
passenger facility charges at an airport
previously associated with the airport
at which the charges are collected.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4369

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. USE OF PASSENGER FACILITY
CHARGES FROM ONE AIRPORT AT A
PREVIOUSLY ASSOCIATED AIRPORT.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) On December 22, 2015, the Los Angeles
City Council, the Los Angeles Board of Air-
port Commissioners, the Los Angeles World
Airports, the Ontario City Council, and the
Ontario International Airport Authority
agreed to transfer ownership and control of
Ontario International Airport from the city
of Los Angeles and Los Angeles World Air-
ports to the Ontario International Airport
Authority, a local joint powers authority es-
tablished by and between the county of San
Bernardino and the city of Ontario.

(2) Pursuant to the agreement, the Ontario
International Airport Authority intends to
use between $70,000,000 and $120,000,000 in pas-
senger facility charges collected at Ontario
International Airport to finance eligible
projects at Los Angeles International Air-
port, as compensation for passenger facility
charges collected, consistent with section
40117(b)(1) of title 49, United States Code, at
Los Angeles International Airport for use at
Ontario International Airport in the 1990s,
when both airports were controlled by Los
Angeles World Airports.

(3) The amendment made by subsection (b)
applies exclusively to Ontario International
Airport, allowing passenger facility charges
to be used for eligible projects at Los Ange-
les International Airport while making no
other changes to passenger facility charges
eligibility requirements.

(4) No additional appropriations are re-
quired to implement the agreement de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or the amendment
made by subsection (b).

(b) PASSENGER FACILITY CHARGES.—Section
40117(b) of title 49, United States Code, is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘“(8) USE OF PFC REVENUES AT PREVIOUSLY
ASSOCIATED AIRPORT.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding the re-
quirements of paragraph (1) and subject to
subparagraph (B), the Secretary may author-
ize use of a passenger facility charge to fi-
nance an eligible airport-related project if—
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‘(i) the eligible agency seeking to impose
the new charge controls an airport where a
$2 passenger facility charge became effective
on January 1, 2013; and

‘“(ii) the airport described in clause (i) and
the airport at which the project will be car-
ried out were under the control of the same
eligible agency on October 1, 2015.

“(B) LIMITATION.—Not more than
$120,000,000 in passenger facility charges col-
lected under subparagraph (A) may be used
to carry out an eligible airport-related
project described in that subparagraph.’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentlewoman from
Virginia (Mrs. COMSTOCK) and the gen-
tlewoman from Nevada (Ms. TITUS)
each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Virginia.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 4369.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of H.R. 4369, a bill that will provide
regulatory relief to Los Angeles Inter-
national Airport and Ontario Inter-
national Airport and facilitate a trans-
fer of Ontario International Airport to
a new airport authority.

I want to thank Mr. CALVERT, the
sponsor of the bill, for introducing this
legislation and for his leadership on
this issue.

With that, I urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 4369.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 4369, as you heard,
is a bipartisan, narrowly tailored bill
to address a time-sensitive issue in
southern California that impacts the
Ontario and Los Angeles International
Airports, both of which serve my dis-
trict in southern Nevada.

This bill has the support of my col-
leagues from southern California, and I
appreciate them coming to the floor
today to speak about its importance to
their districts.

Mr. Speaker, when one airport au-
thority takes ownership of an airport
from another authority, there needs to
be a process by which that new author-
ity can repay the passenger facility
charges that were collected up to that
point. This bill would provide such a
mechanism.

There is urgency in addressing this
issue, as the current transfer authority
between these two airports is set to ex-
pire at the end of this year. I support
that, but I would be remiss if I didn’t
acknowledge the fact that, while we
stand on the floor today discussing this
urgent matter affecting our aviation
system, we are mere weeks away from
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the expiration of the third extension of
the current FAA authorization bill.

Months ago, the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee passed legis-
lation which includes numerous time-
sensitive and important provisions.
Yet, because of a proposal to privatize
our air traffic control system, I, along
with my fellow Democrats on the com-
mittee, were forced to oppose the bill.
Meanwhile, our Senate colleagues have
passed a bipartisan FAA bill with over-
whelming support.

Mr. Speaker, again, I am in favor of
this legislation that we are considering
today, but it is my sincere hope that
we will see a similar urgency in ad-
dressing other aviation needs, like the
needs of large airports like McCarran
International Airport, in my district;
the need to extend the authorization
for the unmanned aerial test ranges;
the need to develop a low-altitude air
traffic management system for UAS
operations; and the need to address a
number of the important issues that
are facing our Nation’s airspace that
are in the FAA reauthorization bill.

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

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT) the sponsor of
this bill.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, today is
a good day for the Inland Empire re-
gion in southern California. For many
years now, our region has advocated
for restoring local control of Ontario
International Airport and putting the
future growth of air travel in our own
hands.

My legislation that the House is con-
sidering today, H.R. 4369, is one of the
final necessary steps that will facili-
tate the transfer of Ontario Inter-
national Airport from the city of Los
Angeles to the Ontario International
Airport Authority.

Both the cities of Ontario and Los
Angeles, as well as FAA staff, have put
in hundreds of hours of effort to ap-
prove and prepare for the management
transfer of this hub airport.

When both Ontario International Air-
port and Los Angeles International
Airport were operated by the same
agencies, passenger facility charges, or
PFCs, collected at one airport could be
used for the projects at the other one.
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Going forward, H.R. 4369 will enable a
certain amount of passenger facility
charges collected at the now inde-
pendent Ontario International Airport
to be used for projects at Los Angeles
International Airport as a way to pay
back LAX for sharing its passenger fa-
cility charges in the past years. Since
it is not possible under existing law
today, we are fixing this glitch.

This legislation has broad bipartisan
support and will not cost the taxpayers
a penny. Furthermore, the bill does
nothing to increase passenger facility
charges or any other fees for airport
passengers.
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H.R. 4369 is supported by all stake-
holders, including the FAA, the City of
Los Angeles, Los Angeles World Air-
ports, the City of Ontario, and the On-
tario International Airport Authority.
The bill is supported by the entire bi-
partisan Inland Empire delegation, in-
cluding Representative TORRES, Rep-
resentative AGUILAR, Representative
CoOK, Representative ROYCE, Rep-
resentative RUIZ, and Representative
TAKANO.

Over in the Senate, Senator FEIN-
STEIN has introduced identical legisla-
tion, and I am hopeful the Senate can
quickly approve this bill after we pass
it here today.

There have been many people in-
volved in this effort over the past few
years. I want to specifically thank
FAA Administrator Michael Huerta,
Los Angeles Mayor Eric Garcetti, On-
tario Councilmen Alan Wapner and Jim
Bowman, as well as the rest of the On-
tario City Council and other elected of-
ficials from throughout the Inland Em-
pire who have supported restoring local
control of Ontario Airport.

I also want to thank Majority Leader
KEVIN MCCARTHY and Transportation
and Infrastructure Committee Chair-
man BILL SHUSTER for helping us move
this important legislation to the House
floor today.

The Inland Empire has and continues
to be one of the fastest growing regions
in California and in the Nation, and it
is far past time that we control our
own aviation future. I am confident,
with local control restored, Ontario
International Airport will be a signifi-
cant contributor to future economic
growth in our region.

I urge all my colleagues to support
this important legislation.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. TORRES), who is a cospon-
sor of this bill.

Mrs. TORRES. Mr. Speaker, the bill
we are considering today is a key step
to finalizing the transfer of local con-
trol of the Ontario International Air-
port, a transfer which, after lengthy
negotiations, was finally agreed to by
all parties last year.

This transfer, Mr. Speaker, is long
overdue. Ontario Airport, located in
my congressional district, is a major
economic driver for the Inland Empire
region.

When Los Angeles World Airports
began operating Ontario back in 1967,
it was with the intention of attracting
more airlines and service options to
the Inland Empire. Well, circumstances
have changed quite a bit since that
time.

The Inland Empire isn’t just the out-
skirts of Los Angeles anymore. It is a
rapidly growing region, attracting
more and more new residents and busi-
nesses with a strategic location along a
major freight corridor that makes it a
hub for manufactured and agricultural
goods.

It also provides more convenient air
travel options to residents of San
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Bernardino and Riverside Counties
who, otherwise, would have to travel
up to 2 or 3 hours to fly out of LAX.

Transferring control of the airport
back to Ontario means that the people
who are most affected and who most
closely understand the needs of the re-
gion are the ones who are going to be
shaping the airport’s future. This
transfer is not possible without the leg-
islation we are considering today.

As part of the settlement agreement,
$120 million of passenger facility rev-
enue collected at Ontario will be used
for FAA-qualified capital projects at
LAX. $0 million of that will come
from existing passenger facilities fees
that are controlled by LAWA, but were
collected at Ontario. The remaining $70
million will come from future pas-
senger facility charges collected at On-
tario within the next 10 years. These
are funds that have always been in-
tended to go to LAWA for projects at
LAX.

Congress must now pass this one-
time fix that will allow the transfer of
funds from one airport authority to an-
other. Otherwise, once control of On-
tario Airport shifts to the Ontario
International Airport Authority, there
will be no mechanism to transfer the
funds to LAWA as they have agreed.
Without this bill, the agreement can-
not move forward, and the FAA cannot
approve the agreement and grant the
Ontario International Airport Author-
ity a certificate to operate.

Many of us have been calling for
local control of Ontario Airport for
quite a long time, and this agreement
has been years in the making. All par-
ties have agreed to the terms and are
ready to move forward. As a frequent
flier out of Ontario, I hope Congress
does not stand in its way.

I would like to thank my colleague,
Congressman CALVERT, for helping to
bring this important bill to the floor,
and the rest of the Inland Empire dele-
gation for their support.

I urge my colleagues to support this
legislation.

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

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. TAKANO), another cosponsor
of the bill.

Mr. TAKANO. I thank the gentle-
woman from Nevada for the time.

Mr. Speaker, the Inland Empire
should have control of its regional air-
port, and local residents should have
access to affordable domestic and
international flights.

With that in mind, I rise in support
of H.R. 4369, which would facilitate the
transfer of Ontario International Air-
port from the City of Los Angeles.

While the number of flights offered
at Ontario Airport has decreased, the
demand for those flights has not. In-
dustry experts estimate that 2 million
passengers a year are forced to drive to
Los Angeles or other regional airports
due to the lack of flights and connec-
tions offered at Ontario. The region is
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losing up to 8,000 jobs and $400 million
in yearly business activity.

As the Inland Empire continues to
grow in population, it needs the On-
tario International Airport to be under
local control. It is a vital economic re-
source to our region, with the potential
to serve 30 million passengers annu-
ally, and it is a conflict of interest for
Los Angeles World Airports to control
Ontario, a direct competitor.

On a personal note, I am ready to
give up the long commute from River-
side to LAX. And in that spirit, 3 years
ago I wrote a letter to Mayor Garcetti
of Los Angeles outlining the need to
transfer control of Ontario Airport to
our region. I am happy that we are fi-
nally moving forward with this legisla-
tion to ensure an arrangement that is
best for the Inland Empire.

I would like to thank my colleagues,
Congressman KEN CALVERT and Con-
gresswoman NORMA TORRES, and all the
rest of our delegation from the Inland
Empire of southern California, for their
hard work on this issue. I am proud to
be an original cosponsor of this legisla-
tion. I also extend my thanks to the
gentlewoman from Nevada for her sup-
port.

I strongly urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on this
bill.

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I
have no further speakers. I am pre-
pared to close.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. TITUS. Mr. Speaker, I, too, have
no further speakers. I just want to say
that I support this legislation. I urge
my colleagues to do the same, and I
also admonish them to show the same
degree of urgency when it comes to re-
authorizing the FAA.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to
support this bill of my colleague, Mr.
CALVERT.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R 4369, “A bill that authorizes
the use of passenger facility charges at an air-
port previously associated with the airport at
which the charges are collected.”

As a senior member of the House Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and the Ranking
Member of the Judiciary Committee’s Sub-
committee on Crime, Terrorism, Homeland Se-
curity, and Investigations, | strongly support
this commonsense measure to improve and
sustain airport security.

Since its inception, Passenger Facility
Charges (PFCs) have been used to improve
safety, enhance security, and increase the ca-
pacity of airports to serve the traveling public.

A Passenger Facility Charge is a service fee
and is also an additional fee charged to de-
parting and connecting passengers at an air-
port.

H.R. 4369 clarifies and streamlines opportu-
nities that will help ease travel through our na-
tion’s airports while improving our national se-
curity.

For example this bill will enable:

The preservation and protection of the na-
tion’s air transportation system;
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Enhanced competition between and among
air carriers;

Funding projects that benefit local commu-
nities; and

Meeting airline and passenger demands to
accommodate future growth for our nation’s
economy.

In 2015, more than 700 million passengers
and 400 million checked bags were screened
by the Transportation Security Administration
(TSA).

Each day, TSA processes an average of 1.7
million passengers at more than 450 airports
across the nation.

In 2012, TSA screened 637,582,122 pas-
sengers.

The Bush International and the William P.
Hobby Airports are essential hubs for domes-
tic and international air travel for Houston and
the region.

Nearly 40 million passengers traveled
through Bush International Airport (IAH) and
an additional 10 million traveled through Wil-
liam P. Hobby (HOU).

More than 650 daily departures occur at
IAH.

IAH is the 11th busiest airport in the U.S. for
total passenger traffic.

IAH has 12 all-cargo airlines and handled
more than 419,205 metric tons of cargo in
2012.

Airlines and airports are expected to experi-
ence a significant increase in passenger traffic
coming into the 2016 summer peak travel
months across the nation’s largest airports.

As a result of the Passenger Facility
Charges airports will continue to receive the
needed funds to modernize and keep up with
the growing traffic demands and safety and
security challenges of our nation’s airports.

For this reason, | urge my colleagues to
support this important legislation.

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 4369, which would
allow for a local settlement agreement in
Southern California between the City of Los
Angeles and the new Ontario Airport Authority.

I thank Chairman SHUSTER and Ranking
Member DEFAzIO for bringing this bill to the
House floor today, and | thank Congress-
woman TITUS for managing the floor debate.

| would also like to thank my bipartisan col-
leagues from California, Rep. CALVERT and
Rep. TORRES, for their leadership on this bill.

Mr. Speaker, after 5 years of negotiations
the City of Los Angeles has agreed to transfer
its ownership of the Ontario Airport to a new
airport authority created by the City of Ontario
and San Bernardino County.

This deal has been supported by all stake-
holders in order to give the people of the In-
land Empire in Southern California control
over their own airport.

The residents, businesses, and cities in my
district in the San Gabriel Valley are also very
supportive of this agreement. The Ontario Air-
port is only 15 miles from the center of my dis-
trict, whereas Los Angeles International Airport
(LAX) is 40 miles from the center of my dis-
trict, and there is constant traffic. San Gabriel
Valley residents and businesses would much
rather use Ontario Airport than LAX if it had
better flight options to more locations, which
this bill will help accomplish. Allowing for local
control of the airport puts the best interest of
our region first in improving and managing the
airport. | am also appreciative that this agree-
ment makes sure that airport workers will not
lose their jobs during and after the transition.

H3985

The major point in this local agreement was
providing for the repayment of passenger facil-
ity charge fees (PFCs) that Los Angeles had
collected at LAX in the 1990s and used to
construct a new terminal at Ontario Airport.

The settlement agreement requires Ontario
Airport to pay back LAX with future PFCs col-
lected at Ontario. The problem is that federal
law only allows the transfer of PFCs from one
airport to another airport if they are owned by
the same airport authority. This is the current
law that allowed LAX to transfer PFCs to On-
tario.

Since the new agreement transfers control
of Ontario Airport to a new airport authority,
without our legislation the new Ontario Airport
authority is prohibited from paying back the
PFCs to LAX.

Mr. Speaker, our bill today is a narrow
change in the use of PFCs to allow those col-
lected at Ontario International Airport to be
used for projects at LAX. This amendment
was carefully written as to only apply to On-
tario Airport and LAX. There are no federal
funds used in this amendment, and it does not
change any of the policy requirements of the
use of PFCs.

Mr. Speaker, | ask for the support of my col-
leagues for H.R. 4369.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentlewoman from Virginia (Mrs.
CoMSTOCK) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 4369.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SUPPORT FOR RAPID INNOVATION
ACT OF 2016

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 5388) to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to provide for in-
novative research and development,
and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5388

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 ‘‘Support for
Rapid Innovation Act of 2016,

SEC. 2. CYBERSECURITY RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT PROJECTS.

(a) CYBERSECURITY RESEARCH AND DEVEL-
OPMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 181 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new section:

“SEC. 319. CYBERSECURITY RESEARCH AND DE-
VELOPMENT.

‘“‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary for
Science and Technology shall support the re-
search, development, testing, evaluation,
and transition of cybersecurity technologies,
including fundamental research to improve
the sharing of information, analytics, and
methodologies related to cybersecurity risks
and incidents, consistent with current law.

““(b) AcTIVITIES.—The research and devel-
opment supported under subsection (a) shall
serve the components of the Department and
shall—
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‘(1) advance the development and accel-
erate the deployment of more secure infor-
mation systems;

“(2) improve and create technologies for
detecting attacks or intrusions, including
real-time continuous diagnostics and real-
time analytic technologies;

‘(3) improve and create mitigation and re-
covery methodologies, including techniques
and policies for real-time containment of at-
tacks, and development of resilient networks
and information systems;

‘“(4) support, in coordination with non-Fed-
eral entities, the review of source code that
underpins critical infrastructure informa-
tion systems;

‘“(5) develop and support infrastructure and
tools to support cybersecurity research and
development efforts, including modeling,
testbeds, and data sets for assessment of new
cybersecurity technologies;

‘(6) assist the development and support of
technologies to reduce vulnerabilities in in-
dustrial control systems; and

“(7) develop and support cyber forensics
and attack attribution capabilities.

‘‘(c) COORDINATION.—In carrying out this
section, the Under Secretary for Science and
Technology shall coordinate activities
with—

‘(1) the Under Secretary appointed pursu-
ant to section 103(a)(1)(H);

‘‘(2) the heads of other relevant Federal de-
partments and agencies, as appropriate; and

¢(8) industry and academia.

¢(d) TRANSITION TO PRACTICE.—The Under
Secretary for Science and Technology shall
support projects carried out under this title
through the full life cycle of such projects,
including research, development, testing,
evaluation, pilots, and transitions. The
Under Secretary shall identify mature tech-
nologies that address existing or imminent
cybersecurity gaps in public or private infor-
mation systems and networks of information
systems, identify and support necessary im-
provements identified during pilot programs
and testing and evaluation activities, and in-
troduce mnew cybersecurity technologies
throughout the homeland security enterprise
through partnerships and commercialization.
The Under Secretary shall target federally
funded cybersecurity research that dem-
onstrates a high probability of successful
transition to the commercial market within
two years and that is expected to have a no-
table impact on the public or private infor-
mation systems and networks of information
systems.

‘‘(e) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) CYBERSECURITY RISK.—The term ‘cy-
bersecurity risk’ has the meaning given such
term in section 227.

‘‘(2) HOMELAND SECURITY ENTERPRISE.—The
term ‘homeland security enterprise’ means
relevant governmental and nongovernmental
entities involved in homeland security, in-
cluding Federal, State, local, and tribal gov-
ernment officials, private sector representa-
tives, academics, and other policy experts.

‘“(3) INCIDENT.—The term ‘incident’ has the
meaning given such term in section 227.

‘“(4) INFORMATION SYSTEM.—The term ‘in-
formation system’ has the meaning given
such term in section 3502(8) of title 44,
United States Code.”.

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 is amended by inserting
after the item relating to section 318 the fol-
lowing new item:

“Sec. 319. Cybersecurity research and devel-
opment.”.

(b) RESEARCH AND DEVELOPMENT
PROJECTS.—Section 831 of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 391) is amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—
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(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1),
by striking “2016°° and inserting ¢‘2020°’;

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking the last
sentence; and

(C) by adding at the end the following new
paragraph:

‘“(3) PRIOR APPROVAL.—In any case in
which the head of a component or office of
the Department seeks to utilize the author-
ity under this section, such head shall first
receive prior approval from the Secretary by
providing to the Secretary a proposal that
includes the rationale for the utilization of
such authority, the funds to be spent on the
use of such authority, and the expected out-
come for each project that is the subject of
the use of such authority. In such a case, the
authority for evaluating the proposal may
not be delegated by the Secretary to anyone
other than the Under Secretary for Manage-
ment.”’;

(2) in subsection (¢c)—

(A) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre-
ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘2016’
and inserting ‘2020°’; and

(B) by amending paragraph (2) to read as
follows:

‘(2) REPORT.—The Secretary shall annu-
ally submit to the Committee on Homeland
Security and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives and the Committee on Home-
land Security and Governmental Affairs of
the Senate a report detailing the projects for
which the authority granted by subsection
(a) was utilized, the rationale for such utili-
zations, the funds spent utilizing such au-
thority, the extent of cost-sharing for such
projects among Federal and non-Federal
sources, the extent to which utilization of
such authority has addressed a homeland se-
curity capability gap or threat to the home-
land identified by the Department, the total
amount of payments, if any, that were re-
ceived by the Federal Government as a re-
sult of the utilization of such authority dur-
ing the period covered by each such report,
the outcome of each project for which such
authority was utilized, and the results of any
audits of such projects.’”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following new
subsection:

‘“(e) TRAINING.—The Secretary shall de-
velop a training program for acquisitions
staff on the utilization of the authority pro-
vided under subsection (a).”.

(¢) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL FUNDING.—
No additional funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this Act and the
amendments made by this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RATCLIFFE) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous 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. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, as part of Majority
Leader KEVIN MCCARTHY’s Innovation
Initiative, I am very pleased to bring
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two important bills to the floor today
that further the leader’s efforts for en-
suring that government can more effec-
tively leverage cutting-edge cyber
technologies.

As chairman of the Cybersecurity,
Infrastructure Protection, and Secu-
rity Technologies Subcommittee, my
colleagues and I have been working
diligently with technology innovators,
including tech startups, to find solu-
tions that will help spur innovation
and break down bureaucratic barriers
that are currently preventing govern-
ment from leveraging the private sec-
tor’s emerging technologies.

Mr. Speaker, I am grateful that the
House is first considering H.R. 5388, the
Support for Rapid Innovation Act of
2016, on the floor today. H.R. 5388 re-
quires the Department of Homeland Se-
curity’s Science and Technology Direc-
torate, or S&T, to more effectively co-
ordinate with industry and academia
to support the research and develop-
ment of cybersecurity technologies.

H.R. 5388 requires S&T to support the
full lifecycle of cyber research and de-
velopment projects and to identify ma-
ture technologies to address cybersecu-
rity gaps. In doing so, S&T must target
federally funded cybersecurity research
that demonstrates a high probability of
successful transition to the commer-
cial market within 2 years.

This bill also extends the use of other
transaction authority, or OTA, until
the year 2020, which will improve DHS’
ability to engage tech startups that are
developing these cutting-edge tech-
nologies.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5388 also
includes important accountability re-
quirements to ensure that there will be
proper oversight of the authority.

In December of last year, the House
passed H.R. 3578, the Science and Tech-
nology Reform and Improvement Act.
That bill included provisions similar to
those in the bill that we are consid-
ering today.

Mr. Speaker, over the last several
years, we have seen evolving cyberse-
curity threats from nation-states, in-
cluding China, Russia, North Xorea,
and Iran, as well as cyber threats from
criminal organizations and terrorist
groups like ISIS. Cyber criminals con-
tinue to develop even more cutting-
edge cyber capabilities.

In 2016, these hackers pose an even
greater threat to the U.S. homeland
and our critical infrastructure. The
Federal Government desperately needs
to keep pace with these evolving
threats and more actively work with
the private sector to find solutions.

Mr. Speaker, the Department of
Homeland Security’s Directorate of
Science and Technology is the primary
research and development arm of the
Department and, because the Direc-
torate manages basic and applied re-
search and development, including cy-
bersecurity R&D for the Department’s
operational components and first re-
sponders, ensuring that there are
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mechanisms in place like S&T’s cyber-
security research and development pro-
grams and OTA to support the dynamic
nature of the cybersecurity research
and development is both vital and es-
sential for addressing Homeland Secu-
rity capability gaps.

Thank you again, Mr. Speaker, for
calling up this important bill today be-
cause I am convinced that it will have
an incredibly positive impact on en-
couraging technology innovation
across the Nation to address our evolv-
ing homeland security needs.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to
join me in supporting this bill, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY,

Washington, DC, June 20, 2016.
Hon. MICHAEL T. MCCAUL,
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 5388, the ‘‘Support for Rapid In-
novation Act of 2016, which your Com-
mittee reported on June 8, 2016.

H.R. 5388 contains provisions
Committee on Science, Space,
nology’s rule X jurisdiction. As a result of
your having consulted with the Committee
and in order to expedite this bill for floor
consideration, the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology will forego action on
the bill. This is being done on the basis of
our mutual understanding that doing so will
in no way diminish or alter the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology with respect to the appointment
of conferees, or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter confirming this understanding, and
would request that you include a copy of this
letter and your response in the Committee
Report and in the Congressional Record dur-
ing the floor consideration of this bill.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,

within the
and Tech-

LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2016.
Hon. LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you for your
letter regarding H.R. 5388, the ‘‘Support for
Rapid Innovation Act of 2016.”” I appreciate
your support in bringing this legislation be-
fore the House of Representatives, and ac-
cordingly, understand that the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology will not
seek a sequential referral on the bill.

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that by
foregoing a sequential referral of this bill at
this time, the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology does not waive any jurisdic-
tion over the subject matter contained in
this bill or similar legislation in the future.
In addition, should a conference on this bill
be necessary, I would support a request by
the Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology for conferees on those provisions
within your jurisdiction.

I will insert copies of this exchange in the
Congressional Record during consideration
of this bill on the House floor. I thank you
for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL,
Chairman.
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Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. Mr.
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I
may consume.

I rise in support of H.R. 5388, the Sup-
port for Rapid Innovation Act of 2016.

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 5388, the Support
for Rapid Innovation Act of 2016, di-
rects the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to support advancements in cy-
bersecurity research. Hackers,
cyberterrorists, and other
cybercriminals are constantly inno-
vating. As such, it is a security impera-
tive that the Federal Government—or,
more specifically, DHS—innovate, too.
To that end, H.R. 5388 directs DHS to
support promising projects to, among
other things, improve the detection of
cyber attacks or intrusions and mitiga-
tion and recovery from such attacks.

This bill is based on two provisions
contained in H.R. 3578, the DHS
Science and Technology Reform and
Improvement Act, which passed the
House last December. Specifically,
H.R. 5388 directs DHS’ Under Secretary
for Science and Technology to bolster
research and development of cyberse-
curity technology to improve the shar-
ing of information, analysis, and meth-
odologies to address cybersecurity risk
and incidents. Additionally, H.R. 5388
extends for 4 years the Department’s
authority to utilize other transaction
authority instead of the Federal Acqui-
sition Regulation to fund basic, ap-
plied, and advanced R&D projects.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bipartisan legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished

gentleman from California (Mr.
MCCARTHY), the majority leader.
Mr. MCcCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, 1

thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RATCLIFFE) has put two
bills before this House, two bills that
are part of our broader Innovation Ini-
tiative that take the power of human
discovery and apply it to national secu-
rity.

We know that what protected us in
the past isn’t sufficient for today or
the future. Oceans were our greatest
defense for much of our history, but
distance became less important in the
age of jets and rockets. Radar was a
revolutionary discovery that helped us
see threats before they arrived, but
radar can’t help us find a potential ter-
rorist being radicalized in our very own
neighborhoods.

We can’t rely today on what worked
in the past. We need new weapons, new
tools, and new defenses. We need more,
and the government can’t do it alone.
The dangers are too pressing for Wash-
ington to find the best ways to protect
the American people all by itself.

Across this country, there are
innovators who are finding the an-
swers, and we need to listen to them.
The House knows this, and one of our
bills directs the Secretary of Homeland
Security to engage with private citi-

H3987

zens who can join in the task of mak-
ing our great country safe.

The second bill of the Innovation Ini-
tiative today focuses explicitly on cy-
bersecurity: to update and improve de-
tection of intrusions, improve recov-
ery, and reduce vulnerabilities in the
industrial systems we rely on.

We have seen, repeatedly, from the
Office of Personnel Management to the
IRS to businesses in the private sector
that our cyber defenses are simply not
up to the task. But we can do better.
We always can and we always will.

Mr. Speaker, I am proud of the ideas
being put forward for the Innovation
Initiative so far. America has unprece-
dented potential, and through the focus
of this initiative, we will discover new
and better ways to keep America safe.

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

Mr. Speaker, our Nation faces grow-
ing, diverse, and increasingly sophisti-
cated cybersecurity threats. These
threats necessitate a Federal response
that includes supporting innovative cy-
bersecurity research and development,
testing, and evaluation. This response
is dependent on strong public and pri-
vate collaboration. Such collaboration
is essential to ensuring that promising
technologies are introduced into the
marketplace in a timely manner.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I urge my
colleagues to support H.R. 5388.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, I once
again urge all of my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 5388, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 5388, the “Support for Rapid
Innovation Act of 2016,” which amends the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 to provide for
improved innovative research and develop-
ment.

| support this bill because it would extend
the Department of Homeland Security sec-
retary’s pilot program for research and devel-
opment projects and prototype projects
through 2020.

This bill would require the secretary to re-
port annually to the House Homeland Security
and Science committees and the Senate
Homeland Security Committee on the dynam-
ics of the projects undertaken.

Specifically, H.R. 5388 would amend the
Homeland Security Act of 2002 to include fun-
damental improvements to facilitate informa-
tion, analytics, and methodologies related to
cybersecurity risks and incidents, consistent
with the current law.

In particular, it adds a new section to the
Homeland Security Act, directing the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to support—
whether within itself, other agencies, or in aca-
demia and private industry—the research and
development of cybersecurity-related tech-
nologies.

As a senior member of the Homeland Secu-
rity Committee and Ranking Member of the
Judiciary Committee and Subcommittee on
Crime Terrorism, Homeland Security, and In-
vestigations, | support this bill as it directs the
Under Secretary for Science and Technology
to bolster research and development, along
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with the testing and evaluation of cybersecu-
rity technology to improve the sharing of infor-
mation, analysis, and methodologies related to
cybersecurity risks and incidents.

The Rapid Innovation Act is a smart bill that
will enable the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity to establish and improve technologies for
detecting attacks or intrusions.

The “Support for Rapid Innovation Act of
2016” will equip the Department of Homeland
Security with vital tools and resources to pre-
vent and remove attacks and threats imple-
mented by those who target our nation.

Mr. Speaker, we face growing cybersecurity
threats, which demands that we increase re-
search and development, along with the test-
ing and evaluation of cybersecurity technology
to expand the sharing of information, analysis,
and methodologies related to cybersecurity
risks and incidents.

This is a comprehensive bill that will help
protect all Americans in every corner of this
nation.

| urge all Members to join me in voting to
pass H.R. 5388.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
PALMER). The question is on the mo-
tion offered by the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RATCLIFFE) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 5388.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

LEVERAGING EMERGING
TECHNOLOGIES ACT OF 2016

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 5389) to encourage engage-
ment between the Department of
Homeland Security and technology
innovators, and for other purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5389

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 ‘‘Leveraging
Emerging Technologies Act of 2016,

SEC. 2. INNOVATION ENGAGEMENT.

(a) INNOVATION ENGAGEMENT.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of Home-
land Security—

(A) shall engage with innovative and
emerging technology developers and firms,
including technology-based small businesses
and startup ventures, to address homeland
security needs; and

(B) may identify geographic areas in the
United States with high concentrations of
such innovative and emerging technology de-
velopers and firms, and may establish per-
sonnel and office space in such areas, as ap-
propriate.

(2) ENGAGEMENT.—Engagement under para-
graph (1) may include innovative and emerg-
ing technology developers or firms with
proven technologies, supported with outside
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investment, with potential applications for
the Department of Homeland Security.

(3) CO-LOCATION.—If the Secretary of Home-
land Security determines that it is appro-
priate to establish personnel and office space
in a specific geographic area in the United
States pursuant to paragraph (1)(B), the Sec-
retary shall co-locate such personnel and of-
fice space with other existing assets of—

(A) the Department of Homeland Security,
where possible; or

(B) Federal facilities, where appropriate.

(4) OVERSIGHT.—Not later than 30 days
after establishing personnel and office space
in a specific geographic area in the United
States pursuant to paragraph (1)(B), the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security shall inform
Congress about the rationale for such estab-
lishment, the anticipated costs associated
with such establishment, and the specific
goals for such establishment.

(b) STRATEGIC PLAN.—Not later than six
months after the date of the enactment of
this section, the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity shall develop, implement, and submit
to the Committee on Homeland Security of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate a Department
of Homeland Security-wide strategy to
proactively engage with innovative and
emerging technology developers and firms,
including technology-based small businesses
and startup ventures, in accordance with
subsection (a). Such strategy shall—

(1) focus on sustainable methods and guid-
ance to build relationships, including with
such innovative and emerging technology de-
velopers and firms in geographic areas in the
United States with high concentrations of
such innovative and emerging technology de-
velopers and firms, and in geographic areas
outside such areas, to establish, develop, and
enhance departmental capabilities to address
homeland security needs;

(2) include efforts to—

(A) ensure proven innovative and emerging
technologies can be included in existing and
future acquisition contracts;

(B) coordinate with organizations that pro-
vide venture capital to businesses, particu-
larly small businesses and startup ventures,
as appropriate, to assist the commercializa-
tion of innovative and emerging technologies
that are expected to be ready for commer-
cialization in the near term and within 36
months; and

(C) address barriers to the utilization of in-
novative and emerging technologies and the
engagement of small businesses and startup
ventures in the acquisition process;

(3) include a description of how the Depart-
ment plans to leverage proven innovative
and emerging technologies to address home-
land security needs; and

(4) include the criteria the Secretary plans
to use to determine an innovative or tech-
nology is proven.

(¢) PROHIBITION ON ADDITIONAL FUNDING.—
No additional funds are authorized to be ap-
propriated to carry out this Act.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. RATCLIFFE) and the gen-
tleman from Mississippi (Mr. THOMP-
SON) each will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude any extraneous materials on the
bill under consideration.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support and I
am very pleased that the House is con-
sidering H.R. 5389, the Leveraging
Emerging Technologies Act of 2016.
H.R. 5389 encourages engagement be-
tween the Department of Homeland Se-
curity and technology innovators, in-
cluding tech startups.

This important bill requires the Sec-
retary of Homeland Security to
proactively engage with innovative and
emerging technology developers and
firms to address homeland security
needs. More specifically, H.R. 5389 pro-
vides the Secretary authority to iden-
tify geographic areas in the United
States where high concentrations of in-
novative and emerging technology de-
velopers and firms exist and to estab-
lish personnel and office space in these
areas to more effectively collaborate
with these technology hubs.

The Federal Government needs to do
a better job working with the private
sector, and this bill will support that
goal by requiring the Secretary to de-
velop and implement a targeted strat-
egy to proactively engage innovative
and emerging technology developers
and firms. The Secretary must use this
strategic plan to address and to reduce
barriers to leveraging innovative and
emerging technologies and the small
business and startup ventures that cre-
ate those technologies by incor-
porating them into the Department’s
acquisition process.

In order to keep pace, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security recently
established an office in Silicon Valley
to encourage engagement and commu-
nication with the innovative tech-
nology developers in that area. Al-
though a vital technology hub, Silicon
Valley is not the only technology hub
in the United States. For that reason,
the Department should not be limited
to a single geographic area from which
to identify emerging and innovative
technologies.

Mr. Speaker, we are all learning that
cybersecurity is national security. The
Nation is under constant cyber attack
from nation-states, from criminal
groups, and from terrorist organiza-
tions, and, with each passing day, the
attacks and tools that they are using
are becoming more sophisticated. Re-
quiring the Department to consider
strategically how it will engage these
technology developers will strengthen
the Department’s ability to access in-
novative and emerging technologies in
order to combat these evolving threats.

I am happy to support this measure
today and believe it will move us to-
ward further addressing homeland se-
curity needs by supporting technology
innovation.

Before I close, I include in the
RECORD an exchange between the chair-
man of the Committee on Science,
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Space, and Technology and the chair-
man of the Committee on Homeland
Security.

Mr. Speaker, I urge all Members to
join me in supporting this bill, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY,

Washington, DC, June 20, 2016.
Hon. MICHAEL T. MCCAUL,
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security,

House of Representatives, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-
cerning H.R. 5389, the ‘‘Leveraging Emerging
Technologies Act of 2016, which your Com-
mittee reported on June 8, 2016.

H.R. 5389 contains provisions within the
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology’s Rule X jurisdiction. As a result of
your having consulted with the Committee
and in order to expedite this bill for floor
consideration, the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology will forego action on
the bill. This is being done on the basis of
our mutual understanding that doing so will
in no way diminish or alter the jurisdiction
of the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology with respect to the appointment
of conferees, or to any future jurisdictional
claim over the subject matters contained in
the bill or similar legislation.

I would appreciate your response to this
letter confirming this understanding, and
would request that you include a copy of this
letter and your response in the Committee
Report and in the Congressional Record dur-
ing the floor consideration of this bill.
Thank you in advance for your cooperation.

Sincerely,
LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2016.
Hon. LAMAR SMITH,
Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and

Technology, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you for your
interest in H.R. 5389, the ‘Leveraging
Emerging Technologies Act of 2016.”” I appre-
ciate your cooperation in allowing this legis-
lation to move expeditiously before the
House of Representatives on June 21, 2016. I
understand that the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology, to the extent it may
have a jurisdictional claim, will not seek a
sequential referral on the bill; and therefore,
there has been no formal determination as to
its jurisdiction by the Parliamentarian.
While we are not prepared to recognize the
jurisdiction of the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology over this bill, we do
appreciate your cooperation in this matter.

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that the
absence of a decision on this bill at this time
does not prejudice any claim the Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology may have
held or may have on similar legislation in
the future.

I will insert copies of this exchange in the
Congressional Record during consideration
of this bill on the House floor. I thank you
for your cooperation in this matter.

Sincerely,
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL,
Chairman.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
5389, the Leveraging Emerging Tech-
nologies Act of 2016.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to cospon-
sor H.R. 5389, a bipartisan bill that di-
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rects the Department of Homeland Se-
curity to engage, in an unprecedented
fashion, with developers of innovative
and emerging technologies.

When it comes to tackling vexing
homeland security challenges, Wash-
ington does not have the monopoly on
groundbreaking, forward-thinking
ideas. H.R. 5389 specifically directs the
Secretary of Homeland Security to en-
gage with innovative and emerging
technology developers to help tackle
the rapidly expanding list of homeland
security technology needs.

To encourage such engagement, the
bill authorizes DHS to establish per-
sonnel and office space in diverse geo-
graphical areas around the TUnited
States that have high concentrations
of technology developers and firms to
nurture relationships.

In April 2015, the Department an-
nounced that it was establishing a Sil-
icon Valley office to cultivate relation-
ships with technology innovators, par-
ticularly mnontraditional performers,
such as small startups, investors, incu-
bators, and accelerators. The establish-
ment of this office is in furtherance of
DHS’ homeland security innovation
program, whose goal is to generate in-
novation in hubs around the Nation
and the world to solve DHS’ most dif-
ficult technology challenges.

Over the past year, through these
programs, DHS has reached out to
technology innovators and other stake-
holders at regional events held in Bos-
ton, Pittsburgh, San Francisco, New
Orleans, Chicago, Louisville, and Aus-
tin.

To ensure that DHS pursues outreach
to innovators and related stakeholders
in a thoughtful manner, H.R. 5389 also
directs DHS, within 6 months, to de-
velop and submit to Congress a Depart-
ment-wide strategy for such engage-
ment. Importantly, the bill specifically
calls for DHS to include ways to effec-
tively engage with technology-based
small businesses and startup ventures
in the strategy.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation. H.R. 5389 was
unanimously approved by the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security on June
8. It recognizes that DHS depends on
technology to carry out its missions
and for the Department to effectively
identify, support, and procure innova-
tive technology. DHS must nurture and
maintain robust and direct relation-
ships with technology developers.

Two features of the strategy required
under this act that I would like to
highlight are that it directs DHS to
give attention to fostering engagement
with developers that may be located
outside a recognized regional tech-
nology hub, and coordinate with ven-
ture capital organizations to help
emerging technology developers, in-
cluding small businesses and startup
ventures, commercialize technologies
that address a rapidly growing list of
homeland security needs.

I also join my colleague from Texas
in supporting this legislation. Mr.
Speaker, I urge support of H.R. 5389.
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I yield back the balance of my time.
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Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the gentleman from Mississippi
for cosponsoring this bill and for his
leadership in this area.

I, once again, urge my colleagues to
support H.R. 5389.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the Homeland Security Com-
mittee, | rise in support of H.R. 5389, the
“Leveraging Emerging Technologies Act of
2016,” which requires the Secretary of Home-
land Security to engage with innovative and
emerging technology developers, including
technology-based small businesses and start-
up ventures that can help tackle the rapidly
expanding list of homeland security technology
needs.

H.R. 5389 helps to protect America’s com-
puter and communications networks, which
security experts believe represent the nation’s
most critical national security challenge, in-
cluding internet functions and connected crit-
ical infrastructure such as air traffic control,
the U.S. electrical grid, and nuclear power
plants.

H.R. 5389 authorizes DHS to establish per-
sonnel and office space in diverse geographic
areas around the United States that have high
concentrations of technology developers and
firms.

The bill also directs DHS, within 6 months,
to develop and submit to Congress a Depart-
ment-wide strategy to engage with innovative
and emerging technology companies.

Importantly, the bill specifically requires the
Secretary to include in that strategy ways to
effectively integrate technology-based small
businesses and startup ventures.

Importantly, the bill also requires the DHS
Secretary to coordinate with those in the ven-
ture capital industry to assist in the develop-
ment of technologies that are ready for com-
mercialization and use in the Homeland Secu-
rity Enterprise.

Since its founding, the Department of
Homeland Security has overcome many chal-
lenges as an organization but much more
progress must be made regarding effective
inter-operable communication between the
federal, state, and local agencies.

Although not a panacea, H.R. 5389 is a
step in the right direction because it will help
improve DHS’ overall functions so that it can
more effectively protect our people.

| urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this important legislation.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr.
RATCLIFFE) that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 5389.

The question was taken.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the
opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being
in the affirmative, the ayes have it.

Mr. RATCLIFFE. Mr. Speaker, on
that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this motion will be post-
poned.
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THOROUGHLY INVESTIGATING RE-
TALIATION AGAINST WHISTLE-
BLOWERS ACT

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4639) to reauthorize the Office of
Special Counsel, to amend title 5,
United States Code, to provide modi-
fications to authorities relating to the
Office of Special Counsel, and for other
purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4639

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 ‘“Thoroughly
Investigating Retaliation Against Whistle-
blowers Act’.

SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION OF THE OFFICE OF
SPECIAL COUNSEL.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 8(a)(2) of the
Whistleblower Protection Act of 1989 (6
U.S.C. 5509 note) is amended to read as fol-
lows:

“(2) $24,119,000 for fiscal year 2016 and
$25,735,000 for each of fiscal years 2017, 2018,
2019, and 2020 to carry out subchapter II of
chapter 12 of title 5, United States Code (as
amended by this Act).”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendment
made by subsection (a) shall be deemed to
apply beginning on October 1, 2015.

SEC. 3. ACCESS TO AGENCY INFORMATION.

Section 1212(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by adding at the end the
following:

“(5)(A) In carrying out this subchapter, the
Special Counsel is authorized to—

‘(i) have access to any record or other in-
formation (including a report, audit, review,
document, recommendation, or other mate-
rial) of any agency under the jurisdiction of
the Office of Special Counsel, consistent
with the requirements of subparagraph (C);
and

‘‘(ii) require any employee of such an agen-
cy to provide to the Office any record or
other information during an investigation,
review, or inquiry of any agency under the
jurisdiction of the Office.

‘(B) With respect to any record or other
information made available by an agency
under this subchapter, the Office shall apply
a level of confidentiality to such record or
information at the level of confidentiality
applied to the record by the agency.

“(C) With respect to any record or other
information described under subparagraph
(A), the Attorney General or an Inspector
General may withhold access to any such
record or other information if the disclosure
could reasonably be expected to interfere
with an ongoing criminal investigation or
prosecution, but only if the Attorney Gen-
eral or applicable agency head submits a
written report to the Office of Special Coun-
sel describing the record or other informa-
tion withheld and the reason for the with-
holding.”.

SEC. 4. WHISTLEBLOWER PROVISIONS.

Section 1213 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in subsection (b), by striking ‘15 days”’
and inserting ‘45 days’’;

(2) in subsection (d)—

(A) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(B) in paragraph (5)—

(i) in the matter before subparagraph (A),
by striking ‘‘such as’ and inserting ‘‘includ-
ing”’; and
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(ii) in subparagraph (D), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(6) if any disclosure referred to an agency
head under subsection (c¢) is substantiated in
whole or in part by the agency head, a de-
tailed explanation of the failure to take any
action described under paragraph (5).”’; and

(3) in subsection (e), by adding at the end
the following:

‘“(5) If an agency head submits a report to
the Special Counsel under subsection (d) that
includes a description of any agency action
proposed to be taken as a result of the inves-
tigation, the agency head shall, not later
than 180 days after the date of such submis-
sion, submit a supplemental report to the
Special Counsel stating whether any pro-
posed action has been taken, and if the ac-
tion has not been taken, the reason why it
has not been taken.”.

SEC. 5. TERMINATION OF CERTAIN OSC INVES-
TIGATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1214(a) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘“(6)(A) Within 30 days of receiving an alle-
gation from a person under paragraph (1),
the Special Counsel may terminate an inves-
tigation under such paragraph with respect
to the allegation, without further inquiry or
an opportunity for the person to respond, if
the Special Counsel determines that—

‘(1) the same allegation, based on the same
set of facts and circumstances—

‘“(I) had previously been made by the per-
son and previously investigated by the Spe-
cial Counsel; or

‘“(IT1) had previously been filed by the per-
son with the Merit Systems Protection
Board;

‘“(ii) the Office of Special Counsel does not
have jurisdiction to investigate the allega-
tion; or

‘“(iii) the person knew or should have
known of the alleged prohibited personnel
practice earlier than the date that is 3 years
before the date Special Counsel received the
allegation.

‘(B) If the Special Counsel terminates an
investigation under subparagraph (A), not
later than 30 days after the date of such ter-
mination the Special Counsel shall provide a
written notification stating the basis for the
termination to the person who made the al-
legation. Paragraph (1)(D) shall not apply to
any termination under such subparagraph.’.

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section
1214 of title 5, United States Code, is amend-
ed—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking ‘“The
Special Counsel” and inserting ‘‘Except as
provided in paragraph (6), the Special Coun-
sel”’; and

(2) in subsection (a)(1)(C), in the matter be-
fore clause (i), by inserting ‘‘or paragraph
(6)” after ‘‘paragraph (2).

SEC. 6. REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.

(a) OSC ANNUAL REPORT TO CONGRESS.—
Section 1218 of title 5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

“§1218. Annual report

‘“(a) The Special Counsel shall submit an
annual report to Congress on the activities
of the Special Counsel. Any such report shall
include—

‘(1) the number, types, and disposition of
allegations of prohibited personnel practices
filed with the Special Counsel, and the cost
of allegations so disposed of;

‘“(2) the number of investigations con-
ducted by the Special Counsel;

‘“(3) the number of stays or disciplinary ac-
tions negotiated by the Special Counsel with
agencies;

‘“(4) the number of cases in which the Spe-
cial Counsel did not make a determination
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whether there are reasonable grounds to be-
lieve that a prohibited personnel practice
has occurred, exists, or is to be taken within
the 240-day period specified in section
1214(b)(2)(A)(1);

‘“(5) a description of the recommendations
and reports made by the Special Counsel to
other agencies pursuant to this subchapter,
and the actions taken by the agencies as a
result of the reports or recommendations;

‘“(6) the number of—

‘“(A) actions initiated before the Merit Sys-
tems Protection Board, including the num-
ber of corrective action petitions and dis-
ciplinary action complaints so initiated; and

‘“(B) stays and stay extensions obtained
from the Board; and

“(7T) the number of prohibited personnel
practice complaints that result in—

‘““(A) a favorable action for the complain-
ant, categorized by actions with respect to
whistleblower reprisal cases and all other
cases; and

‘“(B) a favorable outcome for the complain-
ant, categorized by outcomes with respect to
whistleblower reprisal cases and all other
cases.

‘“(b) The report required by subsection (a)
shall include whatever recommendations for
legislation or other action by Congress the
Special Counsel may consider appropriate.”.

(b) OSC PUBLIC INFORMATION.—Section
1219(a)(1) of title b5, United States Code, is
amended to read as follows:

‘(1) a list of any noncriminal matter re-
ferred to an agency head under section
1213(c), together with—

‘“(A) the applicable transmittal of the mat-
ter to the agency head under section
1213(c)(1);

‘“(B) any report from agency head under
section 1213(c)(1)(B) relating to such matter;

‘“(C) if appropriate, not otherwise prohib-
ited by law, and with the consent of the com-
plainant, any comments from the complain-
ant under section 1213(e)(1) relating to the
matter; and

‘(D) the Special Counsel’s comments or
recommendations under section 1213(e)(3) or
(4) relating to the matter;”.

SEC. 7. ESTABLISHMENT OF SURVEY PILOT PRO-
GRAM

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Office of Special
Counsel shall design and establish a survey
pilot program under which the Office shall
conduct, with respect to fiscal years 2017 and
2018, a survey of individuals who have filed a
complaint or disclosure with the Office. The
survey shall be designed to gather responses
from the individuals for the purpose of col-
lecting information and improving customer
service at various stages of the review or in-
vestigative process. The results of the survey
shall be published in the annual report of the
Office.

(b) SUSPENSION OF OTHER SURVEYS.—Dur-
ing fiscal years 2017 and 2018, section 13 of
Public Law 103-424 shall have no force or ef-
fect.

SEC. 8. PENALTIES UNDER THE HATCH ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 7326 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended to read as
follows:

“§ 7326. Penalties

““An employee or individual who violates
section 7323 or 7324 shall be subject to—

‘(1) disciplinary action consisting of re-
moval, reduction in grade, debarment from
Federal employment for a period not to ex-
ceed 5 years, suspension, or reprimand;

‘(2) an assessment of a civil penalty not to
exceed $1,000; or

‘“(3) any combination of the penalties de-
scribed in paragraph (1) or (2).”.

(b) APPLICATION.—The amendment made by
subsection (a) shall apply to any violation of
section 7323 or 7324 of title 5, United States
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Code, occurring after the date of enactment
of this Act.
SEC. 9. REGULATIONS.

Not later than two years after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Special Counsel
shall prescribe such regulations as may be
necessary to perform the functions of the
Special Counsel under subchapter II of chap-
ter 12 of title 5, United States Code, includ-
ing regulations necessary to carry out sec-
tions 1213, 1214, and 1215 of such title, and
any functions required due to the amend-
ments made by this Act. Such regulations
shall be published in the Federal Register.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of my bill,
H.R. 4639, the Thoroughly Investigating
Retaliation Against Whistleblowers
Act.

This is a bill to reauthorize the Office
of Special Counsel, or OSC, over the
next b years. The bipartisan legislation
was passed unanimously out of the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee. It also has the support of
the whistleblower community.

Mr. Speaker, OSC is tasked with a
variety of responsibilities, including
policing whistleblower retaliation
across the entire executive branch, an
immense responsibility.

0OSC’s last reauthorization expired in
2007, so this bill is long overdue.

In addition to reauthorizing the
agency, this bill aims to give OSC the
tools it needs to continue the good
work it is already doing. For example,
this legislation would ensure that OSC
has the access to agency records that it
needs. Agencies should not be able to
stonewall OSC to stop the Special
Counsel from investigating retaliation
within their agency.

Like inspectors general, OSC must
have access to agency information in
order to properly conduct the duties
they are charged with by Congress.
OSC is part of the executive branch,
just the same as the agencies that Spe-
cial Counsel oversees, so those agencies
should not be able to invoke legal
privileges to withhold information.
Take the attorney-client privilege as
an example. These agencies all rep-
resent the same client—the Federal
Government—which works for the tax-
payer.

Mr. Speaker, the bill also allows OSC
to use a simplified process to close out
duplicate complaints so it can focus its
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resources on new whistleblower allega-
tions. It puts a statute of limitations
on whistleblower retaliation cases of 3
years, after which documents and wit-
ness recollections can be hard to ob-
tain. These steps will help to improve
the efficiency and effectiveness of OSC
operations.

Mr. Speaker, OSC has an immensely
important role to play in protecting
whistleblowers, helping to root out
waste, fraud, and abuse. I believe this
bill will be good for the agency and
good for the whistleblowers that they
are charged to protect.

I urge that we pass it here in the
House of Representatives.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 4639, a bill to reauthorize the
Office of Special Counsel.

I thank Ranking Member CUMMINGS
and Representatives CONNOLLY, BLUM,
and MEADOWS for their leadership in
crafting this bipartisan bill.

While the Office of Special Counsel
plays a vital role in the Federal Gov-
ernment, the Office of Special Counsel,
or OSC, protects Federal employees,
especially whistleblowers, from prohib-
ited personnel practices, such as dis-
crimination, retaliation, and improper
hiring practices.

OSC also serves as a safe place for
Federal whistleblowers to disclose
wrongdoings. The agency also safe-
guards the preference and employment
rights of veterans, guardsmen, and re-
servists to ensure that they are not dis-
advantaged or discriminated against
because of their service.

Reauthorization of OSC is long over-
due. The last statutory authorization
for the agency expired in fiscal year
2007. This bill will authorize nearly $26
million in annual funding for OSC for
the fiscal years 2017 through 2020.

I commend current Special Counsel,
Carolyn Lerner, for her leadership and
work in making the OSC a more effec-
tive investigative body.

This bill would make changes that
would help OSC conduct investigations
and hold agencies accountable when
wrongdoing is identified. For example,
the bill would provide OSC with clear
authority to obtain information from
agencies during an investigation. Pro-
viding this authority to OSC would
make clear that agencies must cooper-
ate in the same way Congress expects
agencies to cooperate with the inspec-
tors general and GAO.

If disclosing certain information
could interfere with an ongoing crimi-
nal investigation or prosecution, this
measure would allow the attorney gen-
eral or an inspector general to with-
hold access to such information.

This bill would also increase agency
accountability when allegations of
misconduct are substantiated. Agen-
cies that fail to implement a rec-
ommendation made by OSC will be re-
quired to explain why they have failed
to take such actions.
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This legislation is critically impor-
tant for ensuring that Federal employ-
ees have a venue for seeking redress
against prohibited personnel practices.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting passage of this legislation.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | am proud
to be a cosponsor of this legislation to reau-
thorize the Office of Special Counsel. | thank
Representatives BLUM, CONNOLLY, and MEAD-
ows, as well as Chairman CHAFFETZ, for work-
ing with me in such a bipartisan way on this
legislation.

As my colleagues know, one of my top pri-
orities as Ranking Member of the Oversight
Committee is the protection of federal employ-
ees from discrimination and retaliation.

The Office of Special Counsel plays an es-
pecially important role in ensuring that the
work environment of federal employees is free
of such prohibited personnel practices. OSC’s
last reauthorization ended in 2007. It is unac-
ceptable that OSC still hasn’t been authorized
nearly ten years later.

This legislation would reauthorize OSC
through 2020, and it would make changes to
help OSC be more effective. For example, it
would make clear that OSC is entitled to ac-
cess agency information in its investigations.

This bill would also allow OSC to hold agen-
cies more accountable for whistleblower retal-
iation. Under the bill, if an agency substan-
tiates a whistleblower disclosure from OSC but
fails to take a recommended corrective action,
the agency must explain why it failed to take
the action. This legislation would strengthen
the tools available to OSC for addressing and
correcting retaliation and discrimination in the
federal workplace.

| ask that my colleagues join me in sup-
porting passage of H.R. 4639.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4639, 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.

———

MARY ELEANORA McCOY POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 5028) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 10721 E. Jefferson Ave in De-
troit, Michigan, as the ‘“Mary Eleanora
McCoy Post Office Building”’, as
amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 5028

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. MARY E. MCCOY POST OFFICE BUILD-

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 10721
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E Jefferson Ave in Detroit, Michigan, shall
be known and designated as the ‘“Mary E.
McCoy Post Office Building’’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘“‘Mary E. McCoy Post
Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 5028,
introduced by my colleague on the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee, Representative BRENDA
LAWRENCE of Michigan.

The bill designates a post office in
Detroit, Michigan, as the Mary
Eleanora McCoy Post Office Building.

Born in an underground railroad sta-
tion, Mrs. McCoy was a dedicated advo-
cate for women’s and civil rights in the
19th century.

I look forward to learning more
about Mrs. McCoy from the sponsor of
this bill and a fellow member of the
Oversight and Government Reform
Committee, Representative LAWRENCE.

I urge Members to support this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to sponsor
H.R. 5028, a bill to designate the facil-
ity of the United States Postal Service
located at 10721 East Jefferson Avenue
in Detroit, Michigan, as the Mary
Eleanora McCoy Post Office Building.

It brings me great pride that my first
bill considered before the House sur-
rounds the United States Postal Serv-
ice and Mary McCoy, an activist who
was able to provide housing, education,
health care, and economic support to
women and children during the Jim
Crow era. I spent almost 30 years in the
Postal Service and saw firsthand the
importance of these government agen-
cies to communities throughout the
country. They are central to every
American city and provide a vital serv-
ice to senior citizens on a daily basis.

Today I stand in recognition of Mary
McCoy, a woman who organized and
provided essential services to African
Americans and other minorities who
lacked access to adequate medical
care, housing options, and education,
all at a time when women lacked basic
voting rights.
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The daughter of two escaped slaves,
Mary McCoy was born in an under-
ground railroad station in 1846. Mary
rose to become a philanthropist and
leader of the African American and fe-
male populations in Michigan, bringing
these diverse communities together in
a time of great divide.

Through the establishment of organi-
zations and group homes, Mary was
able to provide support, safety, and
community for women and children
throughout Michigan.

The wife of the renowned innovator,
Elijah McCoy, Mary forever changed
the cultural landscape in the United
States for African Americans and
women, developing innovative methods
to support both communities. Mary es-
tablished scholarships for children of
former slaves and gave shelter to or-
phans and senior citizens throughout
Michigan.

Mary was able to provide these essen-
tial services by founding and sup-
porting some of Michigan’s most
prominent women’s clubs and organiza-
tions. These groups include, but are
not limited to, the Michigan State As-
sociation of Colored Women, the
McCoy Home for Colored Children, and
the Phyllis Wheatley Home for Aged
Colored Women.

Mary McCoy worked her entire life to
alleviate the racism, sexism, and
ageism that plagued our Nation. She
lived to see a cultural shift in America
that went far beyond the 15th and 19th
amendments.

Dying at the age of 77 from injuries
sustained in a car crash, Mary McCoy
will always be remembered as a hero
for her work in sheltering the home-
less, healing the sick, and supporting
many of Michigan’s most charitable
endeavors.

I urge the passage of H.R. 5028.

I yield back the balance of my time.

0 1530

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
adoption of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 5028, as amended.

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

The title of the bill was amended so
as to read: ‘“A bill to designate the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice located at 10721 E Jefferson Ave in
Detroit, Michigan, as the ‘Mary E.
McCoy Post Office Building’ .

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————
ED PASTOR POST OFFICE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4010) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 522 North Central Avenue in
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Phoenix, Arizona, as the ‘“Ed Pastor
Post Office”.
The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 4010

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. ED PASTOR POST OFFICE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 522
North Central Avenue in Phoenix, Arizona,
shall be known and designated as the “Ed
Pastor Post Office”.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘“Ed Pastor Post Of-
fice”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise in support of H.R. 4010, intro-
duced by Representative RUBEN
GALLEGO of Arizona. The bill des-
ignates a post office in Phoenix, Ari-
zona, as the Ed Pastor Post Office.
Former Representative Ed Pastor
served in the House of Representatives
for 24 years, from 1991 until last year.

I look forward to hearing more about
Representative Pastor from the bill’s
sponsor and my distinguished col-
league, Representative GALLEGO. For
now, I urge Members to support this
bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I am pleased to join my colleagues in
the consideration of H.R. 4010, a bill to
designate the facility of the United
States Postal Service in Phoenix, Ari-
zona, as the Ed Pastor Post Office.

Ed Pastor dedicated his life to public
service. After working for Arizona Gov-
ernor Raul Castro and after having
served three terms on the County
Board of Supervisors, Ed Pastor was
elected to this very Chamber in 1991.
Congressman Pastor was a founding
member of the Progressive Caucus, was
chair of the Congressional Hispanic
Caucus in the 104th Congress, and
served as the deputy whip of the Demo-
cratic Caucus. Congressman Pastor re-
tired following his 12th term in the
U.S. House of Representatives.

Mr. Speaker, we should pass this bill
to recognize the many years Ed Pastor
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spent in advocating on behalf of his
constituents and in working to im-
prove the lives of all Americans. I urge
the passage of H.R. 4010.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
GALLEGO).

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of a bill that, in a small but
significant way, honors the legacy of a
Latino trailblazer and a great Arizo-
nan, Congressman Ed Pastor.

Congressman Pastor dedicated his
life to fighting for working families.
Renaming a post office in the district
he represented with distinction for 12
terms is the very least we can do to
recognize his more than three decades
of outstanding public service.

I thank my colleagues in the Arizona
delegation for their enthusiastic sup-
port of this bill. I am also grateful to
Chairman CHAFFETZ and to Ranking
Member CUMMINGS for enabling this
bill to come to the floor today.

Mr. Speaker, Congressman Ed Pas-
tor’s life embodies the American
Dream. Throughout his time in Con-
gress, Mr. Pastor fought to make the
dream accessible to everyone, includ-
ing to the most vulnerable in our soci-
ety. As Leader PELOSI once wrote: Ed
Pastor never forgot his roots and al-
ways worked to build a brighter future
for the children of our Nation.

The son of a miner, Mr. Pastor was
the first member of his family to go to
college and receive his bachelor’s de-
gree from Arizona State University in
1966. After graduation, he taught at
North High School in Phoenix before
returning to ASU in 1971 to earn his
law degree. Mr. Pastor subsequently
worked on the staff of Arizona’s first
Latino Governor, Raul Castro—a job
that cemented his lifelong commit-
ment to public service. Mr. Pastor
later served three terms on the Mari-
copa County Board of Supervisors be-
fore being elected to the 102nd Congress
in a special election in 1991. Congress-
man Pastor spent 24 years in this body
and earned a reputation as a tireless
advocate for the people of Arizona.

I am proud to say that Mr. Pastor
was the first Latino to be elected to
Congress from our great State. He was
also one of the founding members of
the Progressive Caucus and chaired the
Congressional Hispanic Caucus in the
104th Congress. In addition, he served
on the House Appropriations Com-
mittee and as chief deputy whip of the
Democratic Caucus.

Throughout his career, Congressman
Pastor was a passionate advocate for
fixing our broken immigration system,
for investing in our Nation’s transpor-
tation infrastructure, and for pro-
tecting the civil rights of every Amer-
ican. Perhaps, even more importantly,
as President Obama noted, Congress-
man Pastor served as a mentor and as
a role model to young Latinos and
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Latinas throughout Arizona and our
country. He was supported in this
groundbreaking work by his loving
wife, Verma. Congressman Pastor re-
tired in 2014, and he remains a beloved
and respected figure in the city of
Phoenix.

I am incredibly proud to follow in his
footsteps as the Seventh Congressional
District’s Representative here in Wash-
ington. The Ed Pastor Post Office will
join the Ed Pastor Elementary School
and the Ed Pastor Center for Politics
and Public Service at ASU as monu-
ments to his outstanding service to our
Nation. Congressman Pastor’s legacy
lives on, not just in these buildings,
but in the transportation projects he
championed, in the legislation he au-
thored, in the working families he
helped, and in the young people he in-
spired.

Mr. Speaker, I respectfully request
the support of every Member in recog-
nizing a legendary Arizonan, Congress-
man Ed Pastor.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
adoption of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
support of H.R. 4010, a bill “To designate the
facility of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 522 North Central Avenue in Phoenix,
Arizona, as the ‘Ed Pastor Post Office’”.

| support this bill because it honors the serv-
ice of Ed Pastor, the first Latino congressman
from Arizona.

During Congressman Pastor's 12 terms in
Congress, he committed himself to serving
thousands of constituents from the 2nd, 4th,
and 7th districts in Arizona and all across the
country.

As a dedicated and active member of the
U.S. House of Representatives, Congressman
Pastor served as a member of the Committee
on Appropriations, the Congressional Progres-
sive Caucus, the Congressional Hispanic Cau-
cus, the International Conservation Caucus,
and the Sportsmen’s Caucus.

Congressman Pastor is also known for his
influence in promoting American arts, for pro-
tecting nature, and for protecting the civil
rights of Americans.

As members of Congress, it is vital that we
continue to fight for the rights of our constitu-
ents and for all Americans as we actively con-
serve our precious land and indigenous cul-
tures.

As | am a strong advocate of protecting
human and civil rights, | fully support the des-
ignation of the United States Postal Service
facility as the “Ed Pastor Post Office” in honor
of his services to both his country and to his
constituents.

| urge all members to join me in passing
H.R. 4010 as it rightfully commemorates Ed
Pastor’s outstanding service.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4010.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.
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A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——
BARRY G. MILLER POST OFFICE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4372) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 15 Rochester Street, Bergen,
New York, as the Barry G. Miller Post
Office.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4372

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. BARRY G. MILLER POST OFFICE.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 15
Rochester Street, Bergen, New York, shall be
known and designated as the ‘“Barry G. Mil-
ler Post Office”.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘“‘Barry G. Miller Post
Office”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise in support of H.R. 4372, intro-
duced by Representative CHRIS COLLINS
of New York. This bill designates a
post office located in Bergen, New
York, as the Barry G. Miller Post Of-
fice.

Mr. Miller was assistant chief of
Emergency Medical Services, a mem-
ber of the Bergen Volunteer Fire De-
partment, and a Genesee County cor-
oner. He was tragically Kkilled in the
line of duty during an emergency re-
sponse.

I look forward to hearing more about
Barry Miller from the sponsor of the
bill, my colleague, Representative COL-
LINS.

I urge Members to support this bill.

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

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

I am pleased to join my colleagues in
the consideration of H.R. 4372, a bill to
designate the facility of the United
States Postal Service in Bergen, New
York, as the Barry G. Miller Post Of-
fice.
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Along with his love of outdoor activi-
ties, including snowmobiling, boating,
water-skiing, and camping, Barry ex-
hibited a love for community service.
While working as a Genesee County
coroner, Barry also served as the chief
of Emergency Medical Services at the
Bergen Fire Department. As a 31l-year
veteran of the fire department, Barry
is remembered for his generosity and
for his dedication to protecting and im-
proving the lives of those in his com-
munity.

Mr. Speaker, we should pass this bill
to recognize Barry Miller’s life of pub-
lic service and to honor the many con-
tributions he made to his community. I
urge the passage of H.R. 4372.

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

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. COLLINS).

Mr. COLLINS of New York. I thank
the gentleman from Iowa for yielding
me time.

Mr. Speaker, I come before you in
support of H.R. 4372, a bill to designate
the Bergen Post Office as the Barry G.
Miller Post Office.

It is a great honor to introduce legis-
lation that designates a post office in
my district after someone who dedi-
cated his entire life to public service in
western New York.

Barry Miller was a lifelong Bergen
resident and served as a member of the
Bergen Volunteer Fire Department for
31 years, including 10 as the assistant
EMS chief. Barry was also the Genesee
County coroner, a business owner, and
a member of the Bergen Town Board.

Barry was dedicated to helping fellow
New Yorkers, and he made numerous
lasting contributions to the Bergen and
Genesee County communities. Unfortu-
nately, Barry was tragically killed in
the line of duty, during an emergency
response, on November 23, 2015.

In order to honor his service and
memory, the post office will be named
the Barry G. Miller Post Office.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge the
adoption of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4372.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

—————

AMELIA BOYNTON ROBINSON POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4777) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 1301 Alabama Avenue in
Selma, Alabama as the ‘‘Amelia Boyn-
ton Robinson Post Office Building”’.
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The Clerk read the title of the bill.
The text of the bill is as follows:
H.R. 4777
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. AMELIA BOYNTON ROBINSON POST
OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 1301
Alabama Avenue in Selma, Alabama, shall
be known and designated as the ‘‘Amelia
Boynton Robinson Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—AnNy reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Amelia Boynton Rob-
inson Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and to
include extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise in support of H.R. 4777, intro-
duced by Representative TERRI SEWELL
of Alabama. The bill designates a post
office in Selma, Alabama, as the Amel-
ia Boynton Robinson Post Office Build-
ing.
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Mrs. Boynton Robinson was a civil
rights leader who marched on the Ed-
mund Pettus Bridge in Selma and
fought to ensure equality for all.

I look forward to Ilearning more
about Amelia Boynton Robinson’s life
from my colleague and the sponsor of
this bill, Representative SEWELL.

I urge Members to support this bill.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my
colleagues in the consideration of H.R.
4777, a bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated in Selma, Alabama, as the Amel-
ia Boynton Robinson Post Office Build-
ing.

Known as the matriarch of the civil
rights movement, Amelia Boynton
Robinson began her activism as a child,
along with her mother, on horse-and-
buggy trips to pass out women’s suf-
frage pamphlets prior to the 1910s. By
1930, Amelia was helping register
southern African American voters.

In 1964, she became the first African
American woman to run for Congress
in Alabama. Although she lost the
Democratic primary, her campaign
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drew increased interest to the issue of
voting rights.

Having participated in the Southern
Christian Leadership Conference since
meeting Dr. Martin Luther King in
1954, Amelia helped organize the march
from Selma to Montgomery.

Mr. Speaker, we should pass this bill
to make sure that a place in history
that was changed by this woman’s
leadership commemorates her and her
tireless efforts on behalf of civil and
voting rights in our country.

I urge the passage of H.R. 4777.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as she may consume to
the gentlewoman from Alabama (Ms.
SEWELL).

Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. Mr. Speak-
er, today I am honored to rise in strong
support of H.R. 4777, to designate the
United States Post Office at 1301 Ala-
bama Avenue in Selma, Alabama, as
the Amelia Boynton Robinson Post Of-
fice Building.

Mrs. Amelia Boynton Robinson was
known as the matriarch of the voting
rights movement. Her life and legacy
epitomized strength, resiliency, perse-
verance, and courage, the same charac-
teristics that embody the city of
Selma, Alabama, my hometown, where
she made such a significant impact.

Amelia Boynton Robinson was named
the only female lieutenant to Dr. Mar-
tin Luther King, Jr., during the civil
rights movement. In this role, she
would travel alongside Dr. King and
often appear in his stead for numerous
events and gatherings.

Amelia Boynton Robinson was also
well known for braving the frontline of
the Selma march on the Edmund
Pettus Bridge, where she was brutally
attacked and left for dead on Bloody
Sunday, on March 7, 1965. It was the
picture of a bloody and beaten Amelia
Boynton that appeared on the front
page of The New York Times and
showed the world the brutality of rac-
ism in the fight for voter equality.

During the violent attacks, this her-
oine never gave up hope, hope in an
ideal that is all America. It is democ-
racy. She believed so fervently that all
Americans should have the right to
vote, and she was willing to die for it.

It was the direct involvement of
Amelia Boynton Robinson and the foot
soldiers who dared to march from
Selma to Montgomery that led to the
passage of the Voting Rights Act of
1965. She was such a valued part of this
process that some of the contents of
the voting rights bill were drafted at
her kitchen table in Selma.

A courageous trailblazer even before
Bloody Sunday, Amelia Boynton Rob-
inson, on May b, 1964, broke all barriers
as the first Black woman in the State
of Alabama to run for Congress. She
ran to represent the Seventh Congres-
sional District of Alabama, the seat I
am so honored to hold today. She gar-
nered 10.7 percent of the vote during a
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time when very few Blacks were reg-
istered to vote. I know, Mr. Speaker,
that the journey that I now take as
Alabama’s first Black Congresswoman
was only made possible because of the
courage, tenacity, and faith of Amelia
Boynton Robinson.

Last year, before Mrs. Boynton
passed, I was honored to have her as
my special guest at the State of the
Union. It was incredibly moving to see
Members of Congress from both sides of
the aisle and members of the Presi-
dent’s Cabinet line up to greet her and
to take pictures with her. Everyone
thanked her for her service to this
country. Even President Obama came
to talk and thank Mrs. Boynton before
he gave his address at the State of the
Union.

This picture documents that very
time when she got to meet the Presi-
dent of the United States for the first
time. The memory of that moment will
stand as one of the highlights of my
time here in Congress. The symbolism
of this picture is not lost on any of us.
It was truly because of her bravery and
the bravery of other foot soldiers who
dared to march, like our very own col-
league, JOHN LEWIS, that paved the way
for the election of this country’s first
Black President.

Just a few months later, on March 6,
2015, she joined hands with our own
President Barack Obama again, to re-
trace the path that she took across the
Edmund Pettus Bridge on the 50th an-
niversary of Bloody Sunday, when she
and our colleague, JOHN LEWIS, were
beaten over 50 years ago. Amelia Boyn-
ton Robinson passed away just a few
months later on August 26, 2015, at the
age of 104.

She was featured prominently in the
movie ‘““‘Selma’ for her tenacity and
her bravery. She truly embodied what
they were fighting for as foot soldiers.
I was so glad that before her death she
was able to cross that bridge one more
time, and this time with two Presi-
dents: President Barack Obama and
President George Bush. So many of my
colleagues joined us that day, and we
continue to honor her legacy by sup-
porting this legislation and naming the
Selma Post Office in her honor.

As a daughter of Selma, I am honored
to sponsor this legislation, and I can
think of no one more deserving to have
their name on a post office in Selma,
Alabama, than Amelia Boynton Robin-
son. She truly represents the heart,
spirit, and essence of Selma, Alabama,
and the voting rights movement.

In closing, I am reminded of the
words that Amelia Boynton Robinson
said during her visit to this Capitol at
the State of the Union in 2015. As Mem-
bers of Congress and Cabinet members
took pictures with her in the Halls of
this Capitol, they said to Mrs. Robin-
son: “I stand on your shoulders. I
wouldn’t be here if it weren’t for you.”

Ms. Boynton finally, after the fifth
person said that to her, “I stand on
your shoulders,” she looked up, as only
a person of 104 would, and said, ‘‘Get off
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my shoulders.”” She said: ‘““Do your own
work. There is plenty of work to be
done.”

Mr. Speaker, this august body still
has work to do to fully restore the Vot-
ing Rights Act of 1965, which was gut-
ted by the Supreme Court in the
Shelby v. Holder decision of 2013. I ask
my Republican colleagues to join the
180 members of the Democratic Caucus
who have sponsored the Voting Rights
Advancement Act. It is this bill that
will give back the enforcement arm of
the Voting Rights Act of 1965, and it is
up to Congress to restore the Voting
Rights Act.

In memory of Amelia Boynton Robin-
son, I urge my colleagues to not only
support the naming of this post office
in H.R. 4777, but they can honor the
memory of her and so many of the foot
soldiers’ bravery by passing the Voting
Rights Advancement Act of 2015. The
right to vote is a sacred right, Mr.
Speaker, and no American should be
denied access to the ballot box.

Ms. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, can
you tell me how much time I have re-
maining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Alabama has 11%2 min-
utes remaining.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to ex-
press my support for this bill. I want to
congratulate the gentlewoman from
Alabama for her good and great work
on this bill.

Amelia Boynton Robinson was a
daughter of Georgia who moved to Ala-
bama to study at Tuskegee Institute.
After graduating, she began working
for the United States Department of
Agriculture in Dallas County, Ala-
bama, where Selma is the county seat.
This is where Mrs. Boynton met her
husband, Samuel Boynton. They raised
their sons—Bill, Jr., and Bruce
Carver—on the front lines of the fight
for equality and civil rights.

I remember going to Selma, Ala-
bama, for the first time in 1963, at the
age of 23, to help African Americans
gain the right to vote. Mrs. Boynton
was one of the first individuals I met.
She worked tirelessly. She organized.
She mobilized. She spoke. She led. She
was fearless.

Mrs. Boynton was one of the very
first African Americans to register to
vote in Dallas County. The county had
an African American majority, but
only about 2.1 percent of African Amer-
icans of voting age were registered to
vote. People had to stand in lines. On
occasion, they were asked to count the
number of bubbles on a bar of soap, the
number of jelly beans in a jar. Occa-
sionally, people had to pass a so-called
literacy test.

Time after time, she stood up to bru-
tality and injustice. I remember her
very well on Bloody Sunday. Mrs.
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Boynton was knocked down by Ala-
bama State Troopers and trampled by
horses and tear-gassed, but she never
gave up. She kept her faith. She kept
her eyes on the prize. Mrs. Boynton’s
vision, determination, and commit-
ment helped to pave the way for the
passage of the Voting Rights Act of
1965.

Last year, when she passed away, at
the age of 104, I mourned with the rest
of the Nation. I was happy that during
her long life she had an opportunity to
see the impact of her work.

So I think, Mr. Speaker, it is so fit-
ting for a post office to be named in her
honor. Her work has changed not just
Selma, but the entire State of Ala-
bama, the South, our Nation, and in-
spired people all around our world. I
hope that all of my colleagues will sup-
port this important bill.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no further speakers to bring forth
today.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to support H.R. 4777, which des-
ignates the facility of the United States Postal
Service located at 1301 Alabama Avenue in
Selma, Alabama as the “Amelia Boynton Rob-
inson Post Office Building.”

| support this legislation, because it com-
memorates Amelia Boynton Robinson’s his-
toric role during the Civil Rights Movement.

Not only was Amelia a courageous activist
in Selma, Alabama during the height of the
Civil Rights Movement, she also taught in
Georgia before starting with the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture in Selma as the home
demonstration agent for Dallas County.

She educated the county’s largely rural pop-
ulation about food production and processing,
nutrition, healthcare, and other subjects re-
lated to agriculture and homemaking.

We celebrate Amelia for her invaluable con-
tributions to her community and her country.

Amelia worked for the promotion of civil
rights for all and protested the continued seg-
regation and disenfranchisement of African
Americans.

Amelia registered to vote, which was ex-
tremely difficult for African Americans to ac-
complish in Alabama due to discriminatory
practices under the state’s reactionary con-
stitution passed at the turn of the century.

Amelia Boynton Robinson made her home
and office in Selma a center for strategy ses-
sions for Selma’s civil rights battles, including
its voting rights campaign.

In 1964, Amelia ran for the Congress from
Alabama, with the intent to encourage African
Americans to register and vote.

This made Amelia the first female African
American to run for office in Alabama and the
first woman of any race to run for office as a
candidate of the Democratic party in the state
of Alabama.

Amelia is also known for her role in Selma
to Montgomery marches, where she worked
alongside Rev. Dr. Martin Luther King, Coretta
Scott King, our beloved colleague Congress-
man JOHN LEwIS, and other monumental fig-
ures in the epochal struggle to secure the right
to vote for all Americans.

Amelia helped organize a march to the state
capital of Montgomery, which became known
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as “Bloody Sunday” when county and state
police stopped the march and beat demonstra-
tors.

Amelia was beaten unconscious and a
newspaper of her lying bloody and beaten
drew national attention to the cause.

Men and women like Amelia marched be-
cause they believed that all persons have dig-
nity and the right to equal treatment under the
law, and in the making of the laws, which is
the fundamental essence of the right to vote.

Bloody Sunday led to the passage of the
landmark Voting Rights Act of 1965, which
was signed by President Lyndon Johnson on
August 6, 1965, in the presence of Amelia
Boynton Robinson, with Boynton attending as
the landmark event’s guest of honor.

Amelia was awarded the Martin Luther King
Jr. Medal of Freedom and toured the United
States on behalf of the Schiller Institute until
2009.

Mr. Speaker, naming the post office in
honor of Amelia Boynton Robinson is a spe-
cial and deserved commemoration of her life
of service.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4777.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

MICHAEL GARVER OXLEY MEMO-
RIAL POST OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 4925) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 229 West Main Cross Street, in
Findlay, Ohio, as the ‘‘Michael Garver
Oxley Memorial Post Office Building’’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4925

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. MICHAEL GARVER OXLEY MEMORIAL
POST OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 229
West Main Cross Street, in Findlay, Ohio,
shall be known and designated as the ‘‘Mi-
chael Garver Oxley Memorial Post Office
Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Michael Garver Oxley
Memorial Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5
legislative days to revise and extend
their remarks and to include any ex-
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traneous material on the bill under
consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 4925,
introduced by Representative ROBERT
LATTA of Ohio. The bill designates a
post office in Findlay, Ohio, as the Mi-
chael Garver Oxley Memorial Post Of-
fice Building.

Former Representative Oxley served
in the House of Representatives from
1981 until 2007, including as chairman
of the House Financial Services
Committee.
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I look forward to hearing more about
former Representative Oxley from my
colleague and the bill’s sponsor, Rep-
resentative LATTA. For now, I urge
Members to support this bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my
colleagues in the consideration of H.R.
4925, a bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated in Findlay, Ohio, as the Michael
Garver Oxley Memorial Post Office
Building.

Mr. Oxley was elected to the Ohio
State House of Representatives at the
age of 28 and won a special election to
the U.S. House of Representatives in
1981. Serving as the chair of the Com-
mittee on Financial Services, Con-
gressman Oxley devoted himself to cor-
porate oversight and insurance protec-
tion issues. He also led efforts to inves-
tigate Enron and other corporate scan-
dals, and is perhaps most well known
for the new accounting requirements
and financial regulations enacted by
the Sarbanes-Oxley Act.

Congressman Oxley retired after 25
yvears in the House and passed away in
December of 2015, following a battle
with lung cancer.

Mr. Speaker, we should pass this bill
to honor Congressman Oxley’s public
service and commemorate his many
congressional accomplishments.

I urge the passage of H.R. 4925.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. LATTA).

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the gentleman for yielding.

I rise today in support of H.R. 4925,
my legislation which designates the fa-
cility of the United States Postal Serv-
ice at 229 West Main Cross Street in
Findlay, Ohio, as the Michael Garver
Oxley Memorial Post Office Building.

This bipartisan legislation will honor
a great legislator, friend, and former
Congressman Mike Oxley for his many
yvears of dedicated public service.

Mike received his undergraduate de-
gree from Miami University, which he
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was always very proud of, and he was
always very proud of the fact that is
where my youngest daughter just re-
ceived her undergraduate degree this
past May. He received his JD from the
Ohio State University Moritz College
of Law, and after that, he began his ca-
reer in public service as a special agent
for the FBI in 1969.

After serving with the FBI for 3
years, Mike was elected to the Ohio
House of Representatives in 1972. That
is when I first met Mike, out on the
campaign trail. Mike served admirably
in the House until 1981, when he won a
special election after the death of Con-
gressman Tennyson Guyer, also of
Findlay. As was noted, Mike served
then from 1981 until his retirement in
2007 here in the United States House of
Representatives, which he loved.

In the 107th, 108th, and 109th Con-
gresses, Mike was elected to serve as
the chairman of the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services, and he had many,
many friends, but Mike personified
what a true public servant was and is.
He served his constituents from Ohio
well and served the United States well.

When you talk about what a public
servant is, my dad always told me that
a public servant is a person who sees
how much they can always give of
themselves to the people they rep-
resent, and Mike did that.

Aside from his government service,
Mike also served and was dedicated to
helping others through his charitable
works. As a team captain for the an-
nual congressional baseball game—in
one of them he got his leg broken—
Mike and his colleagues helped raise
thousands of dollars for the Wash-
ington Literacy Center, the Wash-
ington Nationals Dream Foundation,
and the Boys & Girls Clubs of Greater
Washington.

Mike was also very active back home
not only with Miami University, but
also with the University of Findlay;
and he was also active in helping raise
funds for the greater Findlay area.

I would like to thank Chairman
CHAFFETZ and Ranking Member CUM-
MINGS for their work in advancing this
bill through the committee and to the
House floor. I would also like to thank
the entire Ohio delegation and other
Members for supporting this legislation
as cosponsors.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the House to join
me in honoring the memory of Mike
Oxley by passing H.R. 4925.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I will
be brief. I just wanted to take an op-
portunity, especially from this side of
the aisle, to hear from someone who
worked with Mike, who had great ad-
miration for him, and that is myself.

When I was a young man, elected at
36 years of age back in 1998, one of the
first people I met on the other side of
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the aisle—not from my home State—
was Mike Oxley. He had great admira-
tion for my predecessor as well, and
they were good friends, Tom Manton.

Mike was also my chairman. I served
on the House Committee on Financial
Services after the attacks of 9/11, and
one of the great tributes I think I can
give to Mike Oxley is he was, in large
part, responsible for the passing of the
Terrorism Risk Insurance Act, also
known as TRIA, something that was
desperately needed after the events of
9/11 to shore up the financial services
industry and industry all around the
country and real estate. In so many,
many ways, he understood the rami-
fications that not having that backstop
could potentially have for our country.
He saw to it that a bipartisan bill was
agreed to.

So I have nothing but fond memories
of Mike. I was very saddened when I
heard of Michael’s illness. I know he is
missed by his family. On a lighter note,
this week we will play the annual con-
gressional baseball game. I am sure
that if my colleagues were here on the
floor, Coach Doyle in particular would
be pointing out that he and Mike had a
good friendship.

Mike was also a good basketball
player. He had a wicked 3-point shot.
Maybe if the 3-point play had been in
place when he was in high school, he
might have been somebody, you never
know.

But Mike Oxley certainly was some-
one and a treasure to this institution,
this body. He was a real Member’s
Member. I think if you can leave this
House and have a tribute by someone
from this side in a personal way speak
about you, as I am today, I think that
speaks highly of Michael Oxley. He is
missed. What a great thing to do to
honor him by naming this post office in
his honor.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I would like
to make Congresswoman LAWRENCE
aware that I have no further speakers
and I am prepared to close.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
would like to inform the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. BLUM), my colleague,
that I have no further speakers.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SMITH of Nebraska). The question is on
the motion offered by the gentleman
from Iowa (Mr. BLUM) that the House
suspend the rules and pass the bill,
H.R. 4925.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
KENNETH M. CHRISTY POST
OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
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(H.R. 4960) to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 525 N Broadway in Aurora, Il-
linois, as the ‘“Kenneth M. Christy Post
Office Building”’.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4960

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. KENNETH M. CHRISTY POST OFFICE
BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 5256 N
Broadway in Aurora, Illinois, shall be known
and designated as the ‘“‘Kenneth M. Christy
Post Office Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Kenneth M. Christy
Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Iowa.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 4960,
introduced by the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. FOSTER). The bill designates a
post office in Aurora, Illinois, as the
Kenneth M. Christy Post Office Build-
ing.

Mr. Christy was a dedicated em-
ployee of the United States Postal
Service and a devoted advocate for
postal employees. I look forward to
hearing more about Mr. Christy from
my colleague and the sponsor of this
bill, Representative FOSTER. For now, I
urge Members to support this bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my
colleagues in the consideration of H.R.
4960, a bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated in Aurora, Illinois, as the Ken-
neth M. Christy Post Office Building.

It is only fitting that we name a post
office after Ken Christy, a man who
dedicated his career to the Postal Serv-
ice and its workforce. Joining the Au-
rora Post Office in 1977, Ken worked as
a letter carrier for over 30 years. Ken
also served 25 years as the president of
the National Association of Letter Car-
riers Branch 219, receiving multiple
awards for his dedication, leadership,
and community service.

H3997

In 2004, he joined the Illinois State
Association of Letter Carriers. Ken was
awarded honorary membership in nu-
merous postal facilities outside of Au-
rora and was inducted into the Illinois
Letter Carriers Hall of Fame in 2012.

Mr. Speaker, I have spoken about my
illustrious career in the United States
Postal Service, one of 30 years. I start-
ed that career as a letter carrier, so it
is with great honor that I stand here
today strongly suggesting and saying
that we should pass this bill to honor
Ken Christy’s life of public service and
his tireless dedication to the Postal
Service. I urge the passage of H.R. 4960.

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

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
yield such time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. Fos-
TER).

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Michigan, and I
also thank the entire Illinois delega-
tion on both sides of the aisle for co-
sponsoring this legislation.

On March 26, 2016, the State of Illi-
nois and the city of Aurora lost a con-
summate public servant. On the day he
died, Ken Christy was the sitting Au-
rora township clerk, the president of
the Illinois State Association of Letter
Carriers, and a dear friend of mine.

Ken was a family man, and he left be-
hind three daughters and his wife,
Bonnie, his high school sweetheart to
whom he was married for 52 years. I
rise today to honor Ken’s legacy and
his lifetime of public service.

Ken and his wife, Bonnie, settled in
Aurora in 1977, when Ken took a job as
a letter carrier with the United States
Postal Service, a career that would last
more than 30 years. Ken took on a lead-
ership role within the Postal Service.
He quickly became the Aurora NALC
Branch 219 president and served in that
role for 25 years.

During that time, Branch 219 was rec-
ognized for its charitable contributions
and received several awards from the
Muscular Dystrophy Association.
Under Ken’s leadership, Branch 219 was
recognized nationally with an NALC
Branch Service Award and its Humani-
tarian Award. Ken spent countless
hours as a volunteer at the letter car-
riers’ annual Stamp Out Hunger Food
Drive and made deliveries for the
Northern Illinois Food Bank.

In 2000, Ken was personally awarded
the Dave Bybee award for leadership
and dedication by the Illinois Associa-
tion of Letter Carriers.

In 2004, he was recognized for his
leadership skills and civic engagement
by becoming its legislative liaison.

Just 3 years later, he was elected
president of the Illinois State Associa-
tion of Letter Carriers, a position he
held until the end of his life.
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As president of the Illinois Associa-
tion of Letter Carriers, Ken made sure



H3998

that the voices of his members were
heard by public officials on both sides
of the aisle at both the State and Fed-
eral level.

In 2012, Ken was nominated to the Il-
linois Letter Carriers Hall of Fame. In
2013, Ken Christy was elected Clerk of
Aurora Township.

Ken was a public servant in the tru-
est sense of the word. Ken was always
working for others, whether it was in
his 30-year career delivering mail in his
community, his dedication to charity
work, or his devotion to his family as
a husband, father, and grandfather.

So I think it is only appropriate that
we honor his life and his legacy and
pass this bill today to name the post
office where Ken spent his entire career
the Kenneth M. Christy Post Office
Building.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
recognizing this man, who was a pillar
of his community, by voting ‘‘yes.”

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

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4960.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

EXPANSION OF LAW ENFORCE-
MENT AVAILABILITY PAY TO
EMPLOYEES OF CUSTOMS AND
BORDER PROTECTION’S AIR AND
MARINE OPERATIONS

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 4902) to amend title 5, United
States Code, to expand law enforce-
ment availability pay to employees of
U.S. Customs and Border Protection’s
Air and Marine Operations.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 4902

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. LAW ENFORCEMENT AVAILABILITY
PAY FOR EMPLOYEES OF CUSTOMS
AND BORDER PROTECTION’S AIR
AND MARINE OPERATIONS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5545a(i) of title 5,
United States Code, is amended—

(1) by striking ‘“‘apply to a pilot employed
by the United States Customs Service” and
inserting ‘‘apply to any employee of the U.S.
Customs and Border Protection’s Air and
Marine Operations, or any successor organi-
zation,”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘such pilot’” and inserting
‘“‘such employee’’.

(b) APPLICABILITY.—The amendments made
by subsection (a) shall take effect on the
first day of the first applicable pay period be-
ginning on or after the date that is 14 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HURD) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HURD of Texas. 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. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yvield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in support of my bill,
H.R. 4902.

Those who serve along our Nation’s
borders make countless sacrifices pro-
tecting the homeland in the most lit-
eral of ways by stopping bad guys from
entering our country and harming
Americans.

The Customs and Border Protection
officers and agents who serve in my
district, which covers over 800 miles of
the Texas-Mexico border, have an in-
creasingly challenging job. Not only do
they keep us safe from terrorists and
drug cartels, but they also apprehend
illegal contraband and rescue victims
of human trafficking.

CBP’s Air and Marine Operations, or
AMO, patrols our Nation’s borders by
aircraft and vessels, specifically. AMO
is made up of over 1,200 Federal agents,
250 aircraft, and over 280 marine ves-
sels, operating from 91 Ilocations
throughout the TUnited States and
Puerto Rico.

These brave agents are often required
to work long, unpredictable hours and
are compensated through various con-
fusing and inconsistent pay systems,
causing an administrative nightmare
for the folks who work overtime pro-
tecting our Nation.

Because of the number of overtime
systems applicable to AMO agents, in
many cases, even those working side by
side on a mission were often com-
pensated differently. The confusion and
inconsistency not only makes it harder
for the agency to plan shifts for agents
and to prepare a budget, but the uncer-
tainty impacts those who serve.

H.R. 4902 addresses these problems by
standardizing premium pay for AMO.
Under the provisions of this bill, all
law enforcement agents at AMO will be
covered under the Law Enforcement
Availability Pay, otherwise known as
LEAP, the LEAP premium pay system.

To ensure pay is standardized quick-
ly, the legislation would require this
change to come into force on the first
day of the pay period that begins at
least 14 days after the date of enact-
ment.

The Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that implementing a uniform
pay system for all CBP officers would
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result in a cost savings of approxi-
mately $2 million annually. More im-
portantly, it would save many hard-
working AMO officers from unfair and
aggravating overtime pay discrep-
ancies. This will save Customs and Bor-
der Protection valuable time and oper-
ational bandwidth, while ensuring tax-
payer dollars are spent responsibly.

I include in the RECORD a letter from
the Federal Law Enforcement Officers
Association in support of this bill.

FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT
OFFICERS ASSOCIATION,
Washington, DC, June 20, 2016.
Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ,
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, Washington, DC.
Hon. ELIJAH CUMMINGS,
Ranking Member, Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform, Washington, DC.

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ AND RANKING
MEMBER CUMMINGS: On behalf of membership
of the Federal Law Enforcement Officers As-
sociation (FLEOA)—the nation’s largest pro-
fessional, non-profit association representing
26,000 federal law enforcement officers from
65 agencies—I am writing to advise you of
our continued strong support for H.R. 4902,
legislation to expand Law Enforcement
Availability Pay (LEAP) to the law enforce-
ment officers of the U.S. Customs and Border
Protection’s Air and Marine Operations divi-
sion. FLEOA greatly appreciates the Com-
mittee’s efforts to expeditiously approve this
important legislation, and we urge its pas-
sage by the House of Representatives this
week.

Currently, within the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), law enforcement
officers of the U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection’s (CBP) Air and Maritime Operation
(AMO) division are compensated through
multiple premium pay mechanisms for their
overtime: Administratively Uncontrollable
Overtime (AUO), Fair Labor Standards Act
(FLSA), Law Enforcement Availability Pay
(LEAP) and Title 5 overtime (FEPA). This
proposal would harmonize premium pay
across the organization by making all AMO
law enforcement officers eligible for LEAP.
CBP estimates that shifting overtime com-
pensation to LEAP will help the agency save
approximately $1.6 million in premium pay
in the first year alone.

Prior to the creation of the DHS, all U.S.
Customs Service air personnel were included
in the LEAP statute. Legacy U.S. Customs
Service responsibilities have been retained,
but today’s AMO functions encompass a
broader scope of authorities. Implementing
LEAP for all AMO law enforcement officers
would enhance CBP operational efficiencies
and monetary savings by providing an effi-
cient, effective, and uniform system of com-
pensation for the unique work conditions
and substantial hours commonly required of
AMO agents.

FLEOA appreciates your efforts to advance
this legislation. Please do not hesitate to
contact us if we can provide any additional
information or assistance.

Respectfully,
DOMINICK L. STOKES,
FLEOA Vice President for Legislative Affairs.

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge my colleagues to support this un-
derlying legislation.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
4902, a bipartisan bill sponsored by
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some of my colleagues on the Oversight
and Government Reform Committee,
Representatives HURD, CONNOLLY, and
LUJAN GRISHAM. I thank them for their
good work on this important legisla-
tion.

This legislation would establish a
uniform pay system for law enforce-
ment officers of the Customs and Bor-
der Protection’s Air and Marine Oper-
ations, who are currently paid over-
time pay under three different systems;
and it will make it more efficient for
the agency to administer staff over-
time.

The bill will convert the pay system
for AMO officers to Law Enforcement
Availability Pay, a system used by
many other Federal agencies, including
the FBI, DEA, and the U.S. Marshals
Service.

As stated by my colleague, Mr. HURD,
the Congressional Budget Office esti-
mates that this legislation will reduce
AMO’s costs by $2 million a year.

I would also like to note that the
Federal Law Enforcement Officers As-
sociation supports this legislation.

I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting H.R. 4902.

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

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
urge the immediate adoption of this
bill.

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HURD)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 4902.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

FRAUD REDUCTION AND DATA
ANALYTICS ACT OF 2015

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (S. 2133) to improve Federal agency
financial and administrative controls
and procedures to assess and mitigate
fraud risks, and to improve Federal
agencies’ development and use of data
analytics for the purpose of identi-
fying, preventing, and responding to
fraud, including improper payments.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 2133

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 ‘“‘Fraud Re-
duction and Data Analytics Act of 2015,

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act—

(1) the term ‘‘agency’ has the meaning
given the term in section 551 of title 5,
United States Code; and

(2) the term ‘“‘improper payment’’ has the
meaning given the term in section 2(g) of the
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Improper Payments Information Act of 2002

(31 U.S.C. 3321 note).

SEC. 3. ESTABLISHMENT OF FINANCIAL AND AD-
MINISTRATIVE CONTROLS RELAT-
ING TO FRAUD AND IMPROPER PAY-
MENTS.

(a) GUIDELINES.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Director of the Office of Management and
Budget, in consultation with the Comp-
troller General of the United States, shall es-
tablish guidelines for agencies to establish
financial and administrative controls to
identify and assess fraud risks and design
and implement control activities in order to
prevent, detect, and respond to fraud, includ-
ing improper payments.

(2) CONTENTS.—The guidelines described in
paragraph (1) shall incorporate the leading
practices identified in the report published
by the Government Accountability Office on
July 28, 2015, entitled ‘‘Framework for Man-
aging Fraud Risks in Federal Programs’.

(3) MODIFICATION.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Management and Budget, in consulta-
tion with the Comptroller General of the
United States, may periodically modify the
guidelines described in paragraph (1) as the
Director and Comptroller General may de-
termine necessary.

(b) REQUIREMENTS FOR CONTROLS.—The fi-
nancial and administrative controls required
to be established by agencies under sub-
section (a) shall include—

(1) conducting an evaluation of fraud risks
and using a risk-based approach to design
and implement financial and administrative
control activities to mitigate identified
fraud risks;

(2) collecting and analyzing data from re-
porting mechanisms on detected fraud to
monitor fraud trends and using that data and
information to continuously improve fraud
prevention controls; and

(3) using the results of monitoring, evalua-
tion, audits, and investigations to improve
fraud prevention, detection, and response.

(¢) REPORTS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
paragraph (2), for each of the first 3 fiscal
years beginning after the date of enactment
of this Act, each agency shall submit to Con-
gress, as part of the annual financial report
of the agency, a report on the progress of the
agency in—

(A) implementing—

(i) the financial and administrative con-
trols required to be established under sub-
section (a);

(ii) the fraud risk principle in the Stand-
ards for Internal Control in the Federal Gov-
ernment; and

(iii) Office of Management and Budget Cir-
cular A-123 with respect to the leading prac-
tices for managing fraud risk;

(B) identifying risks and vulnerabilities to
fraud, including with respect to payroll, ben-
eficiary payments, grants, large contracts,
and purchase and travel cards; and

(C) establishing strategies, procedures, and
other steps to curb fraud.

(2) FIRST REPORT.—If the date of enactment
of this Act is less than 180 days before the
date on which an agency is required to sub-
mit the annual financial report of the agen-
cy, the agency may submit the report re-
quired under paragraph (1) as part of the fol-
lowing annual financial report of the agency.
SEC. 4. WORKING GROUP.

(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
the Office of Management and Budget shall
establish a working group to improve—

(1) the sharing of financial and administra-
tive controls established under section 3(a)
and other best practices and techniques for
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detecting, preventing, and responding to
fraud, including improper payments; and

(2) the sharing and development of data
analytics techniques.

(b) COMPOSITION.—The working group es-
tablished under subsection (a) shall be com-
posed of—

(1) the Controller of the Office of Manage-
ment and Budget, who shall serve as Chair-
person;

(2) the Chief Financial Officer of each
agency; and

(3) any other party determined to be appro-
priate by the Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, which may include the
Chief Information Officer, the Chief Procure-
ment Officer, or the Chief Operating Officer
of each agency.

(c) CONSULTATION.—The working group es-
tablished under subsection (a) shall consult
with Offices of Inspectors General and Fed-
eral and non-Federal experts on fraud risk
assessments, financial controls, and other
relevant matters.

(d) MEETINGS.—The working group estab-
lished under subsection (a) shall hold not
fewer than 4 meetings per year.

(e) PLAN.—Not later than 270 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the working
group established under subsection (a) shall
submit to Congress a plan for the establish-
ment and use of a Federal interagency li-
brary of data analytics and data sets, which
can incorporate or improve upon existing
Federal resources and capacities, for use by
agencies and Offices of Inspectors General to
facilitate the detection, prevention, and re-
covery of fraud, including improper pay-
ments.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HURD) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
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. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of S.
2133, the Fraud Reduction and Data
Analytics Act of 2015, introduced by
Senator THOMAS CARPER of Delaware.

S. 2133 is a bipartisan bill that will
strengthen and enhance the antifraud
prevention and detection measures
used by Federal agencies. Current anti-
fraud prevention and detection meas-
ures are reliant on after-the-fact re-
views of transactions. This system is
not perfect.

A significant portion of the Federal
Government’s $124 billion in overpay-
ments in fiscal year 2014—$19 billion
more than fiscal year 2013—were fraud-
related.

The current reactive antifraud meas-
ures require agencies to spend time and
resources on efforts to track and re-
cover these fraud-related overpay-
ments. S. 2133 will help to prevent
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these fraudulent payments from being
made in the first place.

The Fraud Reduction and Data Ana-
lytics Act of 2015 will help protect tax-
payer dollars by requiring the Office of
Management and Budget, OMB, and
Federal agencies to adopt proactive
fraud detection controls and preventa-
tive measures.

The bill will require the OMB to cre-
ate a set of guidelines for antifraud
measures, which agencies must utilize
when establishing their proactive anti-
fraud control and detection procedures.
The bill will also require agencies to
better collaborate on developing best
practices for combating fraud.

S. 2133 also requires that agencies
create an interagency working group in
order to share best practices and cru-
cial fraud prevention data, such as the
Social Security Administration’s data
to prevent payments to deceased indi-
viduals.

Mr. Speaker, passing S. 2133 and re-
quiring agencies to adopt a proactive
antifraud approach will not only serve
to protect taxpayer dollars, but in-
crease public confidence in the admin-
istration of government programs, es-
pecially benefit programs.

I would like to thank Senator CAR-
PER and Senator THOM TILLIS for intro-
ducing this good government legisla-
tion, and I would like to thank the
Subcommittee on Government Oper-
ations chairman MARK MEADOWS for
championing this bill in the House.

I urge Members to support this bipar-
tisan bill.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, the Fraud Reduction
and Data Analytics Act is designed to
strengthen Federal agency efforts to
combat financial fraud. Congress has
passed a number of bills in the past few
years aimed at curbing improper pay-
ments. Fraud in this area is especially
harmful. It stems not from innocent
mistakes, but from the willful intent
to steal or misuse taxpayer dollars.

Fraud reduction strategies help re-
duce these crimes, and the Government
Accountability Office and the inspector
general have recommended that agen-
cies implement such strategies.

The bill before us will require the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and
Budget to consult with GAO to develop
antifraud guidance for Federal agen-
cies and then monitor the implementa-
tion of this guidance.

The bill will also require the estab-
lishment of a working group of agency
chief financial officers to share best
practices and help disseminate new
antifraud techniques. The working
group would also be required to develop
a plan for establishing an interagency
library of analytical tools and datasets
for agencies and IGs to use in fighting
fraud.

In developing this plan, I believe the
working group should look to the
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model of the Recovery Operations Cen-
ter, which was developed to monitor
spending under the Recovery Act of
2009, and which has, unfortunately,
ceased operations.

These are commonsense steps toward
solving a serious problem that every-
one should support. I urge members to
support S. 2133.

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

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS), the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Gov-
ernment Operations.

Mr. MEADOWS. I thank Chairman
HURD for his leadership not only on
this, but on so many important topics
here in this body. He certainly is look-
ing after transparency and oversight
on behalf of the American people. I just
would like to applaud his leadership
there.
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I am proud today, Mr. Speaker, to
rise in support of S. 2133, the Fraud Re-
duction and Data Analytics Act of 2015.
S. 2133 is a bipartisan bill that will pro-
vide agencies a critically important
measure for defeating fraud and pro-
tecting taxpayer dollars.

In fiscal year 2014, the GAO reported
that a significant portion of the $124
billion in improper payments were re-
lated to fraud. To make matters worse,
all the improper payments increased by
a total of $19 billion—that is billion
with a B—from the previous fiscal
year.

Given the cost of these improper pay-
ments to agencies and, as a result, to
the taxpayers, something must be done
to block the flow of these fraudulent
and improper payments. S. 2133 will
provide the necessary framework
around which agencies can build a
strong antifraud defense system.

Currently, agencies have been over-
reliant on an after-the-fact antifraud
detection measure which requires the
agency to review payments after they
have been made and then make an at-
tempt to recoup them. S. 2113 actually
would require these agencies to develop
proactive measures to identify risk, to
analyze known cases of fraud, and then
to develop strategies to prevent future
fraud. It will also protect the American
taxpayer dollars from fraud by requir-
ing agencies to better share data that
can be used to fight fraud.

This bill will create a working group
of agencies where best practices and
fraud detection and prevention strate-
gies can be shared throughout the gov-
ernment. By combating fraud, agencies
will not only protect taxpayer dollars,
but also increase the trust and con-
fidence in the administration of gov-
ernment programs.

I would like to thank Senator CAR-
PER and Senator TILLIS for introducing
this important, good-government legis-
lation, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this bill and help better protect
the American taxpayer dollars by vot-
ing in favor of S. 2133.
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Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
have no additional speakers, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
urge adoption of this bill, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HURD)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, S. 2133.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

JEANNE AND JULES MANFORD
POST OFFICE BUILDING

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
move to suspend the rules and pass the
bill (H.R. 2607) to designate the facility
of the United States Postal Service lo-
cated at 7802 37th Avenue in Jackson
Heights, New York, as the ‘“Jeanne and
Jules Manford Post Office Building.”

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2607

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. JEANNE AND JULES MANFORD POST
OFFICE BUILDING.

(a) DESIGNATION.—The facility of the
United States Postal Service located at 7802
37th Avenue in Jackson Heights, New York,
shall be known and designated as the
“Jeanne and Jules Manford Post Office
Building”’.

(b) REFERENCES.—Any reference in a law,
map, regulation, document, paper, or other
record of the United States to the facility re-
ferred to in subsection (a) shall be deemed to
be a reference to the ‘‘Jeanne and Jules
Manford Post Office Building”’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. HURD) and the gentlewoman
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE) each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
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. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

I rise today in support of H.R. 2607,
introduced by Representative JOSEPH
CROWLEY of New York. The bill des-
ignates a post office in Jackson
Heights, New York, as the Jeanne and
Jules Manford Post Office Building.

Jeanne and Jules Manford were ac-
tivists in the community and loving
parents. I look forward to hearing more
about Mr. and Mrs. Manford from my
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colleague and the sponsor of this bill,
Representative CROWLEY. For now, I
urge Members to support this bill, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased to join my
colleagues in the consideration of H.R.
2607, a bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service lo-
cated in Jackson Heights, New York,
as the Jeanne and Jules Manford Post
Office Building.

Parents of gay activist Morty
Manford, Jeanne and Jules Manford
quickly became activists themselves,
following their son’s beating at a Gay
Activists Alliance demonstration in
1972. Morty had been kicked and beat-
en, yet police did not intercede on his
behalf. Jeanne wrote a letter, published
in the New York Post, highlighting her
outrage and drawing public attention
to violence being perpetrated against
the LGBT community.

A year later, in 1973, Jeanne and
Jules Manford decided to organize a
support group for parents of gay chil-
dren. By the 1980s, their group was for-
mally established as Parents, Families
and Friends of Lesbians and Gays.
PFLAG is now an international group
made up of over 200,000 members advo-
cating for support, understanding, and
equal rights for gay, lesbian,
transgender, and bisexual individuals.

In 1993, almost a year after losing
Morty to complications of AIDS,
Jeanne Manford served as the grand
marshal of the New York Gay Pride
Parade. Following her death in 2013,
Jeanne was awarded the Nation’s sec-
ond highest civilian award, the Presi-
dential Citizens Medal, by President
Barack Obama.

Mr. Speaker, we should pass this bill
to recognize Jeanne and Jules
Manford’s tireless devotion to the
LGBT equal rights movement and their
advocacy on its behalf.

Mr. Speaker, it is also a very sad
time in our history where we are wit-
nessing, unfortunately, violence and
hate being perpetrated on members of
our country, the citizens and people
who have identified themselves as gay
or lesbian.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of
H.R. 2607, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield as much time as he may consume
to my colleague from New York (Mr.
CROWLEY).

Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman from Michigan for
yielding me this time.

Before I begin, I want to thank my
colleague, Ranking Member LAWRENCE,
for her support on the Interior Sub-
committee as well as the full com-
mittee, Ranking Member CUMMINGS
and Chairman CHAFFETZ of the Over-
sight and Government Reform Com-
mittee for working with us to bring
this bill to the floor.
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I am so pleased to have this chance
to honor Jeanne and Jules Manford and
their history of community engage-
ment by naming the Jackson Heights
Post Office, which is situated in
Queens, New York, which is squarely in
the middle of my congressional dis-
trict.

I also want to thank Suzanne Swan,
Jeanne and Jules’ daughter, and
PFLAG for collaborating with me on
this legislation as well.

Mr. Speaker, the timing of this bill,
as my colleague from Michigan just
said, could not be a more opportune
moment. It comes in the wake of last
Sunday’s terrible attack on the LGBT
community in Orlando, an attack that
was motivated by hate.

We stand here today to honor two in-
dividuals who, when faced with a hate-
ful act of violence themselves against
their son, were inspired to start a
movement couched in acceptance and
support.

Jeanne and Jules Manford were your
typical middle class Queens, New York-
ers, who worked hard to make a better
life for themselves, their families, and
for their community. Jeanne was a
public schoolteacher in Flushing,
Queens. Jules was a dentist. The couple
worked with a number of local commu-
nity groups helping to make Queens a
better place to live.

And they raised two children, Su-
zanne and Morty, in whom they in-
stilled the values of hard work, com-
passion, and public service. Morty was
lucky to have two loving parents who
accepted him for who he was at a time
when the acceptance of LGBT people
was, unfortunately, the exception rath-
er than the rule.

While a student at Columbia and
Cardozo Law School and throughout
his career, Morty stood up for the
rights of the LGBT community and,
like his parents, sought to make life
better for those around him. He was
one of those many present at the
Stonewall riots in Greenwich Village in
1969, and he continued to organize pro-
tests in order to draw attention to
issues affecting the LGBT community.

Following one of those protests in
April of 1972, Morty was severely beat-
en. In a trial following the beating,
witnesses testified that they saw
Morty thrown down an escalator and
then kicked and stomped on. Thank-
fully, those injuries were not fatal.
Morty did recover. But his parents,
Jeanne and Jules, were galvanized to
take their own actions to counter hate
and to counter discrimination.

The following June, in the Chris-
topher Street Liberation Day Parade,
the predecessor to New York’s Pride
Parade, Jeanne Manford carried a now-
famous sign that read: ‘‘Parents of
Gays Unite in Support for Our Chil-
dren.” The image of Jeanne and her de-
fiance and call to action in the face of
bigotry and violence became a cele-
brated artifact in the history of the
gay rights movement.

This is an iconic photo in the gay
rights movement. It shows the face of a
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proud mother who refuses to accept
that her child should be mistreated be-
cause of who he is. More importantly,
this picture, and this particular sign,
document the inception of a new ap-
proach to achieving equality, an effort
by parents and families to stand up for
their LGBT children. In that moment,
now 44 years, almost to this day,
Jeanne embodied the spirit that has
now come to guide a national organiza-
tion known as PFLAG.

In the wake of Morty Manford’s
harrowing beating, Jeanne and Jules
realized that, even as LGBT people
continue to fight for justice and ac-
ceptance, their work can be amplified
through the support of their allies. And
who better to be an ally than one’s own
supportive family?

It was with this in mind that Jeanne
and Jules founded an organization
known as Parents of Gays. With their
spirit of community involvement,
Jeanne and Jules wanted to help others
like them, friends and neighbors and
colleagues, to help understand and sup-
port their LGBT children. They held
their first support group meeting in
1973 in the Church of the Village, a
uniquely accepting and progressive
Methodist Church in Greenwich Vil-
lage, and it is still active today.

At a time when attitudes toward sex-
ual orientation were only just begin-
ning to change, the founding of an or-
ganization designed to bring in, edu-
cate, and support those closest to the
LGBT individuals, their parents, was
critical in advancing acceptance and
equal rights.

Over the next few years, similar or-
ganizations were started all around the
country, and their representatives were
finally brought together following the
1979 National March on Washington for
Lesbian and Gay Rights. A couple of
years later, following important work
establishing themselves as the source
of information and support, various
chapters decided to launch a national
organization called Parents, Families
and Friends of Lesbians and Gays, now
known as PFLAG. And from there, the
organization’s efforts took off.

PFLAG began work on national pol-
icy issues, such as stopping the mili-
tary from discharging lesbian service-
members. And it worked to help estab-
lish hundreds of chapters in rural com-
munities where LGBT individuals and
their families had a more difficult time
finding and coordinating with others
like them. Today, PFLAG counts over
3560 chapters and more than 200,000
members in all 50 States, and similar
organizations have been established
around the world.

Jeanne and Jules continued to work
in their community, helping to found a
PFLAG chapter in Queens, alongside
the LGBT equal rights activist and my
good friend, Danny Dromm, now a
member of the New York City Council.
Jeanne went on to become an advocate
for people with HIV and AIDS, fol-
lowing Morty’s death from the disease
in 1992 at the young age of just 41.
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For her many years of work in sup-
port of the LGBT community, Jeanne
was honored as the first Grand Marshal
of the Queens Pride Parade, which
began in 1993, the year after Morty’s
death. The parade runs through the
heart of my district in Queens and
passes a reviewing stand situated di-
rectly in front of the post office we are
renaming today in Jackson Heights. In
fact, the street corner next to this post
office was itself renamed for someone
we lost to a senseless act of hate. Julio
Rivera, a young man, was killed in 1990
at the age of 29, targeted because he,
himself, was gay.

Jackson Heights is a thriving neigh-
borhood with a growing LGBT commu-
nity, and our community will be hon-
ored to have our local post office bear
the names of Jeanne and Jules
Manford. These symbols remind us of
how far we have come.

After Jules Manford passed away,
Jeanne, having lost her husband and
son, eventually went to live with her
daughter, Suzanne, in California.
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In January of 2013, just a few months
before the Supreme Court’s landmark
decision overturning the Defense of
Marriage Act, Jeanne passed away at
the age of 92. That same year, Jeanne
was honored posthumously with the
Presidential Citizens Medal for her ef-
forts.

It is difficult to imagine how we
could have achieved so much progress
toward attaining more equal rights for
LGBT Americans without the work of
Jeanne and Jules Manford more than 40
years ago.

Though the LGBT community itself
had already begun to organize and de-
mand action, it was the Manfords’
work to bring families and allies into
the fold that helped push these issues
to the fore.

Many attribute the shift in public
opinion on the issue of marriage equal-
ity to the simple fact that gay and les-
bian people are able to be more open
about who they are. As a result, more
and more straight Americans know
someone who is gay or lesbian or bisex-
ual or transgender and want their
friends and family to be treated equal-
ly.
This is thanks, in no small part, to
the supportive work of the PFLAG and
its chapters throughout the years, and
to the movement by parents and fami-
lies who proudly choose to love their
children for who they are. So as we cel-
ebrate Pride Month, I am glad we have
this opportunity to reflect upon and
honor those who helped get us to where
we are today.

As we mourn in the wake of the trag-
ic shooting at the Pulse LGBT night-
club in Orlando last week, I hope we all
can emulate the way Jeanne and Jules
Manford responded to their son’s beat-
ing. The Manfords recognized that vio-
lent acts of hate don’t show strength.
Far from it. They show weakness in
the soul of the offender.
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Instead of recoiling in fear, the
Manfords reacted with a sign of love,
support, and solidarity. I have been
heartened to see millions of Americans
do the same over this past week. It has
shown our strength as a society and as
a nation in spite of an attack meant to
shake us.

So I am particularly glad that we are
able to consider this legislation today
to honor Jeanne and Jules Manford for
all they have done for Queens, for New
York, and for America, and I look for-
ward to seeing this become law.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank all of
you who are responsible for bringing
this bill to the floor today for its con-
sideration. I ask my colleagues to sup-
port this bill.

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, as we
close out the naming of our post of-
fices, I want to take this time to just
awaken this body and America on how
the naming of post offices take the leg-
acy of American citizens and allow us
to celebrate them, remember them,
and to create a sense of history in the
communities where they live and serve.

Just to sum up the post offices that
we have named today: Mary E. McCoy,
an activist for women and African
Americans; Ed Pastor, who was a Con-
gressman; Barry Miller, an emergency
responder; Amelia Robinson, a civil
rights activist; Michael Oxley, a Mem-
ber of Congress; Kenneth Christy, a let-
ter carrier; and Jeanne and Jules
Manford, LGBT activists.

Again, today, we have shown Amer-
ica that we recognize the service of
those who on their own desire, will,
and passion have served our country.

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

Mr. HURD of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 1
urge the adoption of this bill.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. HURD)
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 2607.

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

INSPECTOR GENERAL
EMPOWERMENT ACT OF 2016

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, I move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 2395) to amend the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 to strengthen the inde-
pendence of the Inspectors General,
and for other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 2395

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the ‘“‘Inspector General Empowerment Act of
2016,
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows:

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.

Sec. 2. Full and prompt access to all docu-
ments.

Additional authority provisions for
Inspectors General.

Additional responsibilities of the
Council of the Inspectors Gen-
eral on Integrity and Effi-
ciency.

Amendments to the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 and the Inspec-
tor General Reform Act of 2008.

Sec. 3.

Sec. 4.

Sec. 5.

Sec. 6. Reports required.

Sec. 7. Public release of misconduct report.
Sec. 8. No additional funds authorized.

SEC. 2. FULL AND PROMPT ACCESS TO ALL DOC-

UMENTS.

(a) AUTHORITY.—Section 6 of the Inspector
General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed—

(1) by amending subsection (a)(1) to read as
follows:

“(1)(A) notwithstanding any other provi-
sion of law, except any provision of law en-
acted by Congress that expressly refers to an
Inspector General and expressly limits the
right of access by that Inspector General, to
have timely access to all records, reports,
audits, reviews, documents, papers, rec-
ommendations, or other materials available
to the applicable establishment which relate
to programs and operations with respect to
which that Inspector General has respon-
sibilities under this Act; and

‘“(B) except as provided in subsection (i),
with regard to Federal grand jury materials
protected from disclosure pursuant to Fed-
eral Rule of Criminal Procedure 6(e), to have
timely access to such information if the At-
torney General grants the request in accord-
ance with subsection (g);”’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following new
subsections:

‘(g) REQUIREMENTS RELATED TO REQUEST
FOR FEDERAL GRAND JURY MATERIALS.—

(1) TRANSMISSION OF REQUEST TO ATTOR-
NEY GENERAL.—If the Inspector General of an
establishment submits a request to the head
of the establishment for Federal grand jury
materials pursuant to subsection (a)(1), the
head of the establishment shall immediately
notify the Attorney General of such request.

‘(2) ATTORNEY GENERAL DETERMINATION.—
Not later than 15 days after the date on
which a request is submitted to the Attorney
General under paragraph (1), the Attorney
General shall determine whether to grant or
deny the request for Federal grand jury ma-
terials and shall immediately notify the
head of the establishment of such determina-
tion. The Attorney General shall grant the
request unless the Attorney General deter-
mines that granting access to the Federal
grand jury materials would be likely to—

““(A) interfere with an ongoing criminal in-
vestigation or prosecution;

‘“(B) interfere with an undercover oper-
ation;

“(C) result in disclosure of the identity of
a confidential source, including a protected
witness;

‘(D) pose a serious threat to national secu-
rity; or

‘“(E) result in significant impairment of
the trade or economic interests of the United
States.

¢(3) TRANSMITTAL OF DETERMINATION TO
THE INSPECTOR GENERAL.—

““(A) NOTIFICATION OF ATTORNEY GENERAL
DETERMINATION.—The head of the establish-
ment shall inform the Inspector General of
the establishment of the determination
made by the Attorney General with respect
to the request for Federal grand jury mate-
rials.
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‘“(B) COMMENTS BY INSPECTOR GENERAL.—
The Inspector General of the establishment
described under subparagraph (A) may sub-
mit comments on the determination sub-
mitted pursuant to such subparagraph to the
committees listed under paragraph (4) that
the Inspector General considers appropriate.

*“(4) SUBMISSION OF DENIALS TO CONGRESS BY
THE ATTORNEY GENERAL.—Not later than 30
days after notifying the head of an establish-
ment of a denial pursuant to paragraph (2),
the Attorney General shall submit a state-
ment that the request for Federal grand jury
materials by the Inspector General was de-
nied and the reason for the denial to each of
the following:

‘““(A) The Committees on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs and the Judi-
ciary of the Senate.

‘“(B) The Committees on Oversight and
Government Reform and the Judiciary of the
House of Representatives.

‘(C) Other appropriate committees and
subcommittees of Congress.

“(h) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section may be construed as authorizing
an Inspector General to publicly disclose in-
formation otherwise prohibited from disclo-
sure by law.

‘(i) EXCEPTION.—Subsections (a)(1)(B) and
(g) shall not apply to requests from the In-
spector General of the Department of Jus-
tice.”.

(b) SPECIAL PROVISIONS CONCERNING THE
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE.—Section 8E(b) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C.
App.) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” and
inserting a semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
at the end and insert ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting after paragraph (5) the fol-
lowing new paragraph:

‘“(6) shall have access under section
6(a)(1)(A) to information available to the De-
partment of Justice under Federal Rule of
Criminal Procedure 6(e).”’.

SEC. 3. ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY PROVISIONS
FOR INSPECTORS GENERAL.

(a) SUBPOENA AUTHORITY FOR INSPECTORS
GENERAL TO REQUIRE TESTIMONY OF CERTAIN
PERSONS.—The Inspector General Act of 1978
(6 U.S.C. App.) is amended—

(1) by inserting after section 6 the fol-
lowing new section:

“SEC. 6A. ADDITIONAL AUTHORITY.

‘‘(a) TESTIMONIAL SUBPOENA AUTHORITY.—
In addition to the authority otherwise pro-
vided by this Act and in accordance with the
requirements of this section, each Inspector
General, in carrying out the provisions of
this Act (or in the case of an Inspector Gen-
eral or Special Inspector General not estab-
lished under this Act, the provisions of the
authorizing statute), is authorized to require
by subpoena the attendance and testimony
of witnesses as necessary in the performance
of the functions assigned to the Inspector
General by this Act (or in the case of an In-
spector General or Special Inspector General
not established under this Act, the functions
assigned by the authorizing statute), in the
case of contumacy or refusal to obey, shall
be enforceable by order of any appropriate
United States district court. An Inspector
General may not require by subpoena the at-
tendance and testimony of any current Fed-
eral employees, but may use other author-
ized procedures.

‘“(b) NONDELEGATION.—The authority to
issue a subpoena under subsection (a) may
not be delegated.

“‘(c) PANEL REVIEW BEFORE ISSUANCE.—

‘(1) APPROVAL REQUIRED.—

‘“(A) REQUEST FOR APPROVAL BY SUBPOENA
PANEL.—Before the issuance of a subpoena
described in subsection (a), an Inspector Gen-
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eral shall submit a request for approval to
issue a subpoena to a panel (in this section,
referred to as the ‘Subpoena Panel’), which
shall be comprised of three Inspectors Gen-
eral of the Council of the Inspectors General
on Integrity and Efficiency, who shall be des-
ignated by the Inspector General serving as
Chairperson of the Council.

“(B) PROTECTION FROM DISCLOSURE.—The
information contained in the request sub-
mitted by an Inspector General under sub-
paragraph (A) and the identification of a wit-
ness shall be protected from disclosure to the
extent permitted by law. Any request for dis-
closure of such information shall be sub-
mitted to the Inspector General requesting
the subpoena.

¢(2) TIME TO RESPOND.—

‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the Subpoena Panel shall
approve or deny a request for approval to
issue a subpoena not later than 10 days after
the submission of such request.

‘(B) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION FOR PANEL.—
If the Subpoena Panel determines that addi-
tional information is necessary to approve or
deny such request, the Subpoena Panel shall
request such information and shall approve
or deny such request not later than 20 days
after the submission of such request.

¢“(3) DENIAL BY PANEL.—If a majority of the
Subpoena Panel denies the approval of a sub-
poena, that subpoena may not be issued.

¢“(d) NOTICE TO ATTORNEY GENERAL.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—If the Subpoena Panel
approves a subpoena under subsection (c),
the Inspector General shall notify the Attor-
ney General that the Inspector General in-
tends to issue the subpoena.

‘‘(2) DENIAL FOR INTERFERENCE WITH AN ON-
GOING INVESTIGATION.—Not later than 10 days
after the date on which the Attorney Gen-
eral is notified pursuant to paragraph (1), the
Attorney General may object to the issuance
of the subpoena because the subpoena will
interfere with an ongoing investigation and
the subpoena may not be issued.

““(3) ISSUANCE OF SUBPOENA APPROVED.—If
the Attorney General does not object to the
issuance of the subpoena during the ten-day
period described in paragraph (2), the Inspec-
tor General may issue the subpoena.

“‘(e) REGULATIONS.—The Chairperson of the
Council of the Inspectors General on Integ-
rity and Efficiency, in consultation with the
Attorney General, shall prescribe regula-
tions to carry out the purposes of this sec-
tion.

“(f) INSPECTOR GENERAL DEFINED.—For
purposes of this section, the term ‘Inspector
General’ includes each Inspector General es-
tablished under this Act and each Inspector
General or Special Inspector General not es-
tablished under this Act.

‘‘(g) APPLICABILITY.—The provisions of this
section shall not affect the exercise of au-
thority by an Inspector General of testi-
monial subpoena authority established under
another provision of law.”’;

(2) in section 5(a)—

(A) in paragraph (15), by striking ‘‘; and”
and inserting a semicolon;

(B) in paragraph (16), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by inserting at the end the following
new paragraph:

““(17) a description of the use of subpoenas
for the attendance and testimony of certain
witnesses authorized under section 6A.”’; and

(3) in section 8G(g)(1), by inserting ‘‘6A.,”
before “‘and 7.

(b) MATCHING PROGRAM AND PAPERWORK
REDUCTION ACT EXCEPTION FOR INSPECTORS
GENERAL.—Section 6 of the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 (b U.S.C. App.), as amended
by section 2(a), is further amended by adding
at the end the following:

“(3)(1) In this subsection, the terms ‘agen-
cy’, ‘matching program’, ‘record’, and ‘sys-
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tem of records’ have the meanings given
those terms in section 552a(a) of title 5,
United States Code.

“(2) For purposes of section 552a of title 5,
United States Code, or any other provision of
law, a computerized comparison of 2 or more
automated Federal systems of records, or a
computerized comparison of a Federal sys-
tem of records with other records or non-
Federal records, performed by an Inspector
General or by an agency in coordination
with an Inspector General in conducting an
audit, investigation, inspection, evaluation,
or other review authorized under this Act
shall not be considered a matching program.

‘“(3) Nothing in this subsection shall be
construed to impede the exercise by an In-
spector General of any matching program
authority established under any other provi-
sion of law.

‘‘(h) Subchapter I of chapter 35 of title 44,
United States Code, shall not apply to the
collection of information during the conduct
of an audit, investigation, inspection, eval-
uation, or other review conducted by the
Council of the Inspectors General on Integ-
rity and Efficiency or any Office of Inspector
General, including any Office of Special In-
spector General.”’.

SEC. 4. ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE
COUNCIL OF THE INSPECTORS GEN-
ERAL ON INTEGRITY AND EFFI-
CIENCY.

(a) FUNCTIONS AND DUTIES OF COUNCIL.—
Section 11(c)(1) of the Inspector General Act
of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended—

(1) in subparagraph (G), by striking ‘‘; and”’
and inserting a semicolon;

(2) by redesignating subparagraph (H) as
subparagraph (I); and

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

““(H) except for any investigation, inspec-
tion, audit, or review conducted under sec-
tion 103H of the National Security Act of 1947
(60 U.S.C. 3033), receive, review, and mediate
any disputes submitted in writing to the
Council by an Office of Inspector General re-
garding an audit, investigation, inspection,
evaluation, or project that involves the ju-
risdiction of more than one Federal agency
or entity; and”’.

(b) INTEGRITY COMMITTEE.—Section 11(d) of
the Inspector General Act of 1978 (6 U.S.C.
App.) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (5)—

(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking °;
and” and inserting a semicolon;

(B) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by inserting at the end the following
new subparagraph:

‘(D) not later than 60 days after the date
on which an allegation of wrongdoing is re-
ceived by the Integrity Committee, make a
determination whether the Integrity Com-
mittee will initiate an investigation of such
allegation under this subsection.”’;

(2) in paragraph (6)(B)(i), by striking ‘“‘may
provide resources’ and inserting ‘‘shall pro-
vide assistance’’; and

(3) in paragraph (7)—

(A) in subparagraph (B)(i)—

(i) in subclause (III), by striking ‘‘; and”
and inserting a semicolon;

(ii) in subclause (IV), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon;
and

(iii) by inserting at the end the following
new subclauses:

(V) creating a regular rotation of Inspec-
tors General assigned to investigate com-
plaints through the Integrity Committee;
and

“(VI) creating procedures to avoid con-
flicts of interest for Integrity Committee in-
vestigations.’’;

(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as
subparagraph (E); and
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(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the
following new subparagraphs:

¢“(C) COMPLETION OF INVESTIGATION.—If a
determination is made under paragraph (5)
to initiate an investigation, the Integrity
Committee—

‘(i) shall complete the investigation not
later than six months after the date on
which the Integrity Committee made such
determination;

‘“(ii) if the investigation cannot be com-
pleted within such six-month period, shall—

“(I) promptly notify the congressional
committees listed in paragraph (8)(A)(iii);
and

“(II) to the maximum extent practicable,
complete the investigation not later than 3
months after the expiration of the six-month
period; and

‘“(iii) if the investigation cannot be com-
pleted within such nine-month period, shall
brief the congressional committees listed in
paragraph (8)(A)(iii) every thirty days until
the investigation is complete.

‘(D) CONCURRENT INVESTIGATION.—If an in-
vestigation of an allegation of wrongdoing
against an Inspector General or a staff mem-
ber of an Office of Inspector General de-
scribed under paragraph (4)(C) is initiated by
a governmental entity other than the Integ-
rity Committee, the Integrity Committee
may conduct any related investigation for
which a determination to initiate an inves-
tigation was made under paragraph (5) con-
currently with the other government enti-
ty.”.

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION; DESIGNEE AU-
THORITY.—Section 11 of the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amended—

(1) in subsection (b)(1)(B) by striking ‘Of-
fice of the Director of National Intelligence’’
and inserting ‘‘Intelligence Community’’;
and

(2) in subsection (d)(2)—

(A) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘or
the designee of the Special Counsel’’ before
the period at the end; and

(B) in subparagraph (D), by inserting ‘‘or
the designee of the Director’ before the pe-
riod at the end.

SEC. 5. AMENDMENTS TO THE INSPECTOR GEN-
ERAL ACT OF 1978 AND THE INSPEC-
TOR GENERAL REFORM ACT OF 2008.

(a) INCORPORATION OF PROVISIONS FROM THE
INSPECTOR GENERAL REFORM ACT OF 2008 INTO
THE INSPECTOR GENERAL ACT OF 1978.—

(1) AMENDMENT.—Section 11(d) of the In-
spector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is
amended by adding at the end the following
new paragraph:

¢(12) ALLEGATIONS OF WRONGDOING AGAINST
SPECIAL COUNSEL OR DEPUTY SPECIAL COUN-
SEL.—

‘““(A) SPECIAL COUNSEL DEFINED.—In this
paragraph, the term ‘Special Counsel’ means
the Special Counsel appointed under section
1211(b) of title 5, United States Code.

‘(B) AUTHORITY OF INTEGRITY COMMITTEE.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—An allegation of wrong-
doing against the Special Counsel or the
Deputy Special Counsel may be received, re-
viewed, and referred for investigation by the
Integrity Committee to the same extent and
in the same manner as in the case of an alle-
gation against an Inspector General (or a
member of the staff of an Office of Inspector
General), subject to the requirement that
the Special Counsel recuse himself or herself
from the consideration of any allegation
brought under this paragraph.

¢“(ii) COORDINATION WITH EXISTING PROVI-
SIONS OF LAW.—This paragraph does not
eliminate access to the Merit Systems Pro-
tection Board for review under section 7701
of title 5, United States Code. To the extent
that an allegation brought under this sub-
section involves section 2302(b)(8) of that
title, a failure to obtain corrective action
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within 120 days after the date on which that
allegation is received by the Integrity Com-
mittee shall, for purposes of section 1221 of
such title, be considered to satisfy section
1214(a)(3)(B) of that title.

‘(C) REGULATIONS.—The Integrity Com-
mittee may prescribe any rules or regula-
tions necessary to carry out this paragraph,
subject to such consultation or other re-
quirements as might otherwise apply.”’.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 7(b)
of the Inspector General Reform Act of 2008
(Public Law 110-409; 122 Stat. 4312; 5 U.S.C.
1211 note) is repealed.

(b) AGENCY APPLICABILITY.—

(1) AMENDMENTS.—The Inspector General
Act of 1978 (6 U.S.C. App.), as amended by
section 3(a), is further amended—

(A) in section 8M—

(i) in subsection (a)(1)—

(I) by striking ‘‘agency’ the first place it
appears and inserting ‘‘Federal agency and
designated Federal entity’’; and

(IT) by striking ‘‘agency’ the second and
third place it appears and inserting ‘‘Federal
agency or designated Federal entity’’; and

(ii) in subsection (b)—

(I) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘agency”’
and inserting ‘‘Federal agency and des-
ignated Federal entity’’; and

(IT) in paragraph (2)—

(aa) in subparagraph (A), by striking
‘“‘agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal agency and
designated Federal entity’’; and

(bb) in subparagraph (B), by striking
‘“‘agency’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal agency and
designated Federal entity’’; and

(B) in section 11(c)(3)(A)(ii), by striking
‘“‘department, agency, or entity of the execu-
tive branch’” and inserting ‘‘Federal agency
or designated Federal entity”’.

(2) IMPLEMENTATION.—Not later than 180
days after the date of the enactment of this
Act, the head and the Inspector General of
each Federal agency and each designated
Federal entity (as such terms are defined in
sections 12 and 8G of the Inspector General
Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), respectively) shall
implement the amendments made by this
subsection.

(¢) REQUIREMENTS FOR INSPECTORS GEN-
ERAL WEBSITES.—Section 8M(b)(1) of the In-
spector General Act of 1978 (b U.S.C. App.) is
amended—

(1) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘report
or audit (or portion of any report or audit)”
and inserting ‘‘audit report, inspection re-
port, or evaluation report (or portion of any
such report)”’; and

(2) by striking ‘‘report or audit (or portion
of that report or audit)”’ and inserting ‘‘re-
port (or portion of that report)”’, each place
it appears.

(d) CORRECTIONS.—

(1) EXECUTIVE ORDER NUMBER.—Section
7(c)(2) of the Inspector General Reform Act
of 2008 (Public Law 110-409; 122 Stat. 4313; 31
U.S.C. 501 note) is amended by striking
€¢12933"’ and inserting ‘‘12993".

(2) PUNCTUATION AND CROSS-REFERENCES.—
The Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C.
App.), as amended by section 3(a) and sub-
section (b), is further amended—

(A) in section 4(b)(2)—

(i) by striking ‘“‘8F(a)(2)” and inserting
““8G(a)(2)”’, each place it appears; and

(ii) by striking ¢“8F(a)(1)”’ and inserting
“8G(a)(1)”’;

(B) in section 6(a)(4), by striking ‘‘informa-
tion, as well as any tangible thing)”’ and in-
serting ‘“‘information), as well as any tan-
gible thing’’;

(C) in section 8G(g)(3), by striking ‘8C”’
and inserting ‘‘8D’’; and

(D) in section 5(a)(13), by striking ‘05(b)”’
and inserting ‘804(b)’’.

(3) SPELLING.—The Inspector General Act
of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.), as amended by section
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3(a), subsection (b), and paragraph (2), is fur-
ther amended—

(A) in section 3(a), by striking ‘‘subpena’
and inserting ‘‘subpoena’’;

(B) in section 6(a)(4), by striking ‘‘sub-
pena’” and ‘‘subpenas’ and inserting ‘‘sub-
poena’ and ‘‘subpoenas’’, respectively;

(C) in section 8D(a)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subpenas’’
and inserting ‘‘subpoenas’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subpena’’
and inserting ‘‘subpoena’’, each place it ap-
pears;

(D) in section 8E(a)—

(i) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘subpenas”’
and inserting ‘‘subpoenas’’; and

(ii) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘subpena’
and inserting ‘‘subpoena’’, each place it ap-
pears; and

(E) in section 8G(d), by striking ‘‘subpena’’
and inserting ‘‘subpoena’.

(e) REPEAL.—Section 744 of the Financial
Services and General Government Appropria-
tions Act, 2009 (division D of Public Law 111-
8; 123 Stat. 693) is repealed.

SEC. 6. REPORTS REQUIRED.

(a) REPORT ON VACANCIES IN THE OFFICES OF
INSPECTOR GENERAL.—

(1) GAO STUDY REQUIRED.—The Comptroller
General shall conduct a study of prolonged
vacancies in the Offices of Inspector General,
during which a temporary appointee has
served as the head of the office that in-
cludes—

(A) the number and duration of Inspector
General vacancies;

(B) an examination of the extent to which
the number and duration of such vacancies
has changed over time;

(C) an evaluation of the impact such va-
cancies have had on the ability of the rel-
evant Office of the Inspector General to ef-
fectively carry out statutory requirements;
and

(D) recommendations to minimize the du-
ration of such vacancies.

(2) COMMITTEE BRIEFING REQUIRED.—Not
later than nine months after the date of the
enactment of this Act, the Comptroller Gen-
eral shall present a briefing on the findings
of the study described in subsection (a) to
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform of the House of Representa-
tives and the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs of the Senate.

(3) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
fifteen months after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Comptroller General
shall submit a report on the findings of the
study described in subsection (a) to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform
of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate.

(b) REPORT ON ISSUES INVOLVING MULTIPLE
OFFICES OF INSPECTOR GENERAL.—

(1) EXAMINATION REQUIRED.—The Council of
the Inspectors General on Integrity and Effi-
ciency shall conduct an analysis of critical
issues that involve the jurisdiction of more
than one individual Federal agency or entity
to identify—

(A) each such issue that could be better ad-
dressed through greater coordination among,
and cooperation between, individual Offices
of Inspector General;

(B) the best practices that can be employed
by the Offices of Inspector General to in-
crease coordination and cooperation on each
issue identified; and

(C) any recommended statutory changes
that would facilitate coordination and co-
operation among Offices of Inspector General
on critical issues.

(2) REPORT TO CONGRESS.—Not later than
one year after the date of the enactment of
this Act, the Council of the Inspectors Gen-
eral on Integrity and Efficiency shall submit
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a report on the findings of the analysis de-
scribed in subsection (a) to the Committee
on Oversight and Government Reform of the
House of Representatives and the Committee
on Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs of the Senate.

SEC. 7. PUBLIC RELEASE OF MISCONDUCT RE-

PORT.

(a) PUBLIC RELEASE BY INSPECTORS GEN-
ERAL OF REPORT OF MISCONDUCT.—Section
4(a) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (b
U.S.C. App.) is amended—

(1) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘; and” and
inserting a semicolon;

(2) in paragraph (5), by striking the period
and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(3) by inserting at the end the following
new paragraph:

‘“(6) to make publicly available a final re-
port on any administrative investigation
that confirms misconduct, including any vio-
lation of Federal law and any significant vio-
lation of Federal agency policy, by any sen-
ior Government employee (as such term is
defined under section 5(f)), not later than 60
days after issuance of the final report, ensur-
ing that information protected under section
5562 of title 5, United States Code (commonly
known as the ‘Freedom of Information Act’),
section 552a of title 5, United States Code
(commonly known as the ‘Privacy Act of
1974’), and section 6103 of the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 is not disclosed.”.

(b) REPORTS OF MISCONDUCT IN SEMIANNUAL
REPORTS.—Section 5 of the Inspector General
Act of 1978 (b U.S.C. App.), as amended by
section 2(a)(2), is further amended—

(1) in subsection (a)—

(A) in paragraph (16), by striking ‘‘; and”
and inserting a semicolon;

(B) in paragraph (17), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon;

(C) by inserting at the end the following
new paragraphs:

‘‘(18) statistical tables showing—

‘“(A) the total number of investigative re-
ports issued during that reporting period;

‘“(B) the total number of persons referred
to the Department of Justice for criminal
prosecution during that reporting period;

‘(C) the total number of persons referred
to State and local prosecutive authorities for
criminal prosecution during that reporting
period; and

‘(D) the total number of indictments and
criminal informations during that reporting
period that have resulted from any prior re-
ferral to prosecutive authorities;

‘“(19) a description of the metrics used for
developing the data for the statistical tables
under paragraph (18);

‘“(20) detailed descriptions of each inves-
tigation conducted by the Office involving a
senior Government employee where allega-
tions of misconduct were substantiated, in-
cluding a detailed description of—

““(A) the facts and circumstances of the in-
vestigation; and

‘“(B) the status and disposition of the mat-
ter, including—

‘(i) if the matter was referred to the De-
partment of Justice, the date of the referral;
and

‘‘(ii) if the Department of Justice declined
the referral, the date of the declination; and

‘(21) a list and summary of the particular
circumstances of each—

“‘(A) inspection, evaluation, and audit con-
ducted by the Office that is closed and was
not disclosed to the public; and

‘“(B) investigation conducted by the Office
that is closed and was not disclosed to the
public involving a senior Government em-
ployee.”’; and

(2) in subsection (f)—

(A) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;
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(B) in paragraph (6), by striking the period
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and

(C) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(7) the term ‘senior Government em-
ployee’ means—

‘““(A) an officer or employee in the execu-
tive branch (including a special Government
employee as defined in section 202 of title 18,
United States Code) who occupies a position
classified at or above GS-15 of the General
Schedule or, in the case of positions not
under the General Schedule, for which the
rate of basic pay is equal to or greater than
120 percent of the minimum rate of basic pay
payable for GS-15 of the General Schedule;
and

‘B) any commissioned officer in the
Armed Forces in pay grades O-6 and above.”.
SEC. 8. NO ADDITIONAL FUNDS AUTHORIZED.

No additional funds are authorized to carry
out the requirements of this Act and the
amendments made by this Act. Such require-
ments shall be carried out using amounts
otherwise authorized.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS) and the
gentlewoman from Michigan (Mrs.
LAWRENCE) each will control 20 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the bill
under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

I rise today in support of H.R. 2395,
the Inspector General Empowerment
Act.

Indeed, the inspectors general play a
key role in improving our govern-
ment’s efficiency. They conduct inves-
tigations and audits to prevent and de-
tect waste, fraud, and mismanagement
in their agencies’ programs. The IGs
help Congress to shape legislation and
to target our oversight and investiga-
tive activities.

The IGs have proven to be one of
Congress’ best investments. In the last
fiscal year, the IG community used
their $2.6 billion budget to identify po-
tential cost savings to the taxpayers,
totaling $46.5 billion. That means that
for every dollar in the total IG’s budg-
et, they identified approximately $18 in
savings.

In light of this return on investment,
we want the IGs to have every access
to the records that they need to do
their jobs. But that hasn’t always been
the case, Mr. Speaker. For example, at
the Justice Department, the inspector
general could not access grand jury
documents or national security-related
documents without the approval of the
Deputy Attorney General or the Fed-
eral courts.

At the EPA, several offices, including
the EPA’s Office of Homeland Security,
intentionally interfered with the IG’s
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investigations. At the Chemical Safety
Board—which the EPA OIG also over-
sees—the IG was denied access to cer-
tain documents based on a phony at-
torney-client privilege claim. And the
Peace Corps refused to provide its in-
spector general access to information
related to sexual assaults on the Peace
Corps volunteers absent a memo-
randum of understanding.

In all of these instances, the agencies
had clear guidance from section 6(a) of
the IG Act to provide the IG with ac-
cess to all records, but that guidance,
indeed, was ignored.

The IG Empowerment Act makes
clear that section 6(a) means exactly
what it says: Every inspector general
shall have access to all records, re-
ports, audits, reviews, documents, pa-
pers, recommendations, or other mate-
rials.

When agencies refuse or limit IGs’
access to agency records, it undermines
the intent of Congress and frustrates
our mutual interest in government
transparency and efficiency. Further-
more, the negotiations between agen-
cies and their IGs are wasteful. Both
sides commit time and resources—
which sometimes include hiring out-
side lawyers—so that those resources
could be better used elsewhere.

These are some of the problems that
we are trying to address with the In-
spector General Empowerment Act.
The bill we are considering today will
make the IGs even more effective by
allowing them to follow the facts
where they lead. For years, the IGs
have asked us to extend to them the
authority to issue subpoenas to get an-
swers from government contractors
and former Federal employees.

Independent sources, including the
DOJ’s National Procurement Task
Force and the Project on Government
Oversight, have also urged Congress to
expand the testimonial subpoena au-
thority.

This bill provides the expanded au-
thority that the IGs have asked for,
but with safeguards in place to make
sure that they protect against the pos-
sibility that an IG’s investigation
would interfere with an ongoing crimi-
nal investigation, or do other harm.

This bill represents several years of
bipartisan work, and it reflects input
from stakeholders. I would urge all of
my colleagues to join me in supporting
this important bill.

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, 1
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of H.R. 2395, the Inspector General Em-
powerment Act. This bill, introduced
by Oversight and Government Reform
Committee Chairman JASON CHAFFETZ
and Ranking Member ELIJAH CUM-
MINGS,