
Congressional Record
UNUM

E PLURIBUS

United States
of America PROCEEDINGS AND DEBATES OF THE 115th

 CONGRESS, FIRST SESSION

b This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., b 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.

.

H1129 

Vol. 163 WASHINGTON, TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 14, 2017 No. 26 

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

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FLEISCHMANN). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
February 14, 2017. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHARLES J. 
FLEISCHMANN to act as Speaker pro tempore 
on this day. 

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

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 3, 2017, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by 
the majority and minority leaders for 
morning-hour debate. 

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

f 

HONORING THE BOY SCOUTS ON 
107 YEARS 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to celebrate 
the 107th birthday of an organization 
near and dear to my heart: the Boy 
Scouts of America. 

On May 17, 1977, I became an Eagle 
Scout myself as a member of Boy 
Scout Troop 52, Walker Township, 
Pennsylvania. Over the years, I have 
proudly held various leadership roles 

with Boy Scout troops in Pennsyl-
vania, including two separate stints as 
scoutmaster of Troop 353 in Howard. 

One of my greatest honors was to 
witness 29 young men achieve the rank 
of Eagle Scout during my time as 
scoutmaster. The Boy Scouts of Amer-
ica is the largest Scouting organization 
in the United States, one of the largest 
youth organizations in the world. It 
boasts more than 2.4 million youth par-
ticipants and more than 1 million adult 
volunteers. 

Mr. Speaker, at its core, Scouting en-
courages that we leave this world a lit-
tle bit better than how we found it. 
This value-based youth development 
organization provides programs for 
young people that build character, 
trains them in the responsibilities of 
participating citizenship, and develops 
personal fitness, personal self-reliance. 

The Boy Scouts of America has 
helped build future leaders by com-
bining educational activities and life-
long values with fun. The Boy Scouts 
of America believes—and, through over 
a century of experience, knows—that 
helping youth is a key to building a 
more conscientious, responsible, and 
productive society. 

Scouting focuses on moral character 
development, citizenship training, and 
development of physical, mental, and 
emotional fitness. Scouting promotes 
serving others every day in ways big 
and small. These values are something 
all of us can respect and admire. Fam-
ily involvement is an essential part of 
the program, and parents are encour-
aged to play an active role in making 
the most of the short time they have to 
impact the lives of their children. 

Scouting is designed to be experi-
enced outdoors. Hiking, camping, 
mountain biking, skateboarding, BMX, 
mountain climbing, kayaking, white- 
water rafting—these are just some of a 
Scout’s outdoor experiences. 

The Scouting program is delivered 
through local civic, faith-based, and 

educational institutions called charter 
organizations, which operate Scouting 
units to deliver the programs to their 
youth members as well as the commu-
nity at large. These organizations are 
dedicated to helping youth learn and 
grow, and I have enthusiastically been 
involved in Scouting for decades. 

Boy Scouts offer more than 130 merit 
badges, from archery and art to weld-
ing and wilderness survival. Scouting 
is the ultimate form of learning by 
doing. Boy Scouts explore their inter-
ests and improve their skills while 
working towards Scouting’s highest 
rank: Eagle. By first imaging, plan-
ning, then doing their own service 
projects, Boy Scouts learn the value of 
hard work and experience the thrill of 
seeing it pay off. Add in outdoor adven-
tures, hiking, and camping, and Scout-
ing gives boys all the experiences they 
need to become fine men. 

The Venturing program, which is a 
co-ed division of the Boy Scouts, is 
geared towards men and women, ages 
14 to 20. Venturing’s motto ‘‘Lead the 
Adventure’’ is truly geared towards the 
pursuit of adventure: exploring new 
places with friends and accomplishing 
challenges together. There are cur-
rently 158,000 Venturers and 58,000 
adult volunteers with the Venturing 
program in the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I cannot be more proud 
of this organization and the way it 
helps shape young lives. Happy birth-
day, Boy Scouts of America. Thank 
you for the wisdom that you have im-
parted in millions of Americans. 

f 

CELEBRATING NATIONAL COURT 
REPORTING AND CAPTIONING 
WEEK 

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

Mr. KIND. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in recognition of National Court Re-
porting and Captioning Week and in 
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appreciation of court reporters across 
the country. 

Court reporters play a critical role in 
our communities. They are the guard-
ians of our public record. They have 
unique skills translating the spoken 
word into text to be recorded for his-
tory. They preserve judicial pro-
ceedings and assist individuals who are 
deaf and hard of hearing. 

I have seen firsthand the dedication 
and professionalism shown by court re-
porters from my time as a special pros-
ecutor in Wisconsin and, more impor-
tantly, from my wife Tawni, who has 
been a court reporter in western Wis-
consin for nearly 25 years. I wish her a 
happy Valentine’s Day today. 

In addition to the critical role court 
reporters play in the courtroom, the 
National Court Reporters Association 
and its members have made significant 
contributions to the success of the Vet-
erans History Project. The Veterans 
History Project, which was created by 
legislation that I authored, is the larg-
est oral history collection in the world, 
having collected over 100,000 stories 
from our Nation’s veterans. Their sto-
ries are permanently stored at the Li-
brary of Congress and are available to 
the public. 

Shortly after the Veterans History 
Project was launched in 2000, my wife 
Tawni encouraged court reporters 
across the country to partner with the 
Library of Congress to assist in tran-
scribing veterans’ stories; and to date, 
court reporters have submitted over 
4,000 oral history transcripts to the Li-
brary of Congress. Not only have court 
reporters been willing to work with the 
Library of Congress to transcribe sto-
ries that had already been submitted, 
but many court reporters have person-
ally gone and interviewed veterans in 
their local communities. 

For example, last August, at the 
court reporters’ national convention, 
the National Court Reporters Founda-
tion celebrated Purple Heart Day by 
interviewing eight Purple Heart recipi-
ents for the Veterans History Project. 
Additionally, the National Court Re-
porters Foundation recently launched 
a new program called the Hard-of-Hear-
ing Heroes Project, where veterans 
with profound hearing loss will be 
interviewed for the Veterans History 
Project through the use of realtime 
captioning. 

This is important because, according 
to the VA, hearing loss is one of the 
most common service-related injuries, 
and it is estimated that 60 percent of 
our veterans returning from Iraq and 
Afghanistan suffer some form of hear-
ing loss. The program will help ensure 
every veteran has a chance to share his 
or her story. 

As we celebrate National Court Re-
porting and Captioning Week, I want to 
thank the National Court Reporters 
Association and its many members 
throughout the country for their hard 
work and professionalism. I especially 
want to thank the court reporters for 
their significant contributions to the 

Veterans History Project and to pre-
serving veterans’ stories for genera-
tions to come. 

f 

VENEZUELA SANCTIONS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 
yesterday the new administration, in-
cluding Treasury Department’s Office 
of Foreign Assets Control, OFAC, took 
decisive action to hold Venezuelan re-
gime officials accountable for their 
elicit activity. 

The announcement was that two 
Venezuelan nationals were labeled as 
‘‘specially designated narcotics traf-
fickers’’ pursuant to the Kingpin Act, 
including Venezuela’s second in com-
mand, the Vice President of Venezuela, 
and his front man, Lopez Bello. It also 
identified 13 companies owned or con-
trolled by these individuals or other 
designated parties that pose a serious 
threat to U.S. national security as well 
as the U.S. and global financial sys-
tems. These designations were long 
overdue, Mr. Speaker, and represent a 
significant first step in what appears to 
be a positive, fundamental shift in our 
policy toward Venezuela. 

Just yesterday, my colleague MARIO 
DIAZ-BALART and I met with Vice 
President PENCE to discuss Venezuela 
and how Congress and the administra-
tion can work together to craft a posi-
tive agenda to help the people in Latin 
America suffering without democracy 
or human rights. 

Last week, Senator BOB MENENDEZ of 
New Jersey and I led a bipartisan and 
bicameral letter—together with 32 of 
our congressional colleagues—to the 
President urging his administration to 
take immediate action against the 
Maduro regime for his illicit activity 
and for its gross human rights abuses. 
While this round of sanctions target 
the illegal drug activities of these offi-
cials, this is just the tip of the corrup-
tion iceberg in Venezuela, Mr. Speaker. 

In fact, Venezuela’s so-called Execu-
tive Vice President has facilitated drug 
shipments, has protected drug traf-
fickers in Venezuela, and has alleged 
links with the U.S.-designated foreign 
terrorist organization and Iranian 
proxy, Hezbollah. According to OFAC, 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control, 
the second individual also sanctioned is 
Lopez Bello, who laundered drug pro-
ceeds and generated significant profits 
as a result of illegal activities. 

Holy Toledo. 
While these announced sanctions 

were a critical first step, it pales in 
comparison to the dire humanitarian 
situation that Maduro and his cronies 
have created for the people of Ven-
ezuela. Mr. Speaker, Venezuela has 
been on a downward spiral for years, 
and there have been bipartisan calls 
from Congress to take action in sup-
port of the Venezuelan people. 

Maduro’s failed economic policies 
have the country with the highest in-

flation rate in the world leaving his 
people without food, without basic ne-
cessities, without medical supplies. In 
most areas, hospitals and groceries 
have shut down due to lack of supplies, 
and the people of Venezuela are forced 
to ransack what is left of these hos-
pitals and stores for the basic survival 
of their families. 

How does the regime react when they 
see the suffering of their own citizens? 
They are lining their own pockets at 
the expense and the suffering of the 
Venezuelan people. An AP report 
showed that senior-level officials like 
Generals Rodolfo Marco Torres and 
Carlos Osorio are allegedly orches-
trating fraudulent schemes with sus-
pected shell companies to personally 
profit, instead of bringing food to the 
people. 

Opposition leaders like Leopoldo 
Lopez and Antonio Ledesma are still in 
jail or under house arrest. Leaders like 
Maria Corina Machado of the National 
Congress is still not allowed to travel 
outside her country. This is unaccept-
able, Mr. Speaker. Their so-called 
crimes: speaking out against the 
Maduro regime and standing up for 
democratic principles. 

The regime stifles all who stand for 
democracy and freedom in Venezuela. 
The opposition is vilified, is per-
secuted, and is arrested on false 
charges. We must show Venezuelans 
that their fight is not in vain, that 
their actions are seen, and that their 
cries are heard. 

Next on the sanctions list should be 
the judges and officers of these kan-
garoo courts in Venezuela who are be-
hind this unwarranted incarceration 
and are responsible for the injustices 
and human rights violations. 

Mr. Speaker, this is what America is 
all about. We stand firmly by our val-
ues, firmly in our ideals, and we pro-
mote and defend them, and we try to 
have other parts of the world be en-
lightened in this way. 

Hope is dwindling quickly in Ven-
ezuela. As human rights violations 
multiply, now is the time to hold Ven-
ezuelan regime officials accountable, 
and we urge all responsible nations to 
join us in this struggle. 

f 

b 1015 

LET THE PEOPLE DECIDE 

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

Mr. POCAN. Mr. Speaker, if you 
would have asked me when I first got 
elected to Congress, would I ever ex-
pect to be in a position, months after a 
Presidential election, about whether or 
not the integrity of that election was 
at stake, I would have said ‘‘of course 
not.’’ 

Our democracy’s strength is that any 
adult has an equal say in it through 
their vote; that the wealthiest or the 
poorest, the youngest or the oldest 
adult, regardless of their gender, race, 
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religion, or sexual orientation, we all 
have an equal say in our democracy via 
our vote; which is why the vote is so 
important. It is the great equalizer and 
it gives us confidence in our govern-
ment, that whoever the people select to 
be President should be the force of the 
majority. 

But the concern I am speaking about 
today is the concern that somehow the 
election this past November might 
have been interfered with by another 
government. 

Now, I know we have all heard about 
the intelligence community’s classified 
report regarding Russian hacking and 
interference in our elections. I have 
read it and so have many of my col-
leagues. And, allegedly, President 
Trump has read the document as well. 

My concern is that we seem to have 
different interpretations of a document 
that is very clear about unprecedented 
outside interference. For those of us 
who have read it, shock. Shock that 
another country would be so cavalier 
in their approach to interfere with an 
election, to manipulate the truth, to go 
farther than we have ever seen in try-
ing to get the outcome they wanted 
and ultimately got. 

There is no secret that President 
Trump has an unnerving affection for 
Russian President Vladimir Putin. 
Trump has called Putin ‘‘very smart.’’ 
He claimed Putin was a better leader 
than Barack Obama. And Trump even 
defended Putin in a recent interview 
with a FOX News talk show host. 

The connections to Russia and his 
Cabinet are equally unnerving. Sec-
retary of State Rex Tillerson had nu-
merous business dealings with Russia, 
and was even recognized by Putin with 
the Order of Friendship in 2013. 

But it doesn’t stop there. Just last 
week, U.S. investigators confirmed 
that parts of the 35-page intelligence 
dossier, compiled by a former British 
spy, were accurate. The dossier con-
tained still unconfirmed details of an 
all-too-cozy relationship between Rus-
sian President Vladimir Putin and the 
Trump Cabinet. 

Just yesterday, President Trump’s 
own National Security Adviser, Mi-
chael Flynn, resigned after being bust-
ed for having potentially illegal con-
versations with the Russian Govern-
ment regarding lifting sanctions on the 
country prior to President Trump tak-
ing office; conversations he had pre-
viously misled to the FBI and the Vice 
President. 

Who else knew about Flynn, and 
when did they know about it? 

Now, I don’t bring this up as an effort 
to get back into a Cold War with Rus-
sia, as some seem to condone. I am dis-
gusted by the Russian Government’s 
scapegoating of the LGBT community 
and their authoritarian approach to 
civic affairs. I think getting back into 
a Cold War would be a terrible idea, 
and there are some areas around the 
globe where we could welcome coopera-
tion to solve humanitarian crises. 

My concern lies in that the Russian 
Government did something, hacking 

and interfering in our elections with 
the intent of electing their choice for 
President, Donald Trump. That must 
be addressed through sanctions and 
safeguards to make sure it never hap-
pens again. 

If anyone in the executive branch is 
suggesting lifting any sanctions after 
what just happened, there needs to be a 
public dialogue about why, because if 
they read the same report that I did, 
there is no way that would be the ap-
propriate response. 

But given President Trump’s unwill-
ingness to accept the reality of the 
Russian interference in our election, 
given the closeness of several leading 
members of the President’s Cabinet to 
Russia, and given the recent resigna-
tion of our National Security Adviser 
over his dealings with Russia, I feel it 
is imperative that the American people 
get all the facts. 

Should we be lifting sanctions 
against a country our intelligence com-
munity tells us intentionally, and in 
multiple ways, tried to interfere with 
our elections and, ultimately, get the 
person they wanted elected? Or should 
we be doing even more to guarantee 
the sovereignty of our country and the 
integrity of our elections in every pos-
sible way? 

Currently, the House and Senate In-
telligence Committees are inves-
tigating Russian interference with our 
elections, and I applaud them for tak-
ing the issue so seriously. Personally, I 
would love to see an outside, non-
partisan, independent review as well. 

However, we need to take this right 
to the people. The classified report 
about election interference by the Rus-
sians could, in my opinion, with appro-
priate protections, be declassified so 
that the American people could see it 
for themselves. 

Mr. President, I request you ask for 
that report to be fully declassified. If 
your administration’s assertions are 
correct, let the American people see it. 
Let the truth come out. 

But my guess is, when they see the 
totality of the report, there will be a 
lot of explaining for this administra-
tion to do, both about our response to 
Russia and how we protect our elec-
tions in the future. 

It is really that simple. Let the peo-
ple decide. Declassify the report. 

f 

HONORING BROOKHAVEN NA-
TIONAL LABORATORY ON ITS 
70TH ANNIVERSARY 

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

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor Brookhaven National 
Laboratory on its 70th anniversary. 

The United States is the greatest Na-
tion in the world, and one of the rea-
sons why is Brookhaven National Lab-
oratory. Their science research is ag-
gressively pursuing cures to illnesses, 
protecting our national security, and 
increasing our energy independence. 

Imagine being able to witness a 
recreation of the very beginning of our 
universe, a replica of the primordial 
soup which once comprised all that had 
existed right before your very eyes. 
Also imagine that this very same 
equipment could be used to find cures 
to illnesses such as cancer and heart 
disease. 

I am proud that Brookhaven Na-
tional Laboratory is located in the 
greatest congressional district in 
America, the First Congressional Dis-
trict of New York. 

For nearly three-quarters of a cen-
tury, Brookhaven has stood as a world- 
class research center that conducts 
groundbreaking studies within the sci-
entific community. Brookhaven asks 
the big questions that scientists have 
been researching for generations, and 
has allowed us to look into the build-
ing blocks of our world. 

Between preservation of our eco-
system, studies on the environment, 
and researching new forms of sustain-
able energy, Brookhaven is a world 
leader in scientific research. 

There is also incredible cultural and 
historical relevance of the site of 
Brookhaven National Laboratory. 
There was once a World War I Army 
training center called Camp Upton lo-
cated where Brookhaven stands today. 
It was at this camp that Irving Berlin 
wrote ‘‘God Bless America’’ while serv-
ing in the U.S. Army. 

Brookhaven is not only a local and 
regional treasure, but also a national 
asset. The machines in Brookhaven 
have been utilized by the most brilliant 
minds in America, from the scientists 
of MIT and Yale to the engineers at GE 
and IBM. 

While there are 17 national labs 
across our great country, Brookhaven 
is a unique user facility which focuses 
in a number of disciplines, not limited 
to particle physics, chemical engineer-
ing, and systems engineering and inte-
gration. 

In previous Congresses, critical fund-
ing has been provided in support of the 
ARPA-E program for several of 
Brookhaven’s phenomenal projects on 
energy production and storage, and so 
much more. 

There has been discussion in the past 
to cut funding for Brookhaven’s nu-
clear physics program to levels that 
haven’t been seen since 2008. This 
would be a mistake. 

Brookhaven features some of the 
most important scientific efforts in the 
world, with assets like the National 
Synchrotron Light Source II, or NSLS- 
II. NSLS-II has allowed for incredible 
advancement in the research and devel-
opment of super conductors, which 
have the potential to revolutionize en-
ergy consumption in the U.S. and save 
into the billions for the American peo-
ple and American businesses. 

Another program in need of our con-
tinued support is the Relativistic 
Heavy Ion Collider, or RHIC. This 
multi-faceted machine is essential for 
studies on matter and has key prac-
tical applications, like figuring out 
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how to best protect our homeland 
using detector technology. 

There is also the Brookhaven Linac 
Isotope Producer, or BLIP, which has 
been recently upgraded to advance the 
field of medical science. This upgrade 
allows BLIP to better diagnose and 
treat illnesses, including heart disease 
and many forms of cancer, such as leu-
kemia and melanoma. 

With Congress’ continued support, 
there is limitless potential for needed 
discovery and advancement. 

I thank the Speaker for allowing me 
to discuss this amazing national treas-
ure. I also thank Doon Gibbs, who is 
the lab director, for his outstanding 
leadership at this facility. 

It is a privilege to stand here on the 
floor of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives to speak on behalf of America’s 
great scientists and their vital work. 

Congratulations again to Brookhaven 
National Laboratory on 70 years of 
groundbreaking, innovative research. 

And to everyone at home, Happy Val-
entine’s Day. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF JOE 
WILLIAMS 

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

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the life of a loving family 
man, a great friend, a veteran, a civil 
rights leader, and former Fresno City 
Council member, Joe Williams. 

Joe passed away last week at the age 
of 79. He was a loving husband, father, 
and grandfather. He dedicated much of 
his life to public service. 

No matter whether you were a good 
friend or you hardly knew Joe, he had 
a way of making everyone feel impor-
tant and special. 

In 1968, he started a 26-year career at 
the Fresno Economic Opportunities 
Commission. After 2 years of serving as 
the director of the Fresno County Head 
Start, Joe was promoted to serve as 
the executive director for Fresno EOC. 
During his tenure at the Fresno EOC, 
he established 35 new programs, with a 
budget starting at $1.8 million, growing 
it to $37 million. 

With the help of over 670 employees 
in the Fresno EOC, he was able to im-
plement so many important programs, 
such as the Women, Infants, and Chil-
dren program, otherwise known as 
WIC; opened the first rural health clin-
ic in Fresno County; and started Meals 
on Wheels programs for seniors. 

But he didn’t stop there. Joe was a 
doer. He created a sanctuary program 
for homeless youth, which was estab-
lished and later named in his honor 
upon Joe’s retirement. Under his lead-
ership, the Fresno EOC became a model 
for similar programs around the Na-
tion, one of the truly outstanding lead-
ers in terms of community action agen-
cies in the country. Joe made that hap-
pen. 

In 1977, he became the first African 
American elected to the Fresno City 

Council. He served two terms and was 
always an advocate for what was best 
for the entire city. He said: You know, 
you’ve got to feel it in your gut; and if 
it’s there, you do it. 

He was a civil rights leader in our 
San Joaquin Valley and throughout 
the State and the Nation, encouraging 
others to do the right thing. 

My thoughts and prayers are with 
Joe’s wife, Laura; their children, Mi-
chael and his wife, Sonya, Winston, and 
Terri; his brother, George; his grand-
children, great-grandchildren, and nu-
merous nieces and nephews. 

My colleagues, I ask you to join me 
in paying tribute to the life and times 
of Joe Williams. He will be remembered 
in a selfless way in which he lived his 
life, always looking to help those in 
the community who needed help. 

As Emerson once said: ‘‘To have a 
friend is first to be a friend.’’ 

Thank you, Joe, for being my friend 
and being the friend of our community. 
I join his family in honoring his life 
and love and service to our country, 
and he will be greatly missed. 

FLOODING CONDITIONS IN CALIFORNIA 
Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 

speak about the flood conditions in 
California. It is either feast or famine. 
We either had the last 6 years of some 
of the driest conditions we have experi-
enced in over 1,000 or, in the last 2 
months, record rain and snow in the 
mountains and, thus, floods that we are 
experiencing. 

This last weekend I joined on an offi-
cial tour of Merced County with Sheriff 
Warnke. In Le Grand, this weekend we 
had 25 homes in my district that were 
evacuated. 

I commend the collaboration between 
the Merced County officials, the Cali-
fornia Office of Emergency Services, 
and FEMA for rightly declaring a state 
of emergency for the flooding that is 
happening and may continue with new 
storms coming. 

My thoughts are with the people in 
Butte, and Sutter and Yuba Counties. 
The emergency spillway that could be 
compromised at Oroville Dam is some-
thing that we are all concerned about; 
200,000 people, as we know, have been 
evacuated from their homes. 

That is why I joined Congressman 
GARAMENDI and my colleagues in send-
ing a letter to President Trump re-
questing, as the government has asked, 
a Major Disaster Declaration under the 
Stafford Act. A Major Disaster Dec-
laration will provide greater collabora-
tion among local, State, and Federal 
governments, and will provide imme-
diate resources where they are most 
needed. 

Additionally, we must invest in Cali-
fornia’s infrastructure needs. Its water 
infrastructure needs to fix a broken 
water system. The President has pro-
posed a significant massive infrastruc-
ture program, $1 trillion. That could be 
used not only in California, but 
throughout the entire country. 

We need additional water storage in 
order to prevent devastating flood con-

ditions as we are having now, and also 
to store that water so we can have it 
during the dry conditions. So two 
things go hand in hand. 

There are another series of storms 
expected later this week, and we still 
have about 2 months left of our winter 
season. Therefore, we need all hands on 
deck. We are using every tool available 
to reduce the potential flood and dam-
age and accidents that are there, but 
we must invest to fix this broken water 
system. 

The President’s proposal will allow 
us to provide additional surface storage 
supply to not only protect against 
flooding, but also to store that water 
so that when we have the dry periods in 
California, we can use that water for 
our crops and for the people who need 
it the most. 

f 

b 1030 

HISTORIC BRISTOL BOROUGH, 
PENNSYLVANIA 

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

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to speak about Bristol Bor-
ough, Pennsylvania, a picturesque 
town in my district situated along the 
Delaware River midway between Phila-
delphia and New York. Since 1824, Bris-
tol Borough has embraced the motto 
‘‘Welcome Friend’’ after a sign greeted 
Marquis de Lafayette on his ‘‘Farewell 
Tour of America.’’ Bristol Borough 
continues to welcome newcomers to an 
incredibly caring community of resi-
dents and leaders pushing the town 
into the future. 

Bristol Borough’s history closely par-
allels the economic, commercial, and 
industrial history of the United States. 
In the late 1960s, U.S. Steel Corpora-
tion closed their facilities just up the 
road, and thousands of employees lost 
their jobs. In turn, downtown Bristol 
Borough lost an incredible amount of 
traffic. But what the people did not 
lose was their passionate desire to im-
prove their town, restoring its former 
glory with an eye to an even brighter 
future. 

Mr. Speaker, the people of Bristol 
Borough are tough, resilient, and they 
have grit. Small-business owners in 
downtown Bristol are revitalizing their 
town, and they have been noticed. As a 
finalist in the nationwide Small Busi-
ness Revolution, Bristol Borough 
shines a spotlight on the vital impact 
small businesses have on our economy, 
our communities, and our daily lives. 

As a member of the House Committee 
on Small Business, I pledge my com-
mitment to pursue policies that pro-
tect and foster these small businesses 
and that make Bucks County truly a 
great place to live. 

OPIOID EPIDEMIC 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, 
heroin and prescription opioid abuse 
are devastating communities across 
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our Nation. From Levittown to Lower 
Salford, no part of my district is left 
unaffected by this epidemic. Last year 
in Bucks County, opioid-related deaths 
rose by 50 percent. In Montgomery 
County, opioid overdoses claimed a 
staggering 240 lives. 

Mr. Speaker, every fatality rep-
resents a family crushed by the over-
whelming loss of a loved one. As law-
makers, we have the responsibility to 
act. Passage of the Comprehensive Ad-
diction and Recovery Act and the 21st 
Century Cures Act were monumental 
first steps in countering the opioid cri-
sis, but we must continue to press the 
issue from all sides, from the traf-
ficking of narcotics across our border 
to preventing the overprescribing of 
painkillers. 

Congress alone cannot solve this 
problem. We must be ready and willing 
to work with State and local leaders, 
law enforcement, healthcare profes-
sionals, and educators in our districts. 
We are all stakeholders in this chal-
lenge. Together, we can eradicate this 
epidemic, we can protect our families, 
and we can free our communities from 
this menace. 

f 

AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. HECK) for 5 minutes. 

Mr. HECK. Mr. Speaker, it may be 
Valentine’s Day, but I rise today to 
share a story of a Christmas miracle. 

Now, this is little Gracie, and she 
was born on Christmas Day in 2015. Un-
fortunately, not too long after she was 
born, she was diagnosed with a res-
piratory virus. It is a very bad thing 
for little people because they have lit-
tle lungs and little respiratory air-
ways. Frankly, it can be extremely 
dangerous. 

To make matters worse, she was 
snowed in at the hospital where she 
was born. She had to spend 5 days at 
the NICU before they could transport 
her to a children’s hospital. When she 
finally did arrive at Seattle Children’s 
Hospital, she had pneumonia, E. coli, 
and a collapsed lung. But, fortunately, 
little Gracie is a fighter, as was her 
medical team, and she made a com-
plete and full recovery. 

With coverage through Medicaid, her 
parents were able to focus on her care 
and her future. The financial stress of 
hospital bills that come with intensive 
care, a cardiac catheter, a life flight, 
and numerous medications was 
daunting, but it was not devastating. 

Gracie’s story is just one example of 
the difference Medicaid expansion 
through the ACA has made for millions 
of children throughout our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, when I am home, I hear 
these stories all day long about how 
the ACA has made a real difference in 
the lives of people. The ACA in my 
State expanded coverage to more than 
750,000 people. In fact, this January, we 
hit record enrollment of 225,000 sign- 
ups. That is a 13 percent jump from 
last year. 

The ACA is working for many people 
across America; but let’s be honest: we 
have also heard the other stories from 
people who aren’t seeing these gains. 
Instead, they are seeing higher pre-
miums and increased medical costs in 
general, with little improvement in 
coverage. Those are legitimate con-
cerns that Congress needs to address. 

But whenever Congress makes major 
changes, such as Social Security or 
Medicare, or enacts big ideas, there 
will always be unexpected results in 
parts of the program that don’t func-
tion as anticipated or designed. Our job 
is to follow up, see what works, and 
adapt accordingly going forward. Even 
the best laws are going to require some 
adjustment. 

Let’s do that. Let’s do it the smart 
way, the American way, and work to-
gether to fix the parts of the ACA that 
need fixing while maintaining that 
which works. Repeal and replace is not 
the answer. It is not the answer. Work-
ing together to fix it is the answer. 

As we continue—or begin—to work 
together, I hope we will remember 
Gracie and know that health care is 
not a miracle. Health care is the result 
of hardworking doctors, nurses, and 
healthcare professionals and a finan-
cially viable healthcare system and our 
actions here to support that in Con-
gress. 

We all come here for lots of reasons: 
philosophy, values, and ideology. We 
come here to represent our districts 
and their major components. I have the 
privilege to represent Joint Base 
Lewis-McChord, the largest force pro-
jection base on the West Coast, and 
many thousands of State employees—I 
have the State capital—who work 
every day to elevate the human condi-
tion of their friends and neighbors. We 
come here to represent the 672,554 peo-
ple of our districts. 

Mostly, I hope, however, that we 
come here to represent the Gracies of 
our districts. What I believe deep in my 
soul is that, if we will keep Gracie and 
the Gracies of our district in our hearts 
and foremost in our minds, if we keep 
them as our touchstone and our North 
Star, then America is going to be all 
right. I plead with you to do just that. 

f 

CELEBRATING 100 YEARS OF 
SAVANNAH’S NAACP 

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

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to celebrate the 100th 
anniversary of the NAACP’s Savannah 
branch. In July of 1917, James Weldon 
Johnson, field secretary of the NAACP, 
established Georgia’s first NAACP 
branch in Savannah with 68 original 
members. 

Similar to other NAACP branches, 
the Savannah branch pursues political, 
educational, social, and economic 
equality of minority groups and citi-
zens. For the last 100 years, Savannah’s 
NAACP branch has fought to eradicate 

racial hatred and discrimination in the 
community. Its first meeting of 2017 
was held on January 22 at St. Paul 
Christian Methodist Episcopal Church 
to install new officers and leadership. 

I am proud to recognize today the 
branch’s new officials, including Presi-
dent Al Scott, Vice Presidents W. Rich-
ard Shinhoster, Lynette Hymes, Bar-
bara Magwood, Secretary Linda Carter, 
and Treasurer Joe Lang. I am confident 
in this leadership’s ability to continue 
to uphold the values of the NAACP and 
help Savannah serve as an example to 
the nearly 75 NAACP branches Georgia 
has today. 

REMEMBERING STETSON BENNETT, JR. 
Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today to remember a lifelong 
public servant, Mr. Stetson Bennett, 
Jr., of Jesup, Georgia, who passed away 
on Thursday, February 9, 2017, at 87 
years old. 

Mr. Bennett was born in 1929 to Rev-
erend Stetson Bennett, Sr., and Irene 
Bennett in Wayne County. He grad-
uated from Jesup High School in 1947, 
before attending Auburn University. 
Around this time, he also married his 
wife, Patsy Jones. They were married 
for more than 69 years. 

Mr. Bennett first entered public serv-
ice in 1949, as chief deputy clerk. By 
1965, he was elected clerk of superior 
court and served nearly 50 years. Rec-
ognized by the Georgia House of Rep-
resentatives as the longest serving con-
stitutional officer in Georgia, Mr. Ben-
nett has received a number of honors 
throughout his career. 

His dedicated service earned him 
Clerk of the Year Award in 1985, the 
highest honor a clerk can receive. Fit-
tingly, the award is now named in 
honor of Mr. Bennett. Perhaps his 
proudest achievement was when the 
citizens of Wayne County officially 
named the main courtroom the Stetson 
Bennett, Jr. Courtroom in honor of his 
years of service to the community he 
loved. 

In addition, he served as the presi-
dent of the Wayne County Chamber of 
Commerce, was an active member of 
the Lions Club, and helped develop 
Wayne Memorial Hospital as a member 
of its board. 

Mr. Bennett was always proud of 
where he came from, which was clear 
from how selflessly he dedicated his 
life to Wayne County. He truly will be 
missed. 

PRAYERS FOR LEIGH RYAN 
Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-

er, I rise today to ask for your 
thoughts and prayers for Mrs. Leigh 
Ryan, a Tybee Island mother of two 
who is battling an aggressive form of 
cancer. 

Originally from Roberta, Georgia, 
Mrs. Ryan settled on Tybee Island 20 
years ago to work as a nurse at Memo-
rial University Medical Center. Since 
arriving on Tybee Island, giving back 
to the community has been a top pri-
ority for Mrs. Ryan, who is a member 
of Junior League and often works with 
the homeless in the area. 
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She was originally diagnosed with 

breast cancer in the fall of 2015, but 
through treatment, Mrs. Ryan believed 
herself to be cancer free. Unfortu-
nately, around Thanksgiving of 2016, 
doctors told her the cancer was back. 

With Mrs. Ryan’s twin 8-year-old 
daughters in mind, a close friend began 
fundraising to help care for Mrs. 
Ryan’s children as she continues her 
treatment. The community returned 
the kindness she showed them and 
raised more than $40,000 for Mrs. Ryan 
in the first week of collecting dona-
tions. 

It is inspiring to see a community 
come together to help someone in need, 
especially someone who has already 
done so much for the community. 
Please keep Mrs. Ryan, her daughters, 
and the generous community of Tybee 
Island in your thoughts. 

REMEMBERING MR. WILMER RANDELL 
KICKLIGHTER 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to remember the life of 
my dear friend, Mr. Randell 
Kicklighter, who passed away on Sat-
urday, February 11, at the age of 74. 

Randell, as he was known to his fam-
ily and friends, was an icon in the Gar-
den City, Georgia, community. He 
spent his life helping others, sharing 
wisdom, and brightening people’s days. 

At the age of 18, he met the love of 
his life, Bessie. Ten months after the 
couple met, they ran away and mar-
ried. Randell went on to serve 2 years 
in the United States Army, making 
sure to always have Bessie by his side. 
During this period, the couple spent 
time in both the U.S. and Germany 
serving our Nation. 

When Randell returned from duty, he 
decided to go to beauty school and be-
come a hairdresser, which would allow 
him to work beside Bessie every day. 
They opened a salon called Randell and 
Dean’s, which quickly gained a reputa-
tion around Garden City. Clients would 
say you could not expect a quick trim 
because long conversations with 
Randell were a must. I can attest to 
this firsthand. You see, Randell kept 
my hair for over 37 years. Many times 
it was just he and I together, and he 
was truly one of my best friends. 

However, Randell worked harder 
than nearly anyone around. He never 
retired and worked until the last day 
in his salon. Each day after work, 
Randell would head to the gym to exer-
cise. Even there, he continued his hard 
work and long conversations. 

In the 1960s, Randell won many power 
lifting competitions. Then, at the age 
of 61, he competed and won national 
bodybuilding competitions. Even at the 
gym, Randell was talking to people 
about his children and grandchildren 
and sharing tips about exercise. 

Randell was one of my best friends, 
and I will miss him, as will everyone 
who had the honor of knowing him. 

OUR CRUMBLING NATIONAL 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

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

Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. Speaker, can-
didate Trump talked a lot about the 
need to invest $1 trillion in our crum-
bling infrastructure, and President 
Trump, on Inauguration Day, ref-
erenced again the need to invest in our 
infrastructure. There has been little 
progress since that point and no major 
proposals. 

Last week, I talked about surface 
transportation. I am running a clock 
on the costs to the American economy 
and the American people of not invest-
ing in roads, bridges, highways, and 
transit. That clock started at noon on 
the 20th of Inauguration Day, and it is 
now up to $11 billion. That is the cost 
to the American people, to the econ-
omy, of not investing. 

This week we have seen a dramatic 
new example in a different area of in-
frastructure of the costs of not invest-
ing: the evacuation of 130,000 people 
below the Oroville Dam in California. 
This shouldn’t be happening. Federal 
and State officials warned that the 
dam didn’t meet current safety stand-
ards in 2005, yet no investments and no 
improvements were made. 

I wish this were an isolated example. 
Unfortunately, 96 percent of the dams 
in America are owned by State, local, 
and private entities, and many are in 
need of upgrades or a complete over-
haul. Fifty years is the estimated life-
time of a dam. There are 50,000 dams 
that are past that lifetime, and some of 
them are safety critical, that is, if they 
fail, people will die. 

b 1045 

The American Society of Civil Engi-
neers gives us a D. They say by 2020, 70 
percent of our dams will be over 50 
years old. There are 2,000 that are clas-
sified as a high hazard today—those 
whose failure, by definition, or 
misoperation will probably cause loss 
of human life. 

We need about $53 billion to repair 
these dams. That is a lot of money, but 
think of what a life is worth. Think of 
the cost of the damage that is caused 
when these dams fail. Most everybody 
downstream has Federal flood insur-
ance. 

Instead of the Federal Government 
partnering and working with commu-
nities and States to improve these 
dams and prevent a disaster, until last 
year, the only program we had was one 
to mitigate after the disaster. But 
luckily, we moved forward last year in 
the Water Resources Development Act 
with an amendment offered by our col-
league Mr. MALONEY that would au-
thorize repair and rehabilitation of 
non-Federal dams and provide 
proactive maintenance and repair. 

Obviously, it is much more cost-ef-
fective than waiting until failure and 
then mitigate the property loss down-
stream and declare an emergency to re-

build the dam. We will have the sad 
loss of life when we don’t make those 
investments. 

There are many examples that I 
could cite. A dam failure in Hawaii 
killed seven people. It had never been 
inspected. It was a 100-year-old dam. In 
2 weeks, we will mark the 35th anniver-
sary of the Buffalo Creek Dam failure 
in West Virginia. It killed 125 people, 
1,100 were severely injured, and 4,000 
people were homeless. The dam had re-
ceived safety violations, but there was 
no follow-up. 

So, this is another aspect of infra-
structure in America that needs invest-
ment. President Trump was pretty 
much spot on with his estimate of a 
trillion dollars. If you look at surface 
transportation—roads, bridges, high-
ways, and transit—if you look at infra-
structure for water treatment—think 
Detroit—or if you look at the thou-
sands of communities that need to up-
grade or rebuild their sewer facilities 
and other aspects of infrastructure, a 
trillion dollars would just about do it. 

If we made those investments, we 
would put hundreds of thousands of 
people to work in this country, make 
America more efficient and more com-
petitive in the world economy. But 
many of my Republican colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle think that 
we shouldn’t be making these invest-
ments publicly. They classify any kind 
of spending as a deficit, even if it is a 
capital investment that will last for a 
hundred years or a capital investment 
that will save lives and mitigate losses 
for the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency and the National Flood 
Insurance Program. 

It is penny wise and pound foolish 
not to make these investments. We can 
and should. We need to move forward 
and rebuild our country. 

f 

BRING HADAR HOME 

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

Mr. MAST. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to share the story of Hadar Goldin. 

Hadar was born in the Galilee region 
of Israel in 1991. He was a gifted young 
man—a happy person with a lively per-
sonality. He was an accomplished 
painter and, I am told, an inspiration 
to everybody that knew him. He served 
as a lieutenant in the Givati Brigade of 
the IDF. 

Mr. Speaker, I did not know Hadar 
personally, but, during my time serv-
ing alongside the IDF, I knew so many 
who were just like him. I met some of 
the most humble and compassionate 
people that I have ever known. I chose 
to serve alongside the IDF because our 
friends in Israel fight for the same val-
ues that we fight to protect in our 
country: human dignity, freedom, and 
liberty. 

I can tell you from experience that 
we soldiers often label our uniforms 
with sentiments that are important to 
us. Hadar had his rifle belt embroidered 
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with the words ‘‘strength and humil-
ity.’’ He fought not out of hatred for 
his enemy but to protect his homeland 
and his family. He used the embroidery 
as a reminder that a soldier has the 
courage to use his weapon when need-
ed, but even more importantly, has the 
humility to restrain from its use in the 
name of peace. 

But on August 1, 2014, when Hadar 
was only 23 years old, he was killed by 
Hamas terrorists, just 2 hours after a 
ceasefire had been declared in the Op-
eration Protective Edge war in Gaza. 
Hamas terrorists maliciously dragged 
his body away from his home and into 
an underground tunnel. They stripped 
and left his clothing and have held his 
corpse ever since. 

Americans are no strangers to the 
term ‘‘missing in action,’’ as we still 
have, shamefully, thousands unac-
counted for in Southeast Asia. This is 
a painful and uncertain future that no 
family deserves. This should never, 
ever be condoned. 

Last week, I had the opportunity to 
meet with Hadar’s family. They are un-
able to give their son the proper burial 
because Hamas is holding his body hos-
tage. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that Hamas 
does not value human life. They seek 
to destroy all that Israel and the 
United States hold dear. Even the last 
administration called for the con-
demning of this action in the strongest 
possible terms. They called it barbaric. 
We must now enter into a new chap-
ter—one where we support our Israeli 
allies and stand side by side with them 
in the fight for freedom. 

This was a ceasefire that Israel en-
tered into at the urging of former Sec-
retary of State John Kerry and the 
United Nations. They should bear some 
responsibility for ensuring his body is 
returned home. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the United Na-
tions to step up for what is right. Show 
some spine, show some resolve, and 
stand against Hamas. Do not be a rug 
that Palestinians trounce across as 
they shop the United Nations to fulfill 
their agenda while never being held ac-
countable for their acts of terrorism 
and their acts against basic human dig-
nity. 

I urge the new administration to 
take the necessary steps to help bring 
Hadar home and ensure his family can 
finally give him a proper burial—the 
kind of burial that every soldier, re-
gardless of their uniform, deserves. 

f 

ACA STORY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. KEATING) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. KEATING. Mr. Speaker, this 
beautiful child is Charlie. 

Charlie is an infant from Westport, 
Massachusetts. Charlie’s dad has a 
green card and his mom is an American 
citizen. 

Charlie’s mom wrote me to share 
their family’s Affordable Care Act 

story, an important one, yet, in many 
respects, not that uncommon. 

When Charlie was born, his mother 
had to postpone her Ph.D. ambitions 
because she needed a full-time job to 
support her family. Although she has 
two master’s degrees, she is working 
over 40 hours per week in a restaurant. 
That restaurant doesn’t offer benefits, 
so Charlie’s mom has to purchase her 
own health insurance policy for her 
family. The Affordable Care Act has 
helped them find the health plan they 
need at a price they can afford. Char-
lie’s family got covered. 

Charlie’s mom also wrote me to tell 
me that, on January 21, she came to 
Washington and marched with women 
from around the world because of the 
fact that all families like hers should 
have health care, for all children like 
Charlie who need health care, and be-
cause she believes Americans should 
want all their neighbors to be healthy. 

I agree with Charlie’s mom. We 
should all have access to essential 
healthcare services. This is a family 
working to make it on their own, not 
seeking transitional assistance from 
the government, sacrificing to move 
their family forward, striving to suc-
ceed, to earn the American Dream. The 
Affordable Care Act provides them this 
opportunity. 

f 

IN RECOGNITION OF MOREHOUSE 
COLLEGE’S 150TH ANNIVERSARY 

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

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, 
it is my honor and pleasure to rise 
today to recognize my alma mater, 
Morehouse College in Atlanta, Georgia, 
as it celebrates 150 years of educating, 
training, and empowering outstanding 
leaders. 

The year-long sesquicentennial cele-
bration began in January 2017, and will 
include many events for students, fac-
ulty, staff, administrators, donors, 
families, and friends of Morehouse Col-
lege. The theme of the celebration is 
‘‘A House United,’’ which highlights 
Morehouse’s position as a unifying 
force around the globe and here at 
home. 

Tracing its roots back to the Recon-
struction era after the Civil War, More-
house was founded in 1867, as the Au-
gusta Theological Institute in Augusta, 
Georgia. The school was founded by 
Reverend William Jefferson White, 
with the encouragement of Reverend 
Richard Coulter and Reverend Edmund 
Turney. It aimed to prepare Black men 
for ministry and teaching. 

In 1879, the Augusta Theological In-
stitute moved to the basement of the 
Friendship Baptist Church in Atlanta 
and was renamed the Atlanta Baptist 
Seminary. In 1885, the institution relo-
cated to its current site in Atlanta’s 
West End community. The seminary 
became a liberal arts college and was 
subsequently renamed the Atlanta 
Baptist College. 

During these early years in 
Morehouse’s history, the institution 
expanded its curriculum and estab-
lished the tradition of educating lead-
ers for all areas of life. In 1913, Atlanta 
Baptist College was renamed More-
house College after the corresponding 
secretary of the Northern Baptist 
Home Mission Society, Henry L. More-
house. 

Throughout its 150-year history, 
Morehouse College has made a signifi-
cant mark on our State, our Nation, 
and the world. Here, many notable men 
gained the knowledge and training that 
enabled them to become some of the 
greatest influences of our time, includ-
ing Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr.; noted 
theologian Dr. Howard Thurman; civil 
rights leader Julian Bond; filmmaker 
Shelton ‘‘Spike’’ Lee; Olympic gold 
medalist Edwin Moses; CEO of the Sil-
icon Valley Community Foundation, 
Emmitt Carson; and many more. 

Morehouse principles often instill a 
desire for public service to benefit 
mankind. In the United States Con-
gress, Representative CEDRIC RICH-
MOND, chairman of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, as well as many staff 
members and former Members of Con-
gress, hold degrees from Morehouse. 

U.S. Presidents have relied on alumni 
such as former Secretary of Homeland 
Security Jeh Johnson, former Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services 
Dr. Louis Sullivan, former Surgeon 
General Dr. Daniel Satcher, and former 
U.S. Ambassador to the United Nations 
James Nabrit, Jr. 

Around the country, State and local 
governments have been led by alumni 
such as Maynard H. Jackson, the first 
African-American mayor of Atlanta, 
Georgia. 

As a 1968 graduate of Morehouse Col-
lege, this one-of-a-kind institution has 
a special place in my heart. During my 
matriculation, I got to know on a per-
sonal level the late Dr. Benjamin E. 
Mays, the most renowned president of 
Morehouse, who was a mentor to Dr. 
Martin Luther King, Jr. Through him, 
I met Dr. King during his life, followed 
him in protest marches, and sang at his 
funeral, which was held on the campus 
and attended by many national and 
international luminaries. 

Today, under the leadership of the 
11th president of Morehouse College, 
Dr. John Silvanus Wilson, Jr., also an 
alumnus, the school continues to be 
consistently ranked as one of the top 
colleges in the Nation and among the 
highest respected Historically Black 
Colleges and Universities. As the Na-
tion’s largest liberal arts college for 
men, Morehouse has conferred more 
bachelor’s degrees on Black men than 
any other institution in the world. 

b 1100 

Mr. Speaker, today I ask my col-
leagues to join me in recognizing More-
house College for 150 years of preparing 
young men to aspire to unique and dis-
tinctive goals while leading lives of 
leadership and service. This institution 
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was born out of the death of slavery in 
America. It guided young Black men 
through the era of segregation in the 
South, and it continues to empower 
marginalized populations against the 
oppression still prevalent in the world 
today. It is my hope that the genera-
tions of Morehouse Men of today and 
tomorrow will continue the progress 
and continue to leave their marks on 
our Nation and the world. 

f 

PRESIDENT TRUMP SHOWS WORLD 
WHAT A DISASTER LOOKS LIKE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
South Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN) for 5 
minutes. 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, stand-
ing before almost entirely White 
crowds in North Carolina, Michigan, 
Virginia, and Ohio, candidate Donald 
Trump painted a bleak picture of Afri-
can-American life in 2016, full of crime, 
high poverty, and failing schools. He 
went on to say, ‘‘It is a disaster the 
way African Americans are living,’’ 
and asked, ‘‘What the hell do you have 
to lose?’’ 

In just 3 short weeks, Mr. Speaker, 
President Trump has shown the world 
exactly what a disaster looks like. He 
has put a White supremacist in the 
White House as his chief political ad-
viser. He has given us an Attorney Gen-
eral who spent the last 30-plus years 
working against civil and voting 
rights. He has appointed a shamefully 
ill-prepared Secretary of Education 
whose only qualification seems to be 
her ability to contribute millions to 
Republic candidates in what can only 
be described as the textbook definition 
of pay to play. 

Candidate Trump promised to be the 
hero of working people, but President 
Trump is doing the exact opposite. His 
actions tell a lot more than his tweets. 
His Cabinet is full of millionaires, 
many with ethical challenges and con-
flicts of interest. He has already raised 
the cost of mortgages for many Ameri-
cans. He is proposing that we abandon 
the overtime rule that would ensure 
bigger paychecks for working people. 
He is working to dismantle Wall Street 
reform and is proposing a border tax 
that would give corporations a huge 
tax break while costing working men 
and women more on groceries, clothes, 
and other goods. 

The policies of the Trump adminis-
tration are an extension of the policies 
that Republics in the House have 
pushed for years. To candidate Trump’s 
question what do you have to lose, for 
starters, your voice at the ballot box. 
A free and fair election is the hallmark 
of democratic governance, yet the 
Trump administration and Republics in 
Congress continue to threaten this 
basic pillar of democracy. They have 
promulgated blatant falsehoods about 
voter fraud, sowing fear and distrust. 
They have worked and are working 
across the country to prevent people of 
color from voting. They are refusing to 

investigate Russian interference in our 
elections and are currently moving leg-
islation through the House of Rep-
resentatives to eliminate the only Fed-
eral agency tasked with helping Ameri-
cans vote and protecting our voting 
machines from hacking. 

As President Trump and his 
spokespeople continue to make demon-
strably false claims about widespread 
voter fraud and cozying up to the coun-
try that attacked our democracy, 
House Republics just passed out of 
committee H.R. 634, legislation to 
eliminate the only Federal agency 
tasked with certifying the security of 
our voting machines, the Election As-
sistance Commission. 

Forty-seven out of fifty States rely 
on the EAC’s voting machine certifi-
cation program in some capacity. A re-
cent report by the Institute for Critical 
Infrastructure Technology concluded, 
‘‘Voting machines are neither secure 
nor complex. In general, these stripped- 
down computers utilizing outdated op-
erating systems possess virtually every 
conceivable vulnerability that a device 
can have.’’ 

In my home State of South Carolina, 
we currently use voting machines that 
were rejected by the State of Ohio in 
2007 for being ‘‘buggy, unstable and ex-
ploitable.’’ And even though machines 
are not supposed to be connected to the 
internet, they are well past their shelf 
life and, therefore, more likely to 
break down, crash, and produce errors. 
Replacing these outdated machines 
with updated ones will cost a signifi-
cant amount of money, and the burden 
is on the States to do so. 

Mr. Speaker, if House Republics are 
serious about election integrity, they 
ought to stop working to prevent peo-
ple of color and start investing in vot-
ing infrastructure. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 6 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1200 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HULTGREN) at noon. 

f 

PRAYER 

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

Loving God, we give You thanks for 
giving us another day. Our fervent 
prayer, O God, is that people will learn 
to live together in reconciliation and 
respect, so that the terrors of war, and 
of dictatorial abuse, will be no more. 

Guide our hearts and minds, that 
every person of every place and back-
ground might focus on Your great gift 
of life, and so learn to live in unity. 

May Your special blessings be upon 
the Members of this assembly in the 
important, sometimes difficult, work 
they do. Give them wisdom and char-
ity, that they might work together for 
the common good. 

May all that is done this day in the 
people’s House be for Your greater 
honor and glory. 

Amen. 

f 

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. 

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

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

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

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests 
for 1-minute speeches on each side of 
the aisle. 

f 

PRESIDENT TRUMP’S FIDUCIARY 
DUTY RULE 

(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, earlier this month, President 
Donald Trump released a Presidential 
memorandum on the fiduciary duty 
rule, and I am grateful that President 
Trump has directed the Labor Sec-
retary to thoroughly study this de-
structive rule. 

Under the Obama administration, the 
Department of Labor released an in-
comprehensible fiduciary rule that in-
creased the cost of financial planning, 
reducing retirement advice for Amer-
ican families and destroying jobs. 

Families all over America are strug-
gling to save for their retirement, and 
I applaud the President’s swift action 
to study the harmful effects of this 
rule. I am confident the study will re-
sult in a delay or revision of this ridic-
ulous regulation of 1,023 pages to define 
a profession. 

I will continue to advance legislation 
calling for a delay of 2 years to give 
Congress and the administration time 
to reassess the regulation. I appreciate 
the positive insight of the National As-
sociation of Insurance and Financial 
Advisers who promoted reforms for 
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hardworking American families saving 
for retirement, and creating jobs. 

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

f 

PRESIDENT TRUMP’S ATTACKS 
AGAINST THE CITY OF CHICAGO 

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Speaker, there 
are few places that encapsulate all our 
country has to offer more than my 
home city of Chicago. The strengths of 
the Nation can be seen in every corner 
of my district, where we celebrate di-
versity, passion, and resilience. This 
includes our immigrant communities, 
and I am proud to represent one of the 
most welcoming cities to those seeking 
a better life in America. 

That is why it is ridiculous to hear 
the President continue his bizarre bar-
rage of attacks against our great city 
with his newest and most misguided 
claim yet, that elevated gun violence 
in Chicago stems from undocumented 
immigrants. Not only do his comments 
do nothing to address the gun violence 
problem in Chicago, but they are just 
plain wrong. 

Like most major cities, we struggle 
with violence and encourage construc-
tive assistance. But studies have shown 
that immigration has no effect on 
crime rates. In fact, researchers have 
found immigrants generally have the 
strongest incentives to avoid activity 
that will put them in contact with the 
criminal justice system. 

The President should stop attacking 
the most vulnerable members of our so-
ciety and, instead, look for pragmatic, 
commonsense policies to support com-
prehensive immigration reform and 
gun violence prevention. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF MIKE 
ILITCH 

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

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize the passing of a 
great American, Mike Ilitch. 

Born to Macedonian immigrants on 
the west side of Detroit, Mike Ilitch be-
came one of the most successful busi-
nessmen in the history of our country. 
From humble beginnings, he built one 
of the largest food, sports, and enter-
tainment empires of our time. He per-
sonified the American Dream, a con-
stant reminder that anyone from any-
where who is willing to work hard and 
dream big can enjoy the opportunities 
in America. 

However, he was more than an icon. 
He was a pillar of our community. Dur-
ing our city’s most challenging times, 
he never turned his back. When so 
many others gave up on Detroit, he 
never lost faith in the resilience of the 
city and the people he loved so much. 

All of us who have enjoyed ‘‘pizza- 
pizza,’’ or Redwings hockey, or Tiger 
baseball, or the Fox Theatre know of 
Mike Ilitch’s success. But what we will 
miss most is Mr. I’s kindness, gen-
erosity, and compassion for others. 

f 

BIOMETRIC SCANNING AT THE 
NORTHERN BORDER 

(Mr. HIGGINS of New York asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today to express con-
cern about the President’s executive 
order wherein he supports the use of bi-
ometric scanning at all northern bor-
der crossings, including the crossing 
between the United States and Canada 
at Buffalo. 

The President’s biometric scanning 
plan would effectively shut down the 
Peace Bridge, which is the busiest 
northern border crossing for passenger 
vehicles, and second for commercial ve-
hicles, thus stopping the movement of 
traffic and trade, and creating a wall- 
like effect between the United States 
and Canadian relations. 

Canada is not our enemy. We are 
friends and trading partners. In my 
Buffalo district, we border Southern 
Ontario, the most populated province 
of all of Canada; and the Peace Bridge 
moves $30 billion in commerce, rep-
resenting $230 billion in economic ac-
tivity, and 1 million jobs. 

The biometric scan plan for the 
northern border is unworkable and an 
unnecessary barrier between friendship 
and trade. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF ED 
MOORE 

(Mrs. WALORSKI asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the life of Ed Moore, 
who was truly a pillar of our commu-
nity in northern Indiana. 

In 1979, Ed founded the Christian 
radio station, WFRN, which has been a 
beacon of faith and joy to its family of 
listeners for nearly 4 decades. I have 
had the privilege of visiting the WFRN 
studio many times over the past 5, 6 
years. Each time, I saw Ed’s passion for 
serving the Lord and helping listeners 
strengthen their faith. WFRN has had 
such a positive impact on so many 
lives, and Ed’s legacy is that it will 
continue to do so. 

In announcing Ed’s passing, his fam-
ily noted they were saddened, yet re-
joicing, because Ed is with the Lord. 

Mr. Speaker, I join Ed’s children, 
Doug, Steve, and Rachelle, his 11 
grandchildren, and the entire WFRN 
family in mourning Ed’s passing, cele-
brating his life, and rejoicing that 
today he is with the Lord. 

HOUSE REPUBLICANS REFUSE TO 
INVESTIGATE THE SWAMP 

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

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Speaker, the 
House of Representatives is a separate 
and coequal branch of government. And 
yet, House Republicans refuse to inves-
tigate the swamp of corruption that is 
percolating at 1600 Pennsylvania Ave-
nue. 

Michael Flynn has resigned in dis-
grace. And yet, the Trump administra-
tion has jeopardized our national secu-
rity by continuing to play footsie with 
Vladimir Putin and the Russians. 
House Republicans have done nothing. 

It is impossible to figure out where 
the Trump family business ends and 
the White House begins, yet House Re-
publicans have done nothing. 

Seventeen different intelligence 
agencies have concluded that the Rus-
sians interfered in the election to help 
Donald Trump, yet House Republicans 
have done nothing. 

It is time for House Republicans to 
investigate this White House and stop 
acting like puppets of the Trump ad-
ministration. The American people de-
serve answers. What exactly did Donald 
Trump know, and when did he know it? 

f 

VOTE AGAINST EXECUTIVE 
OVERREACH 

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

Mr. MARCHANT. Mr. Speaker, at the 
11th hour, the Obama administration’s 
Labor Department issued a rule that 
stonewalled bipartisan changes to the 
unemployment insurance program. 
These changes were made so that tax 
dollars would be used in a more effi-
cient and more effective manner. 

It has been 5 years since Congress 
passed legislation giving the States the 
discretion on drug-testing policy for 
unemployment applicants. Using delay 
tactics, the previous administration 
prevented that law from ever being im-
plemented as designed. 

This kind of executive overreach im-
pedes the ability of States to ensure 
that the unemployment insurance pro-
gram accomplishes its intended pur-
pose, and that is to promote reemploy-
ment. 

In Texas, we take the job of fiscal re-
sponsibility very seriously. This week, 
Congress is responding to that over-
reach by the previous administration. 
We hope that Congress will take that 
responsibility very seriously. I urge my 
colleagues to vote against the execu-
tive overreach and to vote for H.J. Res. 
42. 

f 

INVESTING IN A WORKING 
GOVERNMENT 

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

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. Mr. Speak-
er, recent executive actions have re-
sulted in confusion, demonstrations, 
and late-night court rulings. Many ex-
ecutive orders have been announced 
with little notice, and the American 
people have had to wait hours after-
wards to see the text. 

Federal agencies have also been 
blindsided by these orders. The Sec-
retary of Homeland Security found out 
about the President’s immigration or-
ders through cable news. In some cases, 
the President himself has been uncer-
tain of what his executive orders con-
tain. 

Sir, we need transparency today. 
Congress has a responsibility to elimi-
nate this confusion and make sure that 
executive actions are clear and trans-
parent to all Americans. 

That is why I am introducing the Ex-
ecutive Order Transparency Act. This 
one-page bill requires that all execu-
tive orders be posted on the White 
House website 72 hours before each is 
signed. This simple bill is an invest-
ment in a working government, and I 
urge all my colleagues to join me. 

f 

THE MILITARY NEEDS MORE EN-
LISTED MEN AND WOMEN NOT 
MORE OFFICERS 
(Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee asked 

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

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, in Scott Berg’s biography on 
Woodrow Wilson, it says that, in World 
War I, we had one officer for ever 30 en-
listed men. 

President Eisenhower once said we 
had too many officers when we had one 
officer for every nine enlisted. Now we 
have one officer for every 41⁄2 to 5 en-
listed. We are almost overrun with re-
tired admirals and generals. This is 
very expensive. 

President Trump wants to greatly ex-
pand the numbers in our Armed Forces. 
If we do, what we need is more enlisted 
men and women, not more officers. 

I started in the Army as enlisted and 
left as a captain, but we simply can’t 
afford as many officers as we have 
today. We now have 475,000 retired offi-
cers drawing military pensions and 
1,500,000 enlisted retirees. These two 
million military retirees, and those 
near retirement, should be demanding 
more fiscal conservatism by the Pen-
tagon, or, in the very near future, we 
will not be able to pay our military 
pensions with money that will buy 
very much. 

f 

REAUTHORIZATION OF THE ELEC-
TION ASSISTANCE COMMISSION 
(Mr. CLYBURN asked and was given 

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

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I am 
proud to cosponsor H.R. 794, which will 

reauthorize the Election Assistance 
Commission until 2022, provide pay-
ments to the States to upgrade the se-
curity of voter registration databases, 
and require an assessment of each 
State’s voting systems. 

Foreign hackers targeted the voter 
registration databases in more than 20 
States in 2016. Candidate Trump en-
couraged hackers to target his oppo-
nent. He won the election and con-
tinues to cozy up to Russia. 

And now, House Republics are mov-
ing to eliminate the EAC, a key force 
in combating foreign cybersecurity at-
tacks against our democracy. 

‘‘What do you have to lose?’’ can-
didate Trump asked. Try free and fair 
elections, Mr. Speaker. 

I urge my Republic colleagues to put 
country before party and stand up for 
American democracy. Stop trying to 
suppress minority voters. Support an 
independent commission to investigate 
Russian meddling in our election. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 150TH BIRTH-
DAY OF LITTLE RIVER COUNTY, 
ARKANSAS 

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

Mr. WESTERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize a milestone for 
Little River County, Arkansas. On 
March 5, the county will celebrate its 
150th birthday. 

According to the Encyclopedia of Ar-
kansas, Little River County came into 
existence following an act of the Ar-
kansas General Assembly, officially 
separating from Hempstead and Sevier 
Counties in 1867. 

During its century and a half, the 
citizens of Little River County have 
shown resilience and innovation as 
they weathered the Great Depression, 
sent its men to fight in World War II, 
and grew the local economy in the 
years since. In recent years, Little 
River County has withstood severe 
flooding, but they have come back 
strong and resilient. 

Little River County is blessed with 
natural resources, including forestry, 
agriculture, and minerals that all pro-
vide the inputs for manufacturing jobs 
that play a big role in the local econ-
omy, and will continue to do so in Lit-
tle River’s next 150 years. 

I am proud to call Little River Coun-
ty part of the Fourth Congressional 
District, and I congratulate its citizens 
on 150 years of progress. 

f 

b 1215 

RESIGNATION OF MICHAEL FLYNN 

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

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, Michael 
Flynn’s resignation does not close the 
book on the administration’s coziness 

with Russia. It confirms the urgent 
need for a bipartisan investigation of 
Russia’s ties to the Trump administra-
tion and its ongoing influence. It con-
firms the urgent need for the President 
to release his tax returns so the Amer-
ican people can see any business ties 
that the President has to Russia. 

We need a full, independent inquiry 
into not just the actions of Michael 
Flynn in one conversation with the 
Vice President, but the ongoing con-
nections between the administration 
and Russia, because the one thing we 
know for sure is it doesn’t stop there. 
President Trump’s fawning praise of 
Putin and the previous resignation of 
other aides over their Russian ties 
made it clear that this is a problem 
that goes beyond General Flynn. 

What we have learned over the past 
24 hours is that colluding with a for-
eign government or lying to the Vice 
President and others is not what 
brought Flynn down. It seems that it 
was only the disclosure of those lies 
that made it untenable for Flynn to re-
main. The White House was apparently 
okay with everything until the Amer-
ican people found out. 

We need to find out what else the 
White House and President Trump 
doesn’t want us to know about their 
connection to the foreign power that 
interfered with our election, and we 
need to start today. 

f 

IT IS THE MEDIA’S CHOICE 
(Mr. SMITH of Texas asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Speaker, 
the liberal national media have two 
choices. 

First, they can continue their dis-
like—some would call it hatred—of 
President Trump that results in se-
verely slanted coverage. This is the 
road to self-destruction. The media’s 
credibility has hit a record low, and 
the American people soon will stop 
looking to them for news. 

Or, second, the liberal national media 
can start covering President Trump ob-
jectively. This means not portraying 
his actions in the worst possible light 
but sometimes giving President Trump 
the benefit of the doubt. It means giv-
ing his side of the story. It means, 
most of all, recognizing that President 
Trump represents the legitimate hopes 
and fears of millions of Americans. 

If the liberal national media con-
tinue to treat President Trump unlike 
they would a Democrat, the public will 
grow tired of the double standard. 

The American people have an innate 
sense of fairness, which the media 
should not ignore. For their own sake 
and for the sake of our democracy, the 
media should change their ways. 

f 

REPEAL WITHOUT REPLACEMENT 
WOULD BE DEVASTATING 

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

licans are moving ahead with the re-
peal of ObamaCare—but years later, 
after all the talk, they still have no re-
placement. Six weeks into control of 
this Congress and of this government— 
all branches—there is no plan. 

From today’s Politico, it reads: 
‘‘House conservatives . . . are plotting 
a major push to repeal the law imme-
diately without simultaneously ap-
proving an alternative.’’ 

The consequences of Republican re-
peal without replacement are dev-
astating: 30 million Americans would 
lose health coverage. People could be 
kicked off their coverage. They would 
not be allowed coverage if they have a 
preexisting condition. Young people 
could be kicked off their parents’ 
plans. 

In recent weeks, Republicans have 
been bombarded with messages from 
their constituents sending a clear mes-
sage that the Affordable Care Act re-
peal would be devastating to their fam-
ily. It would be devastating to real peo-
ple like Jia Ireland, my constituent, 
who, before ACA, had no health insur-
ance. Because of Medicaid expansion, 
she and 600,000 other Michiganders 
have coverage. 

We cannot lose access to health care 
in this country. We ought not do that. 

f 

PRESIDENT TRUMP MUST RE-
LEASE HIS INCOME TAX RE-
TURNS 

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

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, I had a 
town hall in Memphis on Saturday. We 
had over 1,000 people there, and over 
10,000 people live streamed on 
Facebook. Many were concerned about 
Russia’s influence with this adminis-
tration. 

Something smells. It would be like a 
vegan going and talking about how 
much they were supporting the Beef 
and Dairy Council, or that Chick-fil-A 
cow going up and saying: Eat more 
chicken. 

There is something else to it. There 
is an ulterior motive. 

This President’s love affair with Rus-
sia, his constant support for Russia and 
Putin—one of the most villainous lead-
ers on the face of this Earth—spells a 
problem. We need to get to the bottom 
of it, and one way we will find out is 
through his taxes. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the President to 
release his income taxes to the Amer-
ican people. It is so important to us 
having confidence in his administra-
tion and to our government’s ability to 
withstand an evil power, as Ronald 
Reagan called them. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 66, DISAPPROVING 
RULE SUBMITTED BY DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR RELATING TO 
SAVINGS ARRANGEMENTS BY 
STATES FOR NON-GOVERN-
MENTAL EMPLOYEES, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 67, DISAPPROVING 
RULE SUBMITTED BY DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR RELATING TO 
SAVINGS ARRANGEMENTS BY 
QUALIFIED STATE POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISIONS FOR NON-GOVERN-
MENTAL EMPLOYEES 
Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 116 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 116 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House any joint resolution specified in sec-
tion 2 of this resolution. All points of order 
against consideration of each such joint res-
olution are waived. Each such joint resolu-
tion shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions in each such joint 
resolution are waived. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on each such 
joint resolution and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce; and (2) one 
motion to recommit. 

SEC. 2. The joint resolutions referred to in 
the first section of this resolution are as fol-
lows: 

(a) The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 66) dis-
approving the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to savings arrange-
ments established by States for non-govern-
mental employees. 

(b) The joint resolution (H.J. Res. 67) dis-
approving the rule submitted by the Depart-
ment of Labor relating to savings arrange-
ments established by qualified State polit-
ical subdivisions for non-governmental em-
ployees. 

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

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, House Res-

olution 116 provides for consideration 
of two joint resolutions designed to 
protect working families by blocking 
harmful regulations through the Con-
gressional Review Act process. 

In 1974, Congress passed and Presi-
dent Gerald Ford signed the Employee 

Retirement Income Security Act, or 
ERISA. This legislation, which has 
broad and bipartisan support, sets 
standards for employer-provided retire-
ment plans to protect the workers of 
the United States of America. This reg-
ulatory framework for employer-pro-
vided retirement plans has been largely 
successful at helping working families 
save for retirement over the last 40 
years. 

Unfortunately, in the waning days of 
his administration, President Obama 
put forward regulations to uproot this 
system that has worked for decades. 
The Obama administration’s rules 
would pave the way for government- 
run IRAs—for bureaucrat-run IRAs— 
managed by States and certain munici-
palities. Employees in several States 
would be forced to automatically en-
roll in these government- and bureau-
crat-run IRAs that are not subject to 
the important protections established 
by ERISA. 

In other words, in the waning days of 
the Obama administration, they sought 
to take back from workers the protec-
tions that were given to them when 
ERISA was passed 40 years ago. Let me 
say that again. Workers’ ERISA pro-
tections will be out the window for 
those people in these government- and 
bureaucrat-run plans. 

These regulations remove important 
protections for American workers as 
they relate to their retirement plans. 
American consumers would be directly 
hurt by this regulation were it to go 
forward. 

Just as bad, workers would have less 
control over their retirement savings. 
Withdrawals or roll-over investments 
to a private-sector account could be re-
stricted and even penalized. 

These regulations would create dis-
incentives for small businesses to offer 
their retirement plans and invest in 
their employees’ retirement, resulting 
in fewer options for workers. Instead, 
smaller employers will likely simply 
shift their employees on to these 
government- and bureaucrat-run plans. 

These regulations could also create a 
confusing patchwork of rules that vary 
State to State or, even worse, city to 
city. This confusion would directly 
hurt the consumer. 

Another concern with pushing people 
on to government- and bureaucrat-run 
retirement plans is that taxpayers 
would end up footing the bill. We have 
seen how poorly managed many State 
and city pension plans have been all 
over this country. If these government- 
run IRAs are also mismanaged, tax-
payers may be asked to pay and to 
honor the government’s promises. 

Ultimately, these regulations are 
simply another attempt to exert con-
trol over the American people with a 
‘‘government knows best’’ policy. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are not children that need direction 
from their parents. They should not be 
forced by the heavy hand of the govern-
ment and faceless bureaucrats to ob-
tain certain plans the government 
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likes that they may not need or want. 
People are free today to decide whether 
they want their IRAs or not. This will 
put them in a position where they can 
be forced to have them whether they 
want them or not. 

We have seen the problems caused 
when the government tries to tell the 
American people what to do or what 
the government thinks is best for 
them. These types of heavy-handed 
policies simply do not work and they 
are counter to the principles our coun-
try was founded on. 

So these two bills would use the Con-
gressional Review Act process to block 
these anti-consumer regulations from 
taking effect. By passing these two 
bills, we will protect working families, 
we will support our Nation’s small 
businesses, and we will be shielding the 
taxpayers from potential liabilities. 

As I pointed out last week on this 
floor, just because we pass these bills 
using the CRA does not mean we can-
not continue working toward solutions 
that improve our Nation’s retirement 
programs. Just as the CRA gives Con-
gress power to block regulations, the 
legislative branch can also give agen-
cies further instructions and directions 
if a regulation is needed at some point 
in the future. 

As a member of the Education and 
the Workforce Committee, I look for-
ward to working with my colleagues on 
both sides of the aisle to find solutions 
to help Americans save for their retire-
ment. Attempting to use the regu-
latory pen to skate around ERISA and 
its important protections is just not 
the right answer. 

So I hope my colleagues will join me 
in supporting this rule and these pro- 
consumer bills and protect American 
families, workers, and their retirement 
plans. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 

b 1230 

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

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Alabama 
(Mr. BYRNE) for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, we are less than 2 
months into 2017, and today we have 
another closed rule, or as I call them, 
‘‘Putin rules.’’ This is how they operate 
in Russia—no deliberation. It is simply 
astonishing that here in the people’s 
House we continue to have this closed 
process: no amendments, no debate, no 
nothing, completely shut down. 

I have very serious concerns about 
the road we are traveling down. The 
115th Congress is only 6 weeks old, and 
we have already ushered in a process 
that is alarmingly restrictive. It 
should distress not just Democrats, but 
Republicans as well. This is now the 
norm and is very, very sad. 

Mr. Speaker, today’s rule would pave 
the way for the House to repeal two 

important consumer protections that 
help working families save for retire-
ment. These protections went through 
a very lengthy process of review. We 
are repealing these protections without 
the committees of jurisdiction having 
any chance to weigh in and in a rushed 
process that is completely closed. 

These protections, as I said, were re-
viewed by the relevant agencies; they 
were subjected to public commentary; 
and we are bringing them to the floor 
to repeal them without even giving the 
committees of jurisdiction an oppor-
tunity to actually discuss these bills, 
to discuss whether this makes sense. 

Mr. Speaker, America is facing a re-
tirement savings crisis, and rules like 
this—I should say, protections like 
this—are essential to helping workers 
plan for the future. As of today, 55 mil-
lion Americans lack access to a way to 
save for retirement out of their regular 
paycheck. As a result, nearly half of all 
workers have no retirement assets. Yet 
we know that employees are 15 times 
more likely to save just by having ac-
cess to a workplace retirement plan. 
These programs are a commonsense so-
lution for working families and small 
businesses. 

Republicans should be working to 
strengthen programs like these, not rip 
them apart. If you have a problem and 
you want to make a tweak, maybe you 
ought to work with the agency to 
make that tweak, but not an outright 
repeal. 

Quite frankly, Mr. Speaker, pushing 
dangerous bills like this in a closed 
process with no debate is a lousy way 
to conduct the people’s business. But 
with the avalanche of alternative facts 
coming out of the Trump White House 
every day, it should be no surprise that 
the House Republican majority on Cap-
itol Hill is carrying on in such a heavy- 
handed way. God forbid, in the people’s 
House, we should actually deliberate 
and have debate and have the kind of 
give-and-take that the American peo-
ple expect. 

Mr. Speaker, as bad as this process 
is, as bad as dismantling the rules and 
regulations put in place to protect the 
savings of working families is, I would 
like to take a few minutes to talk 
about something that is very serious 
and troubling to the American people. 

Mr. Speaker, this administration reg-
ularly goes on TV and appears before 
the press—and let me say this as plain-
ly as I can—and consistently spouts 
falsehoods. Now, I am told, Mr. Speak-
er, that under the rules and precedents 
of the House that there are certain 
things that cannot be said. Mr. Speak-
er, as a member of the Rules Com-
mittee and as somebody who respects 
the precedents of the House, I am going 
to be very polite in how I respond here 
today. I will speak plainly, but po-
litely. I want people to understand that 
I would like to say things much strong-
er based on what is happening in this 
country and based on what is hap-
pening in this administration. 

Mr. Speaker, I certainly wouldn’t 
want to do anything to hurt anybody’s 

feelings, but it is troubling what is 
happening, the falsehoods and fabrica-
tions that we hear each and every day. 
Some of it is trivial and some of it is 
silly, like saying that his inaugural 
crowd size was bigger than President 
Obama’s. Who cares? 

But some are more sinister and more 
dangerous, like the claim that 3 mil-
lion to 5 million ‘‘illegal aliens’’ voted 
for his opponent in the 2016 Presi-
dential election. Every fact checker, 
every Secretary of State, both Repub-
licans and Democrats, say this is abso-
lutely false. There is no basis for this 
falsehood. It undermines confidence in 
our political system. My fear is that 
the real purpose of this claim is to put 
in place policies to restrict voter rights 
in order to make it more difficult for 
people to vote in this country. 

Mr. Speaker, every day it feels like 
President Trump and his White House 
are trying to set a new record in terms 
of misinformation. There are so many 
falsehoods coming out of this White 
House, it makes me nostalgic for 
Nixon. 

President Trump, in a meeting with 
U.S. Senators last week, repeated an-
other falsehood, that he only lost New 
Hampshire because thousands of Mas-
sachusetts residents were bussed to the 
State to vote illegally. This is simply 
not true. There is no basis for this 
statement. This is similar to the Presi-
dent’s fabrication that 3 million to 5 
million votes were cast illegally in the 
2016 election. Plain and simple, Presi-
dent Trump and his White House staff 
continue to provide zero evidence to 
back up their claims of voter fraud. 

On Sunday, when top White House 
aide Stephen Miller was asked about 
the judiciary challenging President 
Trump’s unconstitutional Muslim ban, 
he aggressively attacked critics and 
said that ‘‘the powers of the President 
to protect our country are very sub-
stantial and will not be questioned.’’ 
The powers of the President will not be 
questioned. I couldn’t believe my ears 
when I heard that. 

President Trump might talk a lot 
about his love for Vladimir Putin, but 
this is not Russia. This is the United 
States of America. We have checks and 
balances to stop authoritarianism. 
Kellyanne Conway, when she is not giv-
ing free commercials for the Trump 
family business on the taxpayers’s 
dime, is making up stories about the 
Bowling Green massacre, a terrorist at-
tack which never happened, and spout-
ing alternative facts on a daily basis. 
The latest falsehood from the Trump 
White House is one of the most serious 
yet. 

In repeated interviews, both Vice 
President MIKE PENCE and National Se-
curity Adviser Michael Flynn—I should 
be saying now, former National Secu-
rity Adviser Michael Flynn—said that 
Flynn did not speak with Russian offi-
cials about U.S. sanctions before Presi-
dent Trump took office. A new report 
shows that that is blatantly false. 
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After the U.S. intelligence commu-

nity overwhelmingly agreed that Rus-
sia had actively meddled in our 2016 
Presidential election to tip the result 
in favor of Donald Trump, President 
Obama announced strong sanctions 
against Russia, including expelling 35 
Russian diplomats or agents from U.S. 
soil. When Vladimir Putin responded 
by saying that they would not expel 
any U.S. officials in Russia—what 
many expected he would not do—a lot 
of red flags were raised. A new report 
now shows that, in the 24 hours that 
followed, Michael Flynn communicated 
with Russian Government officials 
about the sanctions and may have ac-
tively undermined U.S. foreign policy 
weeks before Donald Trump even took 
the oath of office. And now we know 
that last month the Justice Depart-
ment informed the White House of 
Flynn’s deception of the Vice President 
and of the American people in the days 
immediately following the inaugura-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous, and 
the fact that President Trump did not 
immediately fire Michael Flynn as 
soon as this came to light is stunning. 
I guess he was too concerned about 
crowd size rather than a deeply com-
promised national security adviser. 

Mr. Speaker, getting rid of Flynn is 
not enough. President Trump must 
stop the blatant and dangerous false-
hoods coming from his White House. 
We need a full and independent and bi-
partisan investigation not only under 
the purview of the intelligence com-
mittees; we need to have a full inves-
tigation out in the open so the Amer-
ican people actually know what hap-
pened and know how many others were 
involved in Flynn’s undermining of our 
national security. 

Who knew what when? 
Was Donald Trump aware of these 

unauthorized talks with Russia while 
President Obama was enforcing sanc-
tions? 

The American people deserve the 
truth. They deserve transparency. 
They deserve this Congress to actually 
do proper oversight. 

One of the most troubling parts of all 
this is that the American people would 
have been completely in the dark if it 
were not for the hardworking journal-
ists and patriotic U.S. officials who 
helped bring this outrageous scandal to 
light. Now, more than ever, we need to 
support freedom of the press, to hold 
President Trump and his White House 
accountable. 

The Republicans in Congress need to 
start doing their job by exercising the 
strong oversight needed. President 
Trump needs to know that he answers 
to the American people and he and no 
President is above the law. 

Mr. Speaker, America’s hardworking 
families deserve a Congress that puts 
them first and a President and a White 
House that tells the truth instead of 
spreading falsehoods to stir up fear and 
advance a dangerous and extreme agen-
da. We can have policy disagreements, 

but you have to tell the truth. You 
can’t just make stuff up. 

As we are seeing with this adminis-
tration, alternative facts are con-
tagious. The White House is rapidly 
losing the public’s trust, and every day 
that Congress fails to hold the Trump 
White House accountable, we are losing 
the public’s trust as well. 

Members of Congress, both Demo-
crats and Republicans, have a responsi-
bility to stand up for the truth and 
hold the President and his White House 
accountable. We are here to serve the 
American people, and they need to 
know that we are fighting for them, 
not serving as a rubber stamp for this 
administration. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against 
this rule, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

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

I appreciate the gentleman from 
Massachusetts’ remarks. We are not 
here today to talk about Russia, but I 
do remember about a month ago when 
we were on this floor counting elec-
toral college votes, my colleague from 
Massachusetts objected to the Elec-
toral College votes from my home 
State of Alabama because of Russian 
interference. 

I want to put his mind at rest. As a 
Representative of Alabama, I think I 
can say with complete confidence that 
the Russians had no influence over the 
Presidential vote in the State of Ala-
bama last November. We get our elec-
toral information like most people in 
America do: from watching FOX News 
or something like that. 

But in the fall, in Alabama, we are 
also paying real close attention to col-
lege football. So far from letting Rus-
sian influence have anything to do 
with our vote in Alabama, we were 
doing what most people in America 
were doing and paying close attention 
to college football. We gave no more 
credence to what the Russians think 
about our political votes in Alabama 
than we do to what they think about 
our college football teams. 

But let’s get back to the substance of 
his remarks. He says that there is no 
debate. This rule provides for at least 2 
hours of debate, perhaps more if we get 
into motions to recommit. And the 
truth of the matter is, under the Con-
gressional Review Act, the actual form 
of these laws are prescribed by statute. 
We have no control over what can be in 
them. We can either vote for them or 
against them. And we are going to have 
clear debate—over 2 hours, maybe 
more—whether we are going to vote for 
or against it. 

There are people who are going to 
vote for them, and there are people 
who are going to vote against them, 
and people are going to have reasons 
for doing each. That is standard order 
here in the House. I think the Amer-

ican people would agree, on these sorts 
of fundamental things when you know 
what is simply in them, that is plenty 
of debate. 

He calls these regulations that we 
seek to overturn ‘‘consumer protec-
tions.’’ But remember what I said ear-
lier: They take these employer plans, 
these IRA plans that are forced by the 
government, they take them out from 
the protections of ERISA. They take 
consumer protection away from the 
people that have these plans. So far 
from being consumer protection regu-
lations, they are anticonsumer protec-
tion regulations. They are antiworker. 

So what is really going on here is 
this is not some effort—or was some ef-
fort by the Obama administration—to 
protect workers. It is an effort to try 
to get government more involved in 
people’s lives, and the people of Amer-
ica don’t want the government more 
involved in their lives. 

The gentleman mentioned that there 
are 55 million people in America today 
who don’t have a retirement plan. 
Every one of those 55 million people 
have access, if they choose to get it, to 
an IRA. Anybody can set up an IRA. 
You don’t need your employer to set it 
up for you. You sure don’t need the 
government to set it up for you. There 
are plenty of people around the coun-
try that will help you set it up, and it 
is pretty easy, pretty simple. 

Maybe some of these people, or a lot 
of these people that don’t have them, 
don’t want them. So why would the 
government come in and tell them you 
have got to have them unless your real 
interest here is in empowering govern-
ment and not protecting consumers? I 
will leave it to you to make the deci-
sion what the real motive was here. 

b 1245 

Now, the gentleman talked about the 
fact that these come to us without 
going through the committees of juris-
diction; but, as I said earlier, because 
the form of these bills are prescribed 
by statute, there is really nothing for 
the committees of jurisdiction to do. 
But he will be glad to know that I am 
informed that, after we come back 
from the Presidents Day week break, 
there will be a number of bills coming 
to the floor that will have, in fact, 
gone through the committees of juris-
diction, including bills, I predict, that 
will both repeal and replace the Afford-
able Care Act. So there is going to be 
plenty of things coming through reg-
ular order to this floor. 

But as we go through the Congres-
sional Review Act process, we are pret-
ty constrained in what we can say and 
not say in these bills, and we are sim-
ply following that which is prescribed 
by statute. As I said earlier, we can all 
decide, based upon that statutorily pre-
scribed form for what we do, whether 
we are for it or we are against it, 
whether we want to force workers in 
America to get some government- 
forced type IRA and take them out 
from the protections of ERISA, or 
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whether we want to let them have 
their freedom and keep the protections 
of ERISA. 

We want to keep freedom for the 
American people. We want to keep 
freedom for the American workers, and 
we sure want them to keep the protec-
tions they have had for over 40 years 
under ERISA and not take those pro-
tections away from them so that we 
can force something down their throat 
from some government-bureaucrat-run 
plan. 

Getting back to what we are here to 
talk about today, we are here to re-
verse ill-considered regulations in the 
waning days of the Obama administra-
tion that hurt the American workers. 
By adopting this rule and by adopting 
these two pieces of legislation, we pro-
tect the American workers. I hope all 
of us are here to do exactly that. 

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

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

The gentleman is correct, I did rise 
to object to certifying the electoral 
college vote. Part of it was because I 
was appalled by the unprecedented 
Russian interference in our election 
system. I would urge the gentleman to 
read—maybe he doesn’t want to read 
the classified version of the report—the 
unclassified version of the report. It is 
pretty outrageous. That is why so 
many of us have been calling for an 
independent bipartisan commission to 
investigate this. 

But the other reason why I objected 
was because of voter suppression. I 
would say to the gentleman that that 
is an equally serious issue, that there 
is still voter suppression in the United 
States of America, and it is something 
that we need to deal with. I worry very 
much under the Republican majority 
and under this White House that we are 
going to see more of an effort to re-
strict people’s right to vote. 

Now, the gentleman is trying to 
paint a rosy picture about what we are 
doing here. I mean, we have had 13 
closed rules, 6 structured rules, zero 
modified open rules, zero open rules. 
By the end of this week, we will be a 
third of the way to breaking the record 
for the Republicans’ most closed Con-
gress in the history of the United 
States, and we are still in February. 
My friends have outdone themselves in 
terms of closing up this process, of 
shutting people out from participation. 

The fact of the matter is, as I men-
tioned, these protections that the Re-
publicans want to repeal went through 
a long process, lots of review within 
the agencies, lots of public com-
mentary, a long time to develop these 
protections. Now, if the Republicans 
aren’t happy with it, one of the things 
they might do is they could bring up 
these rules in the form of legislation 
where we could have an open process, 
and people can amend and add and 
change and do whatever they want to 
do to make it better, if that is what 
they want to do. 

But that is not what they are inter-
ested in. It is all about a press release. 
This is mindless legislating. When 
committees of jurisdiction do not do 
their job, do not hold hearings, do not 
do markups, and all of a sudden the 
Rules Committee just reports some-
thing out and sends it to the floor 
under a closed rule, that is mindless 
legislating. By the way, I am on the 
Rules Committee. I don’t think that we 
have yet had a single bill come before 
the Rules Committee that went 
through committee. I am happy I am 
on the Rules Committee. At least you 
see a little action going on, but I feel 
bad if you are on any of these other 
committees. 

This is a lousy way to do business, 
and I am shocked that my Republican 
friends come to the floor and defend 
the indefensible. This is not the way 
this House should be run. This is the 
kind of process, as I said at the open-
ing, you would expect to see in Russia, 
not here in the United States Congress. 
Different ideas should be debated. Peo-
ple ought to have an opportunity to 
have their voices be heard. But yet 
here, in this House of Representa-
tives—which will break records in 
terms of being the most restrictive 
Congress, I think, in history—the name 
of the game is to try to shut people 
out. I think that is wrong. I think my 
Republican friends should be ashamed 
of the way they are conducting them-
selves in this Congress. This is not 
right. 

I just point that out because I think 
it is important for people to note that, 
by the end of this week, my Republican 
friends will be a third of the way to 
breaking their own record for the most 
restrictive Congress in history, with 
the most closed rules. That is some-
thing that I don’t think anyone should 
be proud of. But it is the new norm 
here: shut everything down, shut ev-
erybody out. I think that results in bad 
legislation and, again, mindless legis-
lating like we are doing here today. 

Mr. Speaker, we are all deeply con-
cerned, as I mentioned in my opening 
statement, with the reports from our 
intelligence community regarding po-
tential foreign interference in our most 
recent election. Everybody should be. 
Mr. Speaker, I am going to ask people 
to vote ‘‘no’’ on the previous question. 
If we defeat the previous question, I 
will offer an amendment to the rule to 
bring up Representative SWALWELL’s 
and Representative CUMMINGS’ bill 
which would create a bipartisan com-
mission to investigate foreign inter-
ference in our 2016 election. With the 
revelations about General Flynn com-
ing to light, and all that we know 
about his dealings with the Russians, 
this is extremely timely. 

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

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, to dis-

cuss our proposal, I yield 3 minutes to 
the distinguished gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SWALWELL). 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank Mr. MCGOVERN for his 
work on this issue. I love my country, 
and I don’t doubt that every one of my 
colleagues in this Chamber also loves 
this country. I admire every man and 
woman who has so bravely fought to 
defend it. After all, this is a country, 
this is a democracy worth defending. 
That is actually what defeating this 
previous question would take us to, the 
question of is this democracy still 
worth defending. 

This past election, our democracy 
was attacked. The attack was elec-
tronic, and it was nearly invisible. It 
came from a foreign adversary in Rus-
sia, ordered by Vladimir Putin. It was 
intended to help Donald Trump. Most 
concerning, the public intelligence re-
port about this attack, the last finding 
is, Russia intends to do this again. 
They are undertaking a lessons-learned 
campaign so they can attack the 
United States again and attack our al-
lies, the best check against Russia 
through the NATO alliance. 

Yesterday, the President removed a 
rotten plank in what is a compromised 
platform, Michael Flynn. In 2015, he 
went to Russia and sat next to Vladi-
mir Putin, was paid for it, and, The 
New York Times reported yesterday, 
did not disclose that in the proper way 
he is supposed to to the Department of 
Defense. Because Russia attacked us, 
President Obama issued sanctions 
against Russia on December 28. Mi-
chael Flynn called Russia, its Ambas-
sador, five times, at least five times, 
and discussed those sanctions, likely in 
violation of the Logan Act. He lied 
about it, lied to the Vice President 
about it, who went on national TV and 
defended Michael Flynn, saying it 
never happened. 

But here is what we also learned. We 
learned that 3 weeks ago the White 
House knew, because acting Attorney 
General Sally Yates told the White 
House, that Michael Flynn had lied and 
had put himself in a position where he 
could be compromised through black-
mail by the Russian Government. Yet, 
despite knowing this, the White House 
allowed Michael Flynn to remain as 
the National Security Adviser, receive 
security briefings at the highest level, 
and advise our President on our secu-
rity. 

All of the arrows continue to point to 
the Russian Government. We have 
more questions today than we did yes-
terday about whether there were any 
personal, political, or financial connec-
tions between President Trump, his 
family, his businesses, his campaign, 
and the Russian Government before the 
election and whether there are any ef-
forts right now going on to pay back 
the Russian Government. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 
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Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

an additional 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. SWALWELL of California. All of 
the arrows continue to point to Russia. 
It is not disputed that Russia carried 
out this attack. It is not disputed that 
it was ordered by President Putin. It is 
not disputed that they sought to help 
Donald Trump. It is not disputed that 
Donald Trump admires President Putin 
and can’t say a single bad thing about 
him. Despite disparaging our allies in 
Australia and Mexico, he can’t say a 
bad thing about Putin. In fact, he 
wants to ease some of the sanctions 
against Russia and wants to roll back 
the influence of NATO. 

Of course, while all of this is going 
on, the President will not show us his 
tax returns. With all of those arrows 
pointing to Russia, the American peo-
ple deserve to know what was the polit-
ical, personal, and financial relation-
ship between the President and his 
team and Russia. The only way to get 
there is to have an independent, bipar-
tisan-appointed commission. 

Defeating the previous question and 
bringing up the Protecting Our Democ-
racy Act will get us one step closer. I 
believe that my Republican col-
leagues—who love this great country 
as much as I do—can join us, and this 
can be a bipartisan quest to say that 
never again will we allow a foreign ad-
versary to interfere in our elections. 

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

Mr. Speaker, when I was a young 
lawyer, an old lawyer one time gave me 
a piece of advice that I was fortunate 
to never have to follow. He said: Son, 
when you are strong on the facts, 
pound on the facts. When you are 
strong on the law, pound on the law. If 
you are weak on the facts and the law, 
pound on the table. 

What we just heard is pounding on 
the table about Russia, and that has 
nothing to do with the two bills that 
are covered by this rule. Nothing in the 
bills that underlie this rule has any-
thing to do with Russia. But because 
there is not a good argument against 
the rule, there is not a good argument 
against these bills, we are pulling up 
something else and pounding on the 
table. Let’s get back to the rule and 
the underlying legislation. 

This legislation will reverse two reg-
ulations that hurt working people in 
America, period, end of sentence. Far 
from being a press release, as my col-
league from Massachusetts talked 
about, this bill is going to pass not 
only this House, it is going to pass the 
Senate, and, yes, it is going to be 
signed by the President of the United 
States. Two of the Congressional Re-
view Act bills that have already come 
through this House have passed the 
Senate and, I am told, are going to be 
signed by the President this week. 
These aren’t press releases. These 
aren’t messaging bills. These are pieces 
of legislation that are going to become 
law and protect American workers 

after an attempt by the Obama admin-
istration, as it is going out the door, an 
attempt by them to take ERISA rights 
away from American workers through 
a regulation. I would think everybody 
in this body would be outraged, after 40 
years of bipartisan support for ERISA, 
that we would think it is okay for any-
body to take away workers’ ERISA 
rights. It is not. 

What we are doing today is the right 
thing to do, not if you are for Big Gov-
ernment. But if you are for the Amer-
ican worker, this is the right thing to 
do. Rather than pound on the table, 
let’s work together, pass this rule, pass 
this underlying legislation, and do the 
right thing for the American worker. 

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

b 1300 

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

Mr. Speaker, there is one similarity 
with Russia and what we are doing here 
today, and that is the process. This is 
completely closed. This is totally un-
democratic. There is no opportunity 
for amendment. There is no oppor-
tunity for different opinions to be pre-
sented here. So, again, this process is 
deeply flawed. 

Again, my friends on the other side 
of the aisle may want to defend it, but 
I will tell you this is unprecedented. 
With the number of closed rules that 
we have seen, you are going to break 
all records. 

My Republican friends also have the 
distinction of presiding over the most 
closed Congress in history. This will 
outdo that because they are moving in 
such a restrictive and closed way. This 
is not right. 

The idea that we are going to repeal 
protections with an up-or-down vote 
without having the committees of ju-
risdiction even do a hearing, even to 
weigh the very points of view on this, 
to bring these bills to the floor like 
this in a way that would not allow peo-
ple to improve these protections is out-
rageous. But this is the new norm here. 
Everything is shut down. 

And the gentleman is right that the 
previous question maybe is a little bit 
off subject from the two underlying 
bills here, but as the gentleman knows, 
we are currently debating the rule. 
This is a tool used to set the House’s 
agenda and to prioritize consideration 
of legislation. 

For that very reason, this is, in fact, 
the appropriate time for us to explain 
to the American people what legisla-
tion we would like to prioritize and 
what agenda we would like to pursue in 
this House. Because the fact of the 
matter is, if we offer amendments to 
the Rules Committee by a 9–4 vote, we 
are turned down. We are shut out all 
the time. 

So this is our only opportunity to be 
able to bring some of our priorities be-
fore our fellow Members in the House 
and to be able to let the American peo-
ple know that some of us in this House 

are horrified by Russian interference in 
our election. It is unprecedented what 
they did. Anybody who sat through any 
of the briefings or even read the un-
classified report, I don’t know how you 
could not be horrified by the deliberate 
attempt to impact our elections. 

And yet, we can’t even get oversight 
in this House. The wagons have all cir-
cled around the President. You can’t do 
anything that will make him uncom-
fortable. Well, the fact of the matter is 
this is about more than making a 
President of the United States uncom-
fortable. This is about defending our 
electoral system, defending our democ-
racy. 

And the gentleman from California, 
in arguing in favor of voting ‘‘no’’ on 
the previous question so we can bring 
up a bill that would allow there to be 
an independent bipartisan investiga-
tion of Russian interference on our 
election I think is even more impor-
tant, given what we know about what 
happened with General Flynn. Many of 
us said, when he was being considered 
for the top national security spot in 
the White House, that this was a bad 
choice. Why? Well, because this is a 
guy who regularly peddled in con-
spiracy theories, whacky conspiracy 
theories. 

Members of the intelligence commu-
nity, members of our Defense Depart-
ment regularly said, when he was being 
considered, that this was a bad choice. 
My Republican friends said nothing. 
Now we realize just how bad a choice 
this was and how bad the President’s 
judgment was in allowing a man like 
this to be elevated to such a high posi-
tion in the White House. 

There are serious questions that need 
to be answered here. I would say to my 
colleagues, rather than trying to dodge 
and rather than trying to hide and 
rather than trying to frustrate at-
tempts to get to the truth, there ought 
to be a bipartisan effort, similar to the 
9/11 Commission, where people come to-
gether and, in an open, transparent 
way so the American people know what 
is going on, are able to get to the 
truth. That is what we are trying to do 
here. We have no other means to be 
able to get our views heard—certainly 
not in the Rules Committee. Every 
amendment we offer is turned down. 

So I would say to my colleagues, vote 
‘‘no’’ on the previous question. Let us 
be able to bring up the Swalwell-Cum-
mings bill and have a vote on it. If you 
don’t want to do an investigation, then 
vote ‘‘no.’’ But this is important and, I 
would argue, more important than the 
underlying bills, given what we are 
faced with. This is serious business, 
and it is about time my friends on the 
other side of the aisle treated it as seri-
ous business. 

I will just close, Mr. Speaker, by say-
ing that I have served here now for 20 
years, and I have gotten to know some 
of the finest people in this Chamber, 
both Democrats and Republicans. I 
know there are a lot of Republicans 
who believe, as we do on the Demo-
cratic side, that we need to find out 
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what happened and we need to get to 
the truth. We don’t want to see more 
attempts to block investigations. 

I hope that those Republicans would 
join with us and vote ‘‘no’’ on the pre-
vious question because, if you vote 
‘‘no,’’ we get to bring this up, we get to 
vote on it, and we still get to vote on 
the underlying legislation. This doesn’t 
slow anything down; this doesn’t stop 
anything; but it allows us, at this very 
important moment, to be able to de-
bate something that I know a lot of 
people in this country are very con-
cerned about. 

Mr. Speaker, again, vote ‘no’ on the 
previous question, and vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this closed, restrictive Putin rule. 

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

self such time as I may consume. 
I agree with my colleague from Mas-

sachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN) that this 
is, indeed, serious business. Looking 
out for the workers of America is per-
haps the most serious business that we 
do. 

We have heard a lot of speechifying 
about trying to do the right thing for 
the average person in America. On the 
way out the door, the Obama adminis-
tration promulgated two regulations 
that attempt to force government- 
tight retirement on people when they 
don’t want it and take away their con-
sumer protection rights under ERISA. 
That is very serious business. 

But instead of having a debate about 
that, my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle tried to switch the subject 
to something else because they don’t 
want to have to defend the indefen-
sible. These two regulations that these 
two CRA bills would reverse would 
take away protections for American 
workers. 

This debate is not closed. I com-
pletely disagree with that assertion. 
We had a full debate on this yesterday 
afternoon in the Rules Committee. We 
devoted an hour of debate to it right 
now. Of course, my colleagues on the 
other side of the aisle have chosen to 
chew up most of their time, instead of 
talking about this rule and the under-
lying legislation, talking about some-
thing else; but that is their right if 
that is what they want to do. 

If they had some serious debate that 
they wanted to have on this rule and 
the underlying legislation, we wouldn’t 
be talking about Russia. We would be 
talking about these bills. We would be 
talking about these regulations. 

If this rule is adopted, we will have 
at least 2 hours of debate here on the 
floor on the bills themselves, and per-
haps more if there is a motion to re-
commit. There is plenty of debate here. 
There is plenty of time to decide that 
you are for the American workers and 
protecting their consumer protection 
rights under ERISA or you are against 
American workers—either/or. It 
doesn’t have anything to do with Rus-
sia. It has nothing to do with the Presi-
dential election. It has everything to 
do with whether you stand with the 
workers of America or not. 

I stand with the workers of America. 
I think the vast majority of the people 
in this body want to stand with the 
workers of America. If they do, I hope 
that they will vote for this rule and 
vote for the underlying legislation so 
that we can reverse these two regula-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I again urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 116 and the un-
derlying joint resolutions. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 116 OFFERED BY 
MR. MCGOVERN 

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

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 356) to establish the 
National Commission on Foreign Inter-
ference in the 2016 Election. All points of 
order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking minority member of the Committee 
on Foreign Affairs. After general debate the 
bill shall be considered for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. At 
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 356. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

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

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

gerald, who had asked the gentleman to 
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to 
the first recognition.’’ 

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

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

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

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY 
Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, a par-

liamentary inquiry. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. My parliamentary 
inquiry is, are there any amendments 
that have been made in order under 
this rule? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not interpret the measure 
while it is pending. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Can the Speaker re-
spond to whether this is a closed rule, 
which means that no amendments are 
in order? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will not characterize the meas-
ure. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Thank you, Mr. 
Speaker. 

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

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 
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The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 428, RED RIVER GRA-
DIENT BOUNDARY SURVEY ACT, 
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.J. RES. 42, DIS-
APPROVING RULE SUBMITTED 
BY DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RE-
LATING TO DRUG TESTING OF 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
APPLICANTS 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, by direction 
of the Committee on Rules, I call up 
House Resolution 99 and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 99 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 428) to survey the gra-
dient boundary along the Red River in the 
States of Oklahoma and Texas, and for other 
purposes. All points of order against consid-
eration of the bill are waived. The bill shall 
be considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Natural Resources; and (2) one motion to re-
commit. 

SEC. 2 Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order to consider in the House the 
joint resolution (H.J. Res. 42) disapproving 
the rule submitted by the Department of 
Labor relating to drug testing of unemploy-
ment compensation applicants. All points of 
order against consideration of the joint reso-
lution are waived. The joint resolution shall 
be considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the joint resolution are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the joint resolution 
and on any amendment thereto to final pas-
sage without intervening motion except: (1) 
one hour of debate equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Ways and 
Means; and (2) one motion to recommit. 

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

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, for the pur-
pose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), pending 
which I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. During consideration of 
this resolution, all time yielded is for 
the purpose of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, last week, 

the Rules Committee met and reported 

a rule for consideration of two impor-
tant measures. First, the resolution 
provides for consideration of H.R. 428, 
the Red River Gradient Boundary Sur-
vey Act. The rule provides for 1 hour of 
debate, equally divided and controlled 
by the chair and ranking member of 
the Natural Resources Committee, and 
provides for a motion to recommit. 

In addition, the resolution provides 
for consideration of H.J. Res. 42, pro-
viding for congressional disapproval of 
a rule issued by the Department of 
Labor with regard to drug testing. The 
rule provides 1 hour of debate, equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and 
ranking member of the Ways and 
Means Committee, and provides for a 
motion to recommit. 

Mr. Speaker, H.R. 428 is a product of 
months of negotiation between the 
States of Texas and Oklahoma and the 
Kiowa, Comanche, and Apache Tribes 
in my district. I am happy to have been 
able to work with my friend Mr. 
THORNBERRY to come up with a fair and 
equitable solution which all interested 
parties have agreed to. 

As you may know, the Red River 
serves as the State line separating 
Oklahoma and Texas. Over time, the 
river has moved, as much as a mile in 
some areas, causing landowners’ prop-
erties to be affected. Instead of work-
ing to resolve this, for nearly a cen-
tury, the Bureau of Land Management, 
BLM, has been unwilling to survey a 
small portion of the Federal land along 
a 116-mile stretch of the Red River be-
tween Oklahoma and Texas. H.R. 428 
would direct the survey to be com-
pleted, using the gradient boundary 
survey method that was mandated by 
the Supreme Court, so that ownership 
of the land, which has been under dis-
pute, can be effectively resolved. 

b 1315 
In addition, Mr. Speaker, the rule 

provides for the consideration of an-
other Congressional Review Act resolu-
tion, which would overturn a Depart-
ment of Labor rule related to drug 
testing for those applying for unem-
ployment insurance. 

In 2012, the Middle Class Tax Relief 
and Job Creation Act made a number 
of reforms to the unemployment insur-
ance program, including overturning a 
1960s-era Department of Labor ban on 
the screening or testing of unemploy-
ment applicants for illegal drugs. The 
2012 provision allowed, but did not re-
quire, States to test unemployment in-
surance applicants who either, one, 
lost their jobs due to drug use or, two, 
who were seeking new jobs that gen-
erally required new employees to pass 
a drug test. Unfortunately, after 4 
years and a now finalized rule, States 
are no closer to being able to imple-
ment this sensible policy. Instead, be-
cause of the Department of Labor’s 
overreach, three States which have en-
acted necessary State law changes to 
implement this commonsense policy 
are actually now precluded from mov-
ing forward with this sensible, bipar-
tisan policy. 

Mr. Speaker, most States already 
limit unemployment insurance benefits 
or individuals who refuse to take or 
fail an employer drug test or who have 
previous employment issues with 
drugs. We should empower States, em-
ployers, and prospective employees 
who are looking for work and overturn 
this onerous regulation. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of the 
rule and the underlying legislation. 

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
I thank the gentleman from Okla-

homa for yielding to me the customary 
30 minutes for debate. 

I rise to debate the rule for consider-
ation, which bundles together two com-
pletely unrelated pieces of legislation. 
One is a joint resolution disapproving 
of a Department of Labor rule that re-
lates to the drug testing of unemploy-
ment compensation applicants. The 
other, as the gentleman just described, 
is the Red River Gradient Boundary 
Survey Act. 

There are many more important 
issues, in my opinion, that face this 
country at the moment, and for the life 
of me, I cannot figure out why my col-
leagues across the aisle think that 
ceding Bureau of Land Management 
survey authority over federally owned 
land to the States and impugning the 
integrity of those who rightfully seek 
unemployment insurance are on the 
same list of important matters this 
body should be addressing. 

First, I would note the odd events 
that brought us here today as we oper-
ate, once again, under a closed rule. I 
just heard the debate on the previous 
rule, and I was illuminated by the gen-
tleman from Alabama, on the other 
side, who indicated that the rule 
wasn’t closed because we had a debate 
in the Rules Committee yesterday for 1 
hour. A closed rule is a closed rule. It 
means that other Members of this body 
do not have an opportunity to have 
their amendments heard and/or made 
in order. We are now entering our 13th 
of these closed rules in a body that 
claimed that it was going to have open 
rules and regular order. 

On February 3, Congressman MCCLIN-
TOCK wrote to Chairman Sessions, ask-
ing that the Red River Gradient 
Boundary Survey Act be heard under a 
structured rule, which still isn’t an 
open rule. An amendment deadline was 
set, and two germane amendments 
with no budgetary issues were sub-
mitted. Nevertheless, my Republican 
colleagues shut down the process and 
reported a closed rule. As of today, 
two-thirds of all of the rules issued this 
session by the Rules Committee have 
been closed rules. We should not be 
conducting the people’s business this 
way. 

I call on my Republican colleagues to 
put their unfounded fear aside and let 
this body operate under regular order, 
under open rules, or, at the very least, 
under structured rules. 
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I am dismayed to see, even when the 

Republican chairman of a sub-
committee asks the Republican chair-
man of the Rules Committee for a 
structured rule, that the Republican 
leadership sees fit to ignore that re-
quest and continue this closed proc-
ess—stifling ideas and debate before 
they can even get started. 

It is this kind of shifting decision-
making that sows distrust and dis-
appointment in the American people 
when they survey how business is con-
ducted in their House. However, it is 
not just this kind of duplicitous behav-
ior that undermines this institution, 
but, as I mentioned moments ago, a 
complete lack of an ability to get our 
priorities straight. 

We still have plenty of folks who are 
looking for jobs. We have plenty of peo-
ple who are terrified that they will 
soon lose the health care that keeps 
them and their children living healthy 
and productive lives. We have plenty of 
people who are understandably con-
cerned that our immigration policy has 
taken a deep dive into the shallow end. 
But we don’t come here to address 
these important issues. Instead, my 
Republican colleagues bring to the 
floor, week after week, legislation to 
undermine well-thought-out agency 
rules and make it increasingly difficult 
for our agencies to carry out their du-
ties. 

The fact that we need to come here 
today and discuss the efficacy of hav-
ing the Bureau of Land Management 
manage our Nation’s land is beyond 
me. For nearly 100 years, the Bureau of 
Land Management has conducted 
uncontested surveys, and now we are 
supposed to believe that, all of a sud-
den, the agency is not following the ap-
propriate standard. If folks don’t like 
the survey methods or think the wrong 
standard is being used, then one needs 
to go through the court system. One 
does not engage in the unprecedented 
measure of ceding to the States the 
Federal Government’s legitimate au-
thority over Federal land. 

The second completely unrelated res-
olution, H.J. Res. 42, overturns a De-
partment of Labor rule regarding the 
drug testing of Americans who apply 
for unemployment compensation. 
Under the Middle Class Tax Relief and 
Job Creation Act of 2012, States were 
given the authority to conduct drug 
tests on unemployment insurance ap-
plicants under two circumstances: if 
the applicant were terminated from a 
previous job due to unlawful drug use 
or if the only available, suitable work 
were in an occupation that regularly 
conducts drug testing. 

The rule in question clarifies that oc-
cupations that ‘‘regularly conduct drug 
testing’’ include occupations that are 
specifically identified in State or Fed-
eral law as requiring an employee to be 
tested. Put another way, if a State 
thinks a job warrants a drug test, all it 
needs to do is add the job to a list. The 
rule strikes a balance, preserving def-
erence to States while providing com-

monsense clarity to the law. This is 
how things should be done—that is, the 
regulations that were in force until 
now, at least. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, common 
sense is not put to much use around 
here these days. Republicans want to 
repeal the rule because, one would have 
to assume, it does not go far enough in 
embarrassing those people who are 
simply trying to obtain unemployment 
insurance during a difficult time. Let 
us be crystal clear in that the only pur-
pose this repeal can serve is to embar-
rass folks, because there is no evidence 
linking those who seek unemployment 
insurance to increased rates of drug 
abuse. Be that as it may, Republicans 
still insist on expanding expensive and 
offensive drug screenings. 

Today, once again, we see the Repub-
licans engaging in the Trumpian exer-
cise of creating alternative facts. In to-
day’s example, we have a resolution 
that is based on the blanket assump-
tion that unemployed Americans use 
drugs. It further implies that Ameri-
cans who apply for unemployment ben-
efits are to blame for being unem-
ployed. This implication is as un-
founded as it is offensive to those hard-
working Americans who find them-
selves unemployed due to no fault of 
their own. 

And what do these hardworking 
Americans get for their troubles—a 
Congress dedicated to ensuring that 
new and well-paid jobs are there for 
them tomorrow? 

Not at all. Instead, they get a Repub-
lican-led Congress that is bent on sub-
jecting them to unconstitutional, of-
fensive, and expensive drug tests. 

Like it or not, facts still matter. 
Here is one: a conservative estimate by 
the Substance Abuse and Mental 
Health Services Administration puts 
the cost of drug testing at $25 to $75 per 
test. Because Federal law prohibits 
charging applicants for these tests, 
States would have to absorb the cost of 
testing thousands of unemployed work-
ers. In the State of Texas, for instance, 
that would translate to, approxi-
mately, $30 million for a single year of 
testing. A while back, we spent a lot of 
time around here talking about un-
funded mandates, and somehow or an-
other, this one, I guess, doesn’t fit in 
that category. 

Mr. Speaker, arbitrarily testing 
Americans who apply for unemploy-
ment compensation runs contrary to 
our Constitution and is a solution in 
search of a problem. Being unemployed 
is not a sufficient reason to be sub-
jected to a government-operated drug 
test. Proposals like this blame unem-
ployed Americans for being unem-
ployed. It is illegal and it is a huge 
waste of money. We have got some real 
problems that we need to address in 
this Congress. At some point, this Con-
gress will need to get to work. 

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

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

Obviously, the gentleman and I have 
some disagreement here, but let’s talk 
for a minute about the form of what we 
are doing. 

The gentleman is correct in that this 
rule covers two different pieces of leg-
islation that don’t have anything sub-
stantive in common. However, the leg-
islation itself will be debated sepa-
rately. We will have one debate on the 
Oklahoma-Texas issue, which involves 
the boundary between those two States 
and the tribal interests that are also 
intimately part of that. We will have a 
separate debate on the rule. That is the 
appropriate way to proceed. There is no 
reason to have a separate rule for each 
one of these debates, but it is appro-
priate, as the gentleman suggested, to 
have two different debates because 
they are two different subjects. 

I am going to disagree with him—and 
I am probably being parochial in this 
sense—for, if you live in Oklahoma, we 
actually think the border between 
Oklahoma and Texas is pretty impor-
tant. This is an issue that, frankly, was 
dealt with legislatively last year. This 
body did not vote out the bill. I actu-
ally opposed it last year because it did 
not take care of the tribal interests in-
volved and they had not been suitably 
dealt with. We amended the bill. Actu-
ally, I should say it was brought up, 
but it was not taken up by the Senate. 
We changed it, but we kept working for 
many months. Chairman THORNBERRY 
is the person who deserves most of the 
credit here of trying to bring the par-
ties together. 

Also, just by way of explanation so 
everybody is clear, this does not settle 
the issue. This doesn’t force anything 
on the Federal Government or the two 
States or the tribes. It simply creates a 
common database. The two States have 
been asking for a complete survey of 
the contested area for many years. The 
BLM has refused to do that. You sim-
ply can’t sort through this problem of 
a shifting border—set well over a cen-
tury ago—with conflicting tribal inter-
ests if you don’t have a common set of 
data here. So that is all that is being 
done here. 

I can assure you that, certainly, the 
tribes in question would not have con-
sented to go forward if they had 
thought they were having a solution 
imposed on them. What they think 
they are getting is a database that will 
allow them to determine exactly what 
their interests and rights here are and, 
hopefully, negotiate that with the two 
States in question; but, if necessary, 
they will litigate the issue. 

b 1330 

So we see this as a reasonable effort 
to bring parties together where there is 
a great deal of confusion through no-
body’s fault. And we think the BLM 
has been lax here and, frankly, may 
well be claiming things beyond its au-
thority. But the survey, again, will 
hopefully take care of that. So I hope 
that eases the concerns that people 
have. 
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In terms of the drug rule, we see this 

as an issue where Congress made its in-
tent in 2012 very clear, that is, we 
wanted States to have options to make 
these decisions for themselves. We 
think the Department of Labor rule 
made that more, rather than less, dif-
ficult. 

We can argue over the merits of any 
individual treatment of people that 
have used illegal drugs or what the ap-
propriate testing measure is or what-
ever. I happen to think those decisions 
are best made at the State level where 
you have got interested parties that 
are more knowledgeable about local 
conditions than us dictating a one size 
fits all. So we just simply disagree on 
that. 

Finally, the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. HASTINGS) mentioned some con-
cerns about the speed with which we 
are acting and also the form with 
which we are acting. The form, frank-
ly, is basically dictated by statute. 

The Congressional Review Act dic-
tates the manner in which we can bring 
these items on rules to the floor, the 
timetable which we can operate under. 
If we alter that over here, then, frank-
ly, we lose privilege status in the Sen-
ate and the chances of succeeding actu-
ally diminish pretty greatly. 

We think, in this case, the issues are 
pretty clear. These aren’t really things 
that need to be amended. We need to 
decide whether or not the regulation is 
appropriate or not. If you think it is, 
you should vote in favor of keeping the 
regulation as it is and against this ef-
fort. 

If, on the other hand, you would like 
to see decisionmaking devolve down to 
the States and where we think better 
decisions will be made, then, you 
should vote in favor of the rule and the 
underlying legislation. 

So, again, I don’t think these issues 
are overly complex. I do think this is 
an important time to deal with them. 
Again, we have a limited period of time 
on the Congressional Review Act. We 
have a certain format. We think we are 
abiding within both that timeframe 
and that format. 

On the Oklahoma-Texas border issue, 
it is a knotty issue. It has been around 
for decades. There have been multiple 
efforts to deal with it. Most of them 
have faltered because we have not had 
the various parties arguing from a 
common database as to what their po-
sitions are. We have asked the Bureau 
of Land Management repeatedly to sur-
vey the affected area. They decided 
they didn’t want to do that. 

In this case, Congress says: Look, we 
have two sovereign States and three 
sovereign Indian tribes here that have 
a concern. We want them to be able to 
work it through. We want them to 
draw on a common set of data. So we 
are going to essentially make sure that 
that happens and hopefully we can 
avoid a protracted court case between 
the States and the Indian tribes and 
actually resolve an issue that needs to 
be had. 

There are literally thousands of peo-
ple along this border that are not cer-
tain whether or not they own the land 
that they have actually been farming, 
in some cases, for generations. There 
are three Indian tribes that have his-
toric rights to this land that predate, 
frankly, the existence of Texas as a 
State and certainly the existence of 
Oklahoma as a State. They want to 
make sure their mineral rights issues 
and their land issues are appropriately 
handled, and they want to preserve 
their rights going forward if they want 
to litigate. Again, they need this kind 
of data to make those sorts of deter-
minations. 

I commend the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY). I, again, look 
forward to working with my good 
friend from Florida (Mr. HASTINGS) on 
these issues. 

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

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

While we are discussing these mat-
ters that my colleagues want to discuss 
that I don’t think are paramount or 
issues that are vital to America’s secu-
rity, there are a plethora of issues that 
we could be discussing, and rightly 
should be. Toward that end, one of the 
things that the minority is given as an 
opportunity is to offer a previous ques-
tion to the matter that is on the floor 
at this time. 

So I exercise that prerogative by as-
serting that the National Security 
Council was established in 1947 to en-
courage candid discussions between the 
Federal agencies charged with keeping 
America safe to ensure they would pro-
vide the President with the best policy 
advice possible. For this very reason, 
security experts on both sides of the 
aisle agree that partisan politics have 
no place in the Council’s deliberations. 

With this in mind, it is deeply trou-
bling that President Donald John 
Trump would promote Steve Bannon, 
his chief political adviser, to a full seat 
on the Council’s Principals Committee, 
while simultaneously relegating the 
chairman of the Joint Chiefs of Staff 
and the Director of National Intel-
ligence to a lower status. At the very 
least, this sends the very dangerous 
signal that the Trump White House in-
tends to let political calculations influ-
ence its decisionmaking on the life- 
and-death matters of national security. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I am going to offer an 
amendment to the rule to bring up 
Representative STEPHANIE MURPHY’s 
bill to prohibit political advisers from 
regularly attending National Security 
Council meetings. 

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

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

There was no objection. 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, to dis-
cuss our proposal, I yield 4 minutes to 
the distinguished gentlewoman from 
Florida (Mrs. MURPHY). 

Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, 2 weeks ago, I introduced H.R. 804, 
legislation designed to ensure that the 
deliberations and decisions of the Na-
tional Security Council are not unrea-
sonably influenced by partisan politics. 
The bill has garnered nearly 130 co-
sponsors, including the ranking mem-
bers of the House Armed Services, For-
eign Affairs, and Intelligence Commit-
tees. It is my hope that the bill will ob-
tain support from my colleagues across 
the aisle because the principle it seeks 
to vindicate has long enjoyed bipar-
tisan backing. 

The motivation for my legislation 
was President Trump’s directive for-
mally authorizing his chief political 
adviser, Stephen Bannon, to attend all 
meetings of the NSC and its main sub-
group, the Principals Committee. This 
aspect of the President’s directive gen-
erated concern from respected military 
and intelligence professionals across 
the ideological spectrum. 

For example, Senate Armed Services 
Committee Chairman JOHN MCCAIN 
characterized Mr. Bannon’s appoint-
ment as a radical departure from 
precedent. Former White House Chief 
of Staff, Defense Secretary, and CIA 
Director Leon Panetta observed that 
the last place you want to put someone 
who worries about politics is in a room 
where they are talking about national 
security. And the ex-chairman of the 
Joint Chiefs of Staff, Michael Mullen, 
asserted that every President has the 
right and responsibility to shape the 
National Security Council as he sees 
fit, but partisan politics has no place 
at that table. 

My bill would amend the 1947 law in 
which Congress created the NSC and 
established the statutory members of 
the Council. It would add simple lan-
guage to provide that no individual 
whose primary or predominant respon-
sibility is political in nature shall reg-
ularly attend or participate in meet-
ings of the NSC or the Principals Com-
mittee. 

I want to emphasize that while I may 
disagree with President Trump and Mr. 
Bannon on a range of matters, this bill 
is not about any specific individual. 
The prohibition in my legislation 
would apply whether the President or 
political adviser in question is Repub-
lican or Democrat and irrespective of 
their particular party views or per-
sonal attributes. 

At its core, this bill is about fidelity 
to a deeply American principle: the 
principle that the servicemembers in 
our all-volunteer military, the quiet 
professionals in our intelligence com-
munity, and the men and women who 
protect our homeland should never 
have their lives disrupted or placed at 
risk because of a national security pol-
icymaking process that is contami-
nated by partisan politics. 

The President is free to obtain polit-
ical and policy advice from whomever 
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he wishes. However, he should not be 
free to place a political adviser on the 
most vital national security policy-
making body in our country. Congress 
created the NSC, and Congress can and 
should set reasonable parameters gov-
erning its membership. 

I respectfully urge my colleagues to 
defeat the previous question and to 
support H.R. 804. 

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

Actually, I listened with a great deal 
of interest to the debate from my 
friends on the other side. None of it 
had very much to do with the rule or 
with the underlying legislation that we 
are going to discuss shortly, so I don’t 
pretend to be an expert on the issues. 

I do point out, simply in passing, 
that it really is up to the President of 
the United States as to whose advice 
he or she wants to take. Frankly, you 
know, to say that there aren’t ‘‘polit-
ical people on the National Security 
Agency,’’ with all due respect to a 
Chief of Staff that I admire profoundly, 
I think Leon Panetta is one of the 
great Chiefs of Staff to ever serve any 
President, but I would tell you that he 
is a pretty political guy. He was in this 
body, and one of his jobs was to help 
make sure the President of the United 
States was reelected. So there was a 
political dimension to what he did. 

I don’t know Mr. Bannon. I have 
never met him. I don’t pretend to be fa-
miliar with him or his thinking. I do 
know that he is a valued adviser to the 
President of the United States. And if 
the President of the United States is 
going to seek advice from somebody— 
and it may be in these areas of na-
tional security—frankly, personally, I 
would prefer them to be part of the Na-
tional Security Council, simply to have 
the educated debate of some of the very 
best professionals that we have and so 
that their opinion, when they advise 
the President, is fully formed. Again, I 
see this as the President’s decision, not 
some enormous departure. 

On occasions, Mr. Axelrod, who was 
not a chief of staff who was primarily 
a political counsel, did sit in on na-
tional security meetings at the request 
of the President. So, again, we can 
have this argument. I am not sure it is 
particularly relevant to the legisla-
tion. But at the end of the day, I want 
anybody advising the President of the 
United States—and he gets to make 
that choice—to get the best informa-
tion they can possibly receive so that 
that advice is well-informed. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. CARTER), 
who is here to offer some important 
thoughts about some of the issues that 
are involved in the underlying legisla-
tion. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in support of the rule 
providing for consideration of H.J. Res. 
42, which disapproves of the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Labor on 
drug testing of unemployment insur-
ance applicants. 

In 2012, the Middle Class Tax Relief 
and Job Creation Act was passed into 
law. This bipartisan reform allowed, 
but did not require, States to admin-
ister drug tests to those applying for 
unemployment insurance benefits. 

Unemployment insurance applicants 
are required by law to be able and 
available for employment, and drug 
testing is one of the most effective 
ways to ensure applicants meet this re-
quirement. This law was also intended 
to reassure employers and taxpayers 
who fund the unemployment insurance 
program that those claiming benefits 
were truly ready to be hired and work. 

In the years following the passage of 
this law, the Department of Labor 
failed to issue a rule to implement it. 
But in the final months of the Obama 
administration, the Department of 
Labor issued a final rule that severely 
limited States’ ability to drug test un-
employment insurance applicants. In 
issuing this rule, the Department of 
Labor acted outside their authority 
and went against the clear intent of 
Congress. 

H.J. Res. 42 would provide for dis-
approval of this rule through the Con-
gressional Review Act. This is needed 
to remove this overreaching rule and 
allow for the original intent of the law 
to be fully implemented. 

States are in the best position to de-
termine how to efficiently and effec-
tively administer unemployment insur-
ance programs, and should be allowed 
to drug test applicants if they choose 
to do so. 

Reform of the unemployment insur-
ance program is of particular interest 
to me. Last Congress, I introduced the 
Ensuring Quality in the Unemploy-
ment Insurance Program Act, which 
would allow States to choose how to 
implement drug testing on unemploy-
ment insurance applicants. 

I thank Chairman BRADY and Chair-
man COLE for their attention to this 
very important issue, and I look for-
ward to working with them to enact 
meaningful reforms to the unemploy-
ment insurance program. 

I urge my colleagues to support the 
rule and this resolution. 

b 1345 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I am 
very pleased to yield 2 minutes to the 
distinguished gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO), my good 
friend, who is the ranking member of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee on 
Labor, Health and Human Services, 
Education, and Related Agencies. 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to this rule. Drug 
testing people who are simply applying 
for unemployment insurance is harass-
ment. 

I am outraged on behalf of the work-
ers across this country, workers in my 
congressional district, who could be 
subjected to insulting and unnecessary 
testing when they have earned the 
right to apply for unemployment insur-
ance. 

This is a strategy to throw up bar-
riers to collecting unemployment in-
surance. It is an intimidation tactic 
with no basis in reality. States should 
not be allowed to impose additional ob-
stacles to cut back on applications. 

These jobless workers are often un-
employed through no fault of their 
own. Their jobs were taken away by 
corporations who have moved their 
jobs overseas in order to get a tax 
break. And in addition to that, we have 
a Tax Code today that supports them 
moving overseas. 

Or they may have lost their job be-
cause of a flawed trade agreement 
which, as we have seen in the past, has 
lost jobs and depressed wages. 

We ought to be dealing with a tax 
code that penalizes companies that 
move their jobs overseas, not people 
who just want to do an honest day’s 
work or collect the unemployment in-
surance that they are entitled to. 

People want to work in this country, 
and it is often tiresome to listen to the 
ways that some of my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle demean 
working people, people who struggle 
every day. We are all identified by the 
jobs that we have. We take pride in the 
work that we do. 

People don’t want to be on unem-
ployment. What they want to do is to 
say to their kids: Be proud of me. This 
is my job. This is what I do. I want to 
be your role model. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 1 minute. 

Ms. DELAURO. What we ought to do, 
again, let’s penalize those companies 
that send their jobs overseas. Let’s do 
something about those flawed trade 
agreements which have lost over 800,000 
jobs or more. That is just from the 
NAFTA agreement. Let’s do something 
else for working people in this country. 

Or you know what? Perhaps we ought 
to be drug testing the CEOs of compa-
nies who move their mailboxes over-
seas, export jobs, and who are in the 
business of hurting American workers. 
And, by the way, they are getting mas-
sive tax breaks at taxpayers’ expense. 

I strongly oppose this rule and this 
resolution. American workers deserve 
better. 

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

I just want to point out for the 
record, Mr. Speaker, that actually this 
rule that we are trying to repeal, the 
measure we are trying to instate, 
doesn’t force drug testing on anybody; 
and that is not going to happen in any 
State, unless the people in the State 
decide that that is something they 
want to do. I am quite content to let 
people in any State make that deci-
sion. 

I think in my State, I am pretty cer-
tain that the people who I am privi-
leged to represent would be very upset 
if they thought somebody was receiv-
ing unemployment compensation while 
they were on drugs, because they think 
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that is going to make it pretty hard for 
that person to ever get back into the 
workforce, and they want to be able to 
identify that. They don’t want to 
incentivize it. 

Other people may have a different 
opinion, and that is legitimate. It is a 
big country. That is why our Founding 
Fathers adopted a Federal system, so I 
wouldn’t begrudge another State that 
saw it differently. 

What we are trying to avoid here is a 
one-size-fits-all or this body and any 
administration dictating to every 
State what they ought to do. 

Frankly, I would suggest that my 
good friend’s remarks suggest that is 
the concern, that they actually want 
to decide in Oklahoma what we would 
do. We are not trying to decide in Con-
necticut what our friends would do. We 
are just thinking this ought to be down 
to the States. 

That was the intent of Congress. 
When this was written, it was to em-
power the States to allow them to pur-
sue policies they thought were appro-
priate. Frankly, if they do that and 
they pursue different policies, which 
they may well, we may actually learn 
something out of this. Again, that is 
part of the genius of our system, hav-
ing 50 different laboratories out there. 

But let’s not have a bureaucracy de-
cide that it will circumvent the will of 
the Congress of the United States and 
write a rule that is clearly meant to 
undo the intent of a legislation that 
was passed across this floor with bipar-
tisan support. 

Again, we just disagree on the issue, 
but, for the record, we are not trying to 
impose our beliefs. We are trying to let 
every State do what that State thinks 
they ought to do. 

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

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, 
through you, I ask of my good friend 
from Oklahoma whether or not he has 
additional speakers. I do not, and I am 
prepared to close. 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I am cer-
tainly prepared to close if my friend is. 

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

Mr. Speaker, we are here debating 
one rule for two entirely unrelated and 
unnecessary bills. To make matters 
worse, in the process of doing so, my 
Republican colleagues have shut out 
my fellow Democrats and some of their 
Republicans, even after presenting two 
germane amendments, even having the 
opportunity to have those amendments 
debated on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, the people’s House. 

What are you afraid of? By not mak-
ing in order germane amendments with 
no budgetary effect, even after the 
chairman of the pertinent committee 
asked that a structured rule be pro-
vided that would have allowed for 
those two germane amendments to be 
offered, the majority is silencing the 
duly-elected representatives of mil-
lions of Americans. 

We have more important things to 
address here in the people’s House. 

Continuing to undermine the dedicated 
work of our Federal agencies, con-
tinuing to govern not based on the re-
ality of the situation but on how you 
feel things are, and then shutting out 
the voices of millions of Americans 
through their representatives from the 
legislative process is shameful and no 
way to govern. The American people 
deserve better. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I just want to point out 
again that, while my friend is correct, 
we have two different pieces of legisla-
tion under a single rule, and those leg-
islations, as my friend points out, are 
not particularly related. As a matter of 
fact, they are not related to one an-
other in any way. Each piece of legisla-
tion will receive a separate debate and 
a separate vote on the House floor. 
There was simply no reason to have 
two rules when one would suffice for 
two bills that basically need to come 
into the same format, in our view. 

I also point out that, when we are 
talking about the vote under the Con-
gressional Review Act, we are actually 
following a form prescribed in statute, 
and we are moving at a pace that the 
law dictates and that, frankly, is nec-
essary in order to retain the privileged 
status of the legislation in the United 
States Senate. So nothing unusual 
here, other than we are actually being 
pretty productive and undoing a lot of 
rules that, frankly, we think were mis-
guided and rushed into the final days of 
the last administration. 

My friends are free to disagree with 
that, but I think the issues are pretty 
clear, pretty easy to decide, and don’t 
require a great deal of amendments. 

On the Oklahoma-Texas issue, and 
that is something I know a little bit 
about since it affects my district, last 
year, when we considered this legisla-
tion, we actually did have an amend-
ment. It was my amendment, and my 
amendment that probably made it un-
acceptable in the Senate. But I was in-
dulged by my chairman of the Rules 
Committee, and for the very important 
reason that we actually make sure that 
the tribes have an opportunity to be at 
the table. In this case, they do. 

Mr. THORNBERRY has worked very 
hard, and so there is no dispute be-
tween the delegations in Oklahoma, 
the delegations in Texas, the interests 
of the various Indian tribes. Everybody 
agrees that we need a common set of 
information, a common survey that we 
can all trust to, frankly, work out the 
differences here that have multiplied 
over a century as the border has lit-
erally shifted. So that is the appro-
priate thing to do. We don’t need a lot 
of amendments on that. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to en-
courage all Members to support the 
rule. H.R. 428 is a fair and equitable so-
lution which all interested parties have 
agreed upon and which can provide cer-
tainty that many landowners have 

sought along the Oklahoma-Texas bor-
der. 

In addition, H.J. Res. 42 undoes a reg-
ulation that should have never been 
made in the first place. By preventing 
implementation of this regulation, we 
can ensure that those actively looking 
for work are provided with the support 
necessary to reach that goal. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I want to 
take a point of personal privilege. This 
is the last time my good friend and my 
staff member, Mr. Waskiewicz, will be 
on the floor with me. He has been with 
me for 61⁄2 years. He has made a smart 
career move and is moving on to the 
Budget Committee, a more august posi-
tion. 

But I have had the good fortune, as I 
know my friends have and we all have, 
to have very many wonderful staff 
members over the years. I have never 
had a better staff member than Steve 
Waskiewicz, never had a better friend, 
never had a harder worker, never had 
anybody who was more selfless in put-
ting the interests of our office and the 
constituents whom we are privileged to 
represent ahead of all else. So I want to 
commend and thank him publicly and 
on the record for his wonderful service. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to the rule and the under-
lying bill. 

I strongly oppose this rule because it makes 
in order H.J. Res. 42, a bill disapproving the 
rule submitted by the Department of Labor re-
lating to drug testing of unemployment com-
pensation applicants, an effort to impose drug 
testing as a condition of receiving unemploy-
ment insurance and other forms of public as-
sistance. 

I oppose this rule because it would repeal a 
Department of Labor rule intended to imple-
ment a bipartisan agreement on implementing 
a provision, in the Middle Class Tax Relief and 
Job Creation Act of 2012, that allows states to 
drug test unemployment insurance (UI) appli-
cants in certain circumstances. 

In 2012, Congress approved a bipartisan 
compromise on drug testing unemployment in-
surance claimants. 

The agreement permitted states to drug test 
UI claimants in cases where: 

1) an applicant has been discharged from 
their last job because of unlawful drug use; or 

2) an applicant who ‘‘is an individual for 
whom suitable work (as defined under the 
State law) is only available in an occupation 
that regularly conducts drug testing (as deter-
mined under regulations issued by the Sec-
retary of Labor).’’ 

Congress therefore mandated the Depart-
ment of Labor to define through regulation 
those occupations that regularly conduct drug 
testing. 

The final Department of Labor (DOL) rule, 
which would be repealed by H.J. Res. 42, de-
fined ‘‘occupation’’ as a position or class of 
positions that are required, or may be required 
in the future, by state or federal law to be drug 
tested. 

Some members of Congress have criticized 
the regulations as being too narrowly drawn, 
but in fact, they track the bipartisan legislation 
very closely. 

It seems that what is really at issue is a de-
sire to conduct broader drug testing of UI ap-
plicants. 
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Any proposal that seeks to expand the abil-

ity of states to drug test people for unemploy-
ment insurance should be vigorously opposed. 

States already have the ability to administer 
drug testing and this change would needlessly 
shift employer costs to the states. 

State UI programs already penalize job-re-
lated drug use. 

Virtually all states treat a drug-related dis-
charge as disqualifying misconduct even if it is 
not explicitly referenced in their discharge stat-
utes. 

Twenty states also explicitly deny benefits 
for any job loss connected to drug use or a 
failed drug test. 

In addition, six states (Arizona, Arkansas, 
Indiana, South Carolina, Tennessee, and Wis-
consin) have passed legislation equating a 
failed or refused pre-employment drug screen 
with refusing suitable work. 

Employers already have testing as a tool to 
screen out people who use illicit drugs, at no 
cost to states. 

Proponents of drug testing argue that states 
want to be able to drug test UI applicants. 

However, only three states (Texas, Mis-
sissippi and Wisconsin) have enacted laws 
permitting state drug testing of UI claimants, 
consistent with the federal regulation, with all 
three of these states delaying implementation 
until after the final DOL rule targeted by H.J. 
Res. 42 was issued. 

Suspicionless drug testing of government 
benefit recipients likely violates the Fourth 
Amendment. 

Generally, government-mandated drug test-
ing not based on individualized suspicion is 
unconstitutional. 

Drug tests historically have been considered 
searches for the purposes of the Fourth 
Amendment. 

For searches to be reasonable, they gen-
erally must be based on individualized sus-
picion unless the government can show a spe-
cial need warranting a deviation from the 
norm. 

However, social insurance or governmental 
benefit programs like UI, Temporary Assist-
ance for Needy Families (TANF), Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) 
and Housing Assistance do not naturally 
evoke the special needs that the Supreme 
Court has recognized in the past. 

Indeed, when states like Michigan and Flor-
ida have tried to impose mandatory 
suspicionless drug testing on all TANF appli-
cants or recipients, they have been stopped 
by federal courts that have found such testing 
to be unconstitutional under the Fourth 
Amendment. 

These court battles also imposed substantial 
legal costs for states. 

State-administered drug testing is a poor in-
vestment of public funds. 

Claims that testing will save taxpayer money 
are built upon the assumption that the tests 
will return a high number of positive results. 

However, studies show that individuals who 
receive public benefits use drugs at rates simi-
lar to the general population, and the vast ma-
jority of such individuals do not use drugs. 

Most individuals, in fact, refrain from using 
drugs on a regular basis. 

Ten states have spent substantial amounts 
of money in recent years to set up and admin-
ister drug testing systems for TANF recipients, 
but have identified only a few claimants testing 
positive. 

Drug testing is also costly and prone to re-
turning false-positives. 

Drug tests that do come back as positive 
easily identify marijuana use but often miss 
other drugs that ordinarily clear out of the 
body within a few days. 

Tests do not indicate if a person is impaired, 
or whether they are using less than they have 
in the past. 

Working people paid for this insurance pol-
icy, and jobless workers earned the right to 
access UI through their service to their em-
ployer. 

Proposals to drug test UI beneficiaries 
needlessly stigmatize and punish jobless 
workers and their families who are trying to 
get back on their feet. 

If legislators have genuine concerns about 
drug use, there are far better ways to respond 
than targeting and stigmatizing the unem-
ployed. 

I urge you to oppose H. Res. 99, the Rule 
governing debate for H.J. Res. 42 and any 
legislation that seeks to expand the ability of 
states to condition the receipt of unemploy-
ment insurance and other forms of public as-
sistance on a drug test. 

For these reasons and more, I oppose this 
rule and the underlying bill. I would also like 
to include the following list of organizations ac-
tively opposed to H.J. Res. 42: 

9to5, National Association of Working 
Women; AFL-CIO; AME Church—Social Ac-
tion Commission; American Civil Liberties 
Union; American Federation of State, Coun-
ty and Municipal Employees (AFSCME); 
Bend the Arc Jewish Action; Bill of Rights 
Defense Committee/Defending Dissent Foun-
dation; Center for Community Change Ac-
tion; The Center for HIV Law and Policy; 
Center for Law and Social Policy (CLASP); 
Drug Policy Alliance Economic Policy Insti-
tute Policy Center; Food Research & Action 
Center; Harm Reduction Coalition; Housing 
Works; Institute for Science and Human Val-
ues; Interfaith Worker Justice; 
LatinoJustice; The Leadership Conference 
on Civil and Human Rights; Legal Action 
Center; Legal Aid at Work. 

Life for Pot; The Los Angeles LGBT Cen-
ter; Massachusetts Law Reform Institute 
MomsRising; NAACP; National Asian Pacific 
American Women’s Forum; National Asso-
ciation of Social Workers; National Center 
for Transgender Equality; National Council 
of Churches; National Employment Law 
Project; National Employment Lawyers As-
sociation National LGBTQ Task Force Ac-
tion Fund; National Women’s Law Center; 
NCADD–MD; Public Justice Center; Sargent 
Shriver National Center on Poverty Law; 
StopTheDrugWar.org; Students for Sensible 
Drug Policy (SSDP); The Sugar Law Center 
for Economic & Social Justice; Union for Re-
form Judaism; The United Methodist 
Church—General Board of Church and Soci-
ety; Witness to Mass Incarceration; Work-
place Fairness. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 99 OFFERED BY 
MR. HASTINGS 

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

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 804) to amend the Na-
tional Security Act of 1947 to protect the Na-
tional Security Council from political inter-
ference, and for other purposes. All points of 

order against consideration of the bill are 
waived. General debate shall be confined to 
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided among and controlled by the re-
spective chairs and ranking minority mem-
bers of the Committees on Armed Services, 
Foreign Affairs, and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence. After general de-
bate the bill shall be considered for amend-
ment under the five-minute rule. All points 
of order against provisions in the bill are 
waived. At the conclusion of consideration of 
the bill for amendment the Committee shall 
rise and report the bill to the House with 
such amendments as may have been adopted. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the bill and amendments thereto 
to final passage without intervening motion 
except one motion to recommit with or with-
out instructions. If the Committee of the 
Whole rises and reports that it has come to 
no resolution on the bill, then on the next 
legislative day the House shall, immediately 
after the third daily order of business under 
clause 1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Com-
mittee of the Whole for further consideration 
of the bill. 

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 804. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 56 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1415 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky) at 2 
o’clock and 15 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings 
will resume on questions previously 
postponed. 

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 99; 

Adoption of House Resolution 99, if 
ordered; 

Ordering the previous question on 
House Resolution 116; and 

Adoption of House Resolution 116, if 
ordered. 

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. Remaining 
electronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 428, RED RIVER GRA-
DIENT BOUNDARY SURVEY ACT, 
AND PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.J. RES. 42, DIS-
APPROVING RULE SUBMITTED 
BY DEPARTMENT OF LABOR RE-
LATING TO DRUG TESTING OF 
UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION 
APPLICANTS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 99) providing for consid-
eration of the bill (H.R. 428) to survey 
the gradient boundary along the Red 
River in the States of Oklahoma and 
Texas, and for other purposes, and pro-
viding for consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 42) disapproving 
the rule submitted by the Department 
of Labor relating to drug testing of un-
employment compensation applicants, 
on which the yeas and nays were or-
dered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 225, nays 
189, not voting 17, as follows: 

[Roll No. 88] 

YEAS—225 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 

Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 

Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 

Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 

Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 

Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NAYS—189 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 

Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 

Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—17 

Beatty 
Duffy 
Emmer 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Huizenga 

King (NY) 
LaMalfa 
Love 
McCaul 
Mulvaney 
Payne 

Rush 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Visclosky 
Zinke 
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b 1440 

Messrs. GONZALEZ of Texas and 
LARSON of Connecticut changed their 
vote from ‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Mr. BARTON changed his vote from 
‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-

ably detained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 88. 

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-
ably detained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 88. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 225, noes 187, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 89] 

AYES—225 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 

Donovan 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 

Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 

Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Simpson 

Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 

Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NOES—187 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 

Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 

Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—19 

Beatty 
Brat 
Duffy 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Huizenga 
King (NY) 

Love 
McCaul 
Mulvaney 
Payne 
Roe (TN) 
Rosen 
Rush 

Shuster 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Woodall 
Zinke 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1446 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Ms. ROSEN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoid-

ably detained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall No. 89. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 66, DISAPPROVING 
RULE SUBMITTED BY DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR RELATING TO 
SAVINGS ARRANGEMENTS BY 
STATES FOR NON-GOVERN-
MENTAL EMPLOYEES, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 67, DISAPPROVING 
RULE SUBMITTED BY DEPART-
MENT OF LABOR RELATING TO 
SAVINGS ARRANGEMENTS BY 
QUALIFIED STATE POLITICAL 
SUBDIVISIONS FOR NON-GOVERN-
MENTAL EMPLOYEES 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on order-
ing the previous question on the reso-
lution (H. Res. 116) providing for con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J. 
Res. 66) disapproving the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of Labor re-
lating to savings arrangements estab-
lished by States for non-governmental 
employees, and providing for consider-
ation of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
67) disapproving the rule submitted by 
the Department of Labor relating to 
savings arrangements established by 
qualified State political subdivisions 
for non-governmental employees, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

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

This is a 5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 227, nays 
188, not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 90] 

YEAS—227 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 

Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 

Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
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Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 

Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 

Russell 
Rutherford 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NAYS—188 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 

DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 

Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 

Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 

Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 

Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—16 

Beatty 
Duffy 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Huizenga 
King (NY) 

Love 
McCaul 
Mulvaney 
Payne 
Roe (TN) 
Rush 

Visclosky 
Walz 
Woodall 
Zinke 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1453 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

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

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 227, noes 188, 
not voting 16, as follows: 

[Roll No. 91] 

AYES—227 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 

Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 

Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 

Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 

Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 

Smith (TX) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NOES—188 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 

Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 

McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
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Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 

Velázquez 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 

Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—16 

Beatty 
Bost 
Duffy 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Huizenga 

Loudermilk 
Love 
McCaul 
Mulvaney 
Roe (TN) 
Rush 

Suozzi 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Zinke 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1501 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

RED RIVER GRADIENT BOUNDARY 
SURVEY ACT 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, 
pursuant to House Resolution 99, I call 
up the bill (H.R. 428) to survey the gra-
dient boundary along the Red River in 
the States of Oklahoma and Texas, and 
for other purposes, and ask for its im-
mediate consideration. 

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

H.R. 428 
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 ‘‘Red River 
Gradient Boundary Survey Act’’. 
SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS. 

In this Act: 
(1) AFFECTED AREA.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—The term ‘‘affected area’’ 

means land along the approximately 116-mile 
stretch of the Red River, from its confluence 
with the north fork of the Red River on the 
West to the 98th meridian on the east. 

(B) EXCLUSIONS.—The term ‘‘affected area’’ 
does not include the portion of the Red River 
within the boundary depicted on the survey 
prepared by the Bureau of Land Management 
entitled ‘‘Township 5 South, Range 14 West, 
of the Indian Meridian, Oklahoma, Depend-
ent Resurvey and Survey’’ and dated Feb-
ruary 28, 2006. 

(2) GRADIENT BOUNDARY SURVEY METHOD.— 
The term ‘‘gradient boundary survey meth-
od’’ means the measurement technique used 
to locate the South Bank boundary line in 
accordance with the methodology estab-
lished in Oklahoma v. Texas, 261 U.S. 340 
(1923) (recognizing that the boundary line 
along the Red River is subject to change due 
to erosion and accretion). 

(3) LANDOWNER.—The term ‘‘landowner’’ 
means any individual, group, association, 
corporation, federally recognized Indian 
tribe or member of such an Indian tribe, or 
other private or governmental legal entity 
that owns an interest in land in the affected 
area. 

(4) SECRETARY.—The term ‘‘Secretary’’ 
means the Secretary of the Interior, acting 
through the Director of the Bureau of Land 
Management. 

(5) SOUTH BANK.—The term ‘‘South Bank’’ 
means the water-washed and relatively per-
manent elevation or acclivity (commonly 
known as a ‘‘cut bank’’) along the southerly 
or right side of the Red River that— 

(A) separates the bed of that river from the 
adjacent upland, whether valley or hill; and 

(B) usually serves, as specified in the fifth 
paragraph of Oklahoma v. Texas, 261 U.S. 340 
(1923)— 

(i) to confine the waters within the bed; 
and 

(ii) to preserve the course of the river. 
(6) SOUTH BANK BOUNDARY LINE.—The term 

‘‘South Bank boundary line’’ means the 
boundary, with respect to title and owner-
ship, between the States of Oklahoma and 
Texas identified through the gradient bound-
ary survey method that does not impact or 
alter the permanent political boundary line 
between the States along the Red River, as 
outlined under article II, section B of the 
Red River Boundary Compact enacted by the 
States and consented to by Congress pursu-
ant to Public Law 106–288 (114 Stat. 919). 
SEC. 3. SURVEY OF SOUTH BANK BOUNDARY 

LINE. 
(a) SURVEY REQUIRED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall com-

mission a survey to identify the South Bank 
boundary line in the affected area. 

(2) REQUIREMENTS.—The survey shall— 
(A) adhere to the gradient boundary survey 

method; 
(B) span the length of the affected area; 
(C) be conducted by surveyors that are— 
(i) licensed and qualified to conduct offi-

cial gradient boundary surveys; and 
(ii) selected jointly by and operating under 

the direction of— 
(I) the Texas General Land Office, in con-

sultation with each affected federally recog-
nized Indian tribe; and 

(II) the Oklahoma Commissioners of the 
Land Office, in consultation with the attor-
ney general of the State of Oklahoma and 
each affected federally recognized Indian 
tribe; and 

(D) be completed not later than 2 years 
after the date of enactment of this Act. 

(b) APPROVAL.— 
(1) STATE APPROVAL.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 60 days 

after the date on which the survey under 
subsection (a)(1) is completed, the Secretary 
shall submit the survey for approval to— 

(i) the Texas General Land Office, in con-
sultation with each affected federally recog-
nized Indian tribe; and 

(ii) the Oklahoma Commissioners of the 
Land Office, in consultation with the attor-
ney general of the State of Oklahoma and 
each affected federally recognized Indian 
tribe. 

(B) TIMING OF APPROVAL.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of receipt of the survey 
under subparagraph (A), the Texas General 
Land Office, in consultation with each af-
fected federally recognized Indian tribe, and 
the Oklahoma Commissioners of the Land 
Office, in consultation with the attorney 
general of the State of Oklahoma and each 
affected federally recognized Indian tribe, 
shall determine whether to approve the sur-
vey. 

(C) SURVEYS OF INDIVIDUAL PARCELS.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—Surveys of individual par-

cels in the affected area shall be conducted 
in accordance with this section. 

(ii) APPROVAL OR DISAPPROVAL.—A survey 
of an individual parcel conducted under 
clause (i) shall be approved or disapproved, 
on an individual basis, by the Texas General 
Land Office, in consultation with each af-
fected federally recognized Indian tribe, and 
the Oklahoma Commissioners of the Land 
Office, in consultation with the attorney 
general of the State of Oklahoma and each 
affected federally recognized Indian tribe, by 
not later than 60 days after the date of re-
ceipt of the survey. 

(2) NO FEDERAL APPROVAL REQUIRED.—The 
survey conducted under subsection (a)(1), 

and any survey of an individual parcel de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(C), shall not be sub-
mitted to the Secretary for approval. 

(c) NOTICES.— 
(1) SECRETARY.—Not later than 60 days 

after the date on which a survey for an indi-
vidual parcel is approved by the Texas Gen-
eral Land Office and the Oklahoma Commis-
sioners of the Land Office, in consultation 
with the attorney general of the State of 
Oklahoma, under subsection (b)(1)(C), the 
heads of those offices shall submit to the 
Secretary— 

(A) a notice of the approval of the survey; 
and 

(B) a copy of— 
(i) the survey; and 
(ii) any field notes relating to the indi-

vidual parcel. 
(2) ADJACENT LANDOWNERS.—Not later than 

30 days after the date on which the Secretary 
receives a notice relating to an individual 
parcel under paragraph (1), the Secretary 
shall provide to each landowner of land adja-
cent to the individual parcel— 

(A) a notice of the approval of the survey; 
and 

(B) a copy of— 
(i) the survey; and 
(ii) any field notes relating to the indi-

vidual parcel. 
SEC. 4. EFFECT OF ACT. 

Nothing in this Act— 
(1) modifies any interest of the State of 

Oklahoma or Texas, or the sovereignty, 
property, or trust rights of any federally rec-
ognized Indian tribe, relating to land located 
north of the South Bank boundary line, as 
established by the survey; 

(2) modifies any land patented under the 
Act of December 22, 1928 (45 Stat. 1069, chap-
ter 47; 43 U.S.C. 1068) (commonly known as 
the ‘‘Color of Title Act’’), before the date of 
enactment of this Act; 

(3) modifies or supersedes the Red River 
Boundary Compact enacted by the States of 
Oklahoma and Texas and consented to by 
Congress pursuant to Public Law 106–288 (114 
Stat. 919); 

(4) creates or reinstates any Indian res-
ervation or any portion of such a reserva-
tion; or 

(5) alters any valid right of the State of 
Oklahoma or the Kiowa, Comanche, or 
Apache Indian tribes to the mineral interest 
trust fund established under the Act of June 
12, 1926 (44 Stat. 740, chapter 572). 
SEC. 5. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS. 

There is authorized to be appropriated to 
the Secretary to carry out this Act $1,000,000. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 99, the gen-
tleman from Utah (Mr. BISHOP) and the 
gentlewoman from Hawaii (Ms. 
HANABUSA) each will control 30 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. I ask unani-

mous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks and insert extra-
neous material on H.R. 428. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. THORNBERRY), the sponsor 
of this piece of legislation. 

Mr. THORNBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 
first, let me thank Chairman BISHOP 
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for not only yielding me the time, but 
for his patience and diligence and un-
derstanding this issue, and I also want 
to thank Subcommittee Chairman 
MCCLINTOCK for the work that he has 
put into it. 

The Natural Resources Committee 
has conducted hearings on this issue. 
They have reported out bills related to 
this issue in the last two Congresses, 
and last Congress, the whole House 
voted for a bill that deals with this 
issue. I am grateful to Chairman 
BISHOP and Subcommittee Chair 
MCCLINTOCK for all of that effort. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill is just a small 
sliver of what this House has passed be-
fore. This bill requires the Federal 
Government to do what the Federal 
Government should have done long 
ago, and that is to conduct a survey 
along the Red River following the in-
structions of the United States Su-
preme Court. That is all this bill does. 

It does not dispose of any land; it 
does not alter the rights or claims of 
any State, any tribe, any individual. It 
just says the Federal Government has 
a responsibility to know what the Fed-
eral Government is supposed to be con-
trolling. They have never, ever con-
ducted a survey of this area, and so 
this bill says: You will have a survey 
conducted using the method that the 
United States Supreme Court has re-
peatedly held is a method you ought to 
use. 

I am a little taken aback, Mr. Speak-
er, on why that should be controver-
sial. We could go on at some length 
about how this came to be. It is inter-
esting, historically, and we could go 
into a variety of details and so forth; 
but, again, the bottom line is the Fed-
eral law currently says the Federal 
Government has a responsibility to in-
ventory and ascertain where Federal 
land is. Yet the Bureau of Land Man-
agement not only has never done it in 
close to 100 years after the Supreme 
Court decision, the Bureau of Land 
Management has said they never in-
tend to. They will never conduct a sur-
vey of this 116-mile area. 

So this bill, as I say, is very simple. 
It says the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment shall commission a survey, joint-
ly agreed upon by Texas and Okla-
homa, tribal and other interests a full 
part of that, but there will, once and 
for all, be a survey to determine where 
the Federal claim is and where the 
Federal claim is not. 

Now, part of the reason that is so im-
portant is because the Bureau of Land 
Management has, especially in 2013, 
come out and made a variety of claims 
that has thrown in doubt the proper 
title and ownership of land that has 
been in families for generations, that 
people have paid taxes on for genera-
tions. That has put a cloud on title of 
private landowners, and it does not 
help that cloud when the Bureau of 
Land Management says: We will never 
conduct a survey to determine exactly 
where the claim is. 

So everyone, Mr. Speaker, every 
State, every tribe, every local govern-

ment, every individual—even the Fed-
eral Government and the BLM itself— 
deserves to know where the claims 
rightfully are and where the claims are 
rightfully not. 

First step is information. That is all 
this bill does. I think it is pretty clear 
that we should at least take this step. 

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

Mr. Speaker, Federal ownership of 
the land along the Red River dates 
back to the Louisiana Purchase. Over 
time, gradual changes in the course of 
the river have created uncertainty re-
garding Federal interests in the area as 
well as confusion about the exact 
boundary between Texas and Okla-
homa. Further complicating the mat-
ter, Native American Tribes have min-
eral and other interests in the area im-
pacted by the precise ownership of the 
land in question. 

In fact, as noted in the Supreme 
Court case of Oklahoma v. Texas, a 1923 
case, the decision was the boundaries 
were changed due to accretion and ero-
sion. It is important to note that the 
gentleman from Texas does not dispute 
the criteria set forth by the Supreme 
Court in Oklahoma v. Texas. Moreover, 
in 2000, Congress passed the Red River 
Boundary Compact, which shifted the 
boundary line between the States, but 
the location and status of lands in the 
public domain remain unchanged. 
Along the 116-mile stretch, a portion of 
the land in the Red River area is still 
under Federal ownership because it has 
never been disposed of under the au-
thority of Congress. 

In 2013, the Bureau of Land Manage-
ment set out to revise the Federal re-
source management plan for Federal 
lands—not private lands, Federal 
lands—in Oklahoma, Kansas, and 
Texas. As part of that process, the 
BLM began to survey the lands to de-
termine the extent of all ownership 
claims. According to the 2014 testi-
mony from the Deputy Director of the 
BLM, Steve Ellis, the survey process 
the BLM intends ‘‘to identify, with cer-
tainty, and propose management alter-
natives for lands which fall within the 
public domain but have never been pat-
ented, reserved, or disposed.’’ 

According to that same testimony, 
the BLM estimates that approximately 
30,000 acres of public land exist along 
the Red River between the north fork 
of the river and the 98th meridian. 
They also estimate that as many as 
23,000 of those acres may be overlaid by 
private ownership interests. 

One of the most significant and ad-
vantageous parts about the process for 
updating land use plans is that it in-
cludes steps along the way that allow 
for public input, analysis, and informed 
decisionmaking. 

Once the survey is complete, the 
BLM has a variety of statutory au-
thorities the agency can use to resolve 
conflicting claims, including the Fed-
eral Land Policy and Management Act 
and the Color of Title Act. 

H.R. 428, the bill before us today, has 
a troubled history. Flaws in the bill 

have prevented it from becoming law 
for several years. Some of those short-
comings have been addressed, but oth-
ers remain. 

H.R. 428 would halt the planning and 
survey process in its tracks. The bill 
would strip the Bureau of Land Man-
agement of its survey authority along 
the 116-mile stretch of the Red River, 
and it would force the Federal Govern-
ment to accept the survey completed 
by the States of Texas and Oklahoma. 

Prohibiting the Federal Government 
from surveying its own land is unprece-
dented and unwarranted. What is also 
troubling is that, in stark violation of 
Republican policy against authoriza-
tions without an offset, this legislation 
authorizes the expenditure of $1 mil-
lion in Federal funding to pay the 
States to complete the survey. 

It is important to note that allowing 
State governments to dictate the out-
come of this process is a terrible prece-
dent, and forcing the American tax-
payers to pay the States for those sur-
veys adds insult to injury. 

b 1515 

Parts of this case are currently in 
the Federal court of the U.S. District 
Court for the Northern District of 
Texas. The parties include the State of 
Texas, BLM, and plaintiff landowners; 
and they are in mediation working to 
resolve these very complicated issues. 
The nature of that lawsuit is a quiet 
title action. 

I include in the RECORD a minute 
order dated Tuesday, January 10, 2017. 
At the bottom of the order it reads, in 
relevant part: ‘‘Case did not settle but 
parties are continuing to work on set-
tlement. Court will continue to mon-
itor and assist mediation efforts.’’ 

[Case 7:15–cv–00162–O Document 130 Filed 
01/19/17 PageID 1449] 

UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

NORTHERN DISTRICT OF TEXAS 

FORT WORTH DIVISION 

MINUTE ORDER—MEDIATION 

(with parties and counsel) 

JUDGE: Jeffrey L. Cureton 
LAW CLERK: K. Verna 
LOCATION: United States District Court, 

Wichita Falls, Texas 
Case No.: 7:15–CV–162–O 
Case Style: Aderholt, et al. v. Bureau of 

Land Management, et al. 
Date Held: Tuesday, January 10, 2017 
Time: 7:45 a.m–6:00 p.m. 
Persons Present at Mediation: 
Plaintiffs: (1) Kenneth Aderholt, (2) Pat-

rick Canan, (3) Kevin Hunter, (4) Ronald 
Jackson, (5) William Lalk, (6) Kenneth Pat-
ton, (7) Barbara Patton, (8) Jimmy Smith, (9) 
Kenneth Lemons, Jr. in his capacity of Sher-
iff of Clay County, Texas, (10) Honorable Lee 
Harvey and Meredith Kennedy as representa-
tives of Plaintiff Wichita County, Texas, (11) 
Honorable Kenneth Liggett as Representa-
tive of Plaintiff Clay County, Texas, (12) 
Honorable Greg Tyra and Cory Curtis as 
Representatives of Plaintiff Wilbarger Coun-
ty, Texas 

Counsel for Plaintiffs: Robert Henneke, 
Bradley Caldwell, J. Austin Curry, and John 
Summers 

Counsel for Intervenor Plaintiff State of 
Texas: Megan Neal and Amy Davis 
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Representatives for Intervenor Plaintiff 

George P. Bush as Commissioner of the 
Texas General Land Office: Mark Havens, 
General Counsel and Mark Neugebauer, Chief 
Surveyor 

Counsel for Intervenor Plaintiff George P. 
Bush: Ken Slavin and Deborah Trejo 

Defendants: Robert Casias as Representa-
tive of Defendant Bureau of Land Manage-
ment 

Counsel for Defendants: Romney Philpott, 
Jason Hill, and Charles Babst 

Mediation conducted with the parties and 
attorneys. Case did not settle but parties are 
continuing to work on settlement. Court will 
continue to monitor and assist mediation ef-
forts. 

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, this 
bill would undermine the progress of 
the judicial branch and instead pro-
hibit the Federal Government from 
surveying its own land. It also would 
force the American taxpayers to pay 
the States for these surveys. Shifting 
this authority, as we said earlier, is un-
precedented and would cause more con-
fusion. 

We should allow the parties to re-
solve this conflict, and Congress should 
stay out of it. 

What is troubling is that the bill is 
being proposed as something that 
brings the parties together. This medi-
ation is doing that. 

More importantly, when you look at 
the bill itself, the question has to be 
asked: Where is the Department of the 
Interior? Where is the BLM? Let us not 
forget, it is the Department of the In-
terior that has the fiduciary duty to 
the tribes. 

The question really is: Can or should 
Congress abdicate its fiduciary obliga-
tion that is owed to the tribes by doing 
this survey? 

H.R. 428 does not warrant consider-
ation by this body. We clearly have 
more important issues facing this Na-
tion. Congress should get out of the 
way and allow the current BLM process 
to play out. This bill is a waste of our 
valuable time and taxpayers’ dollars. 

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

yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. MCCLINTOCK), chairman 
of the Committee on Natural Re-
sources’ Subcommittee on Federal 
Lands that deals with this area. 

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Congressman THORNBERRY for 
working through three congressional 
sessions to do justice to the property 
owners along the Red River. 

The injustice that this bill corrects is 
galling. In 1923, the U.S. Supreme 
Court established rules for determining 
the boundary between Texas and Okla-
homa, which established property 
rights over this land. 

For nearly a century, the Federal 
Government recognized and respected 
the property lines established by this 
ruling. Property owners purchased and 
sold this land and, in some cases, 
passed it down from generation to gen-
eration. These property owners, in 
good faith, dutifully paid taxes on their 
lands year after year, invested in these 
lands, maintained them, cultivated 
them, and improved them. 

Nearly 100 years later, in 2013, the 
Bureau of Land Management an-
nounced that it was arbitrarily chang-
ing these long-established and settled 
boundaries and claiming ownership of 
90,000 acres of land. This outrageous 
claim clouds property rights along this 
vast territory. 

It is based on the flimsiest of pre-
texts: a 2009 survey of some 6,000 acres 
out of the total 90,000 in dispute. This 
survey ignored the 1923 Supreme Court 
decree that originally established the 
boundary lines, and it then extrapo-
lated the results of this limited survey 
to justify this land grab over the entire 
region. In other words, BLM laid claim 
to these lands with a guess based upon 
a fraud. 

The BLM has since scaled back its 
claim to 30,000 acres, a testament to 
the flimsy process with which it has 
upended the lives of every property 
owner in the region. 

The Red River Private Property Pro-
tection Act tells the BLM to back off. 
It authorizes a comprehensive survey 
of all of the disputed acreage to be con-
ducted jointly by the two States di-
rectly affected and in consultation 
with the tribal governments involved. 
It requires that the survey be con-
ducted on the longstanding criteria es-
tablished by the Supreme Court, rather 
than the recent and illegal invention of 
the BLM. 

Upon the completion of the survey, 
the States of Texas and Oklahoma, in 
coordination with federally recognized 
Indian tribes, will review and approve 
the survey to ensure its accuracy and 
impartiality. 

Without this act, title to the farms 
and homes will be clouded for decades 
while the matter drags on through the 
courts. That is the course that the gen-
tlewoman suggests we should follow: 
drag this on for years, if not decades, 
while these property owners languish 
in uncertainty. 

Meanwhile, the BLM’s assertion of 
regulatory jurisdiction would have dev-
astating impacts on local homeowners 
and businesses and make it much more 
difficult to encourage economic devel-
opment in the region. 

This measure is a scaled-down 
version of the bill passed by this House 
in 2015, in order to address concerns ex-
pressed by the American Indian Na-
tions involved. 

Mr. Speaker, government exists to 
protect our natural rights, including 
our property rights, and this bill re-
aligns our government with its stated 
purpose and its stated promise. 

I urge its speedy adoption. 
Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I think it is very impor-

tant for us—though they have made 
light of the fact that this has a history, 
beginning with the Louisiana Pur-
chase—that this is not a new issue. 
There are a series of subsequent trea-
ties with foreign governments in 1819, 
1828, and 1838, which set the south bank 
of the river as the southern border of 

the United States and the northern 
border of what is now the State of 
Texas. 

In 1867, when a portion of this public 
domain was reserved for the Kiowa-Co-
manche-Apache (KCA) Reservation, the 
middle of the main channel of the river 
between the 98th meridian and the 
north fork of the river was established 
as the reservation’s southern boundary. 
The remaining land between what is 
now called the medial line and the 
southern bank retained its status as 
public land, which continues through 
the present. 

In a series of decisions in the 1920s, 
the U.S. Supreme Court adopted a 
method known as the gradient bound-
ary method for determining the loca-
tion of the boundary between Texas 
and Oklahoma along the southern bank 
of the river. In giving certainty to the 
boundary’s location and the extent of 
tribal holdings, the Court’s decision 
also provided a basis for clarifying pri-
vate land ownership on each side of the 
river. 

In 1981 and 1984, two separate Okla-
homa landowners argued in the United 
States District Court that, under ripar-
ian law, changes in the river’s location 
had expanded their private holdings 
while reducing the acreage of the Texas 
landowners whose properties faced 
them across the river. In both cases, 
the district court followed the Supreme 
Court’s established principle con-
cerning the location of public and pri-
vate lands. 

Private property in Oklahoma ex-
tended to the center of the river while 
private property in Texas stopped at 
the ordinary high-water mark on the 
southern bank, with the remaining 
land being part of the original public 
domain located in Oklahoma. 

In 2000, the State legislatures of 
Oklahoma and Texas, along with tribal 
leaders from the neighboring KCA 
Tribes and Chickasaw and Choctaw Na-
tions, attempted to resolve these re-
maining issues by agreeing to the Red 
River Boundary Compact. Congress 
later consented to the compact, and, in 
so doing, agreed to move the jurisdic-
tional boundary between the States 
from the south bank gradient line to 
the south bank vegetation line. 

The BLM began updating its resource 
management plan for public lands in 
Kansas, Oklahoma, and Texas, which 
includes the area along the Red River, 
in 2013. The BLM doesn’t full know the 
extent of public domain, and that is 
why they are trying to do the survey. 
The resource management planning 
process would update the current 
RMPs covering this area, which were 
developed in 1994 and 1996, and estab-
lish a long-term plan articulating the 
BLM’s objectives and strategies for 
maintaining the health and produc-
tivity of public lands in the region. 

As we discussed earlier, in 1923, the 
United States Supreme Court also 
interjected into this and set the cri-
teria. 

We can disagree on some of these 
issues, but we can at least agree to get 
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our facts straight. We do know, Mr. 
Speaker, that this has been an ongoing 
process and this has gone back for dif-
ferent administrations. 

I think the question becomes: Why is 
it necessary to do this now? What is it 
that is happening now? They are in 
court. They have been in court. They 
have availed themselves of the court 
process. No one disagrees with the 
United States Supreme Court decision. 

So the question we should all ask 
ourselves is: Why now? Why take out, 
in this bill, my amendment that was 
rejected by the Rules Committee which 
would have eliminated that portion 
which says basically the Federal Gov-
ernment has no say in the survey? So 
why would we abdicate that major re-
sponsibility? 

We not only have responsibility to 
the tribes listed, but there are also dif-
ferent kinds of tribal lands, which we 
must take into account. So the ques-
tion is: Why abdicate it? 

If as was stated earlier that what we 
are talking about is just a bill that 
says to the BLM to do the survey, then 
why does it contain within it a state-
ment that says it has no right to con-
cur or to approve? 

I think that it would be a different 
situation if this was a bill that said: 
hurry up and do your survey. But that 
is not what this bill says. 

This bill says the States of Texas and 
Oklahoma will do it—actually, Texas 
will do it in consultation with Okla-
homa and specific tribes. 

Why doesn’t it say, if what we want 
is a survey, that BLM do the survey? 

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

yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LAMALFA), chairman of 
the Committee on Natural Resources’ 
Subcommittee on Indian, Insular and 
Alaska Native Affairs. 

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, you 
know when we swear to uphold an oath 
to our country and to our States, a lot 
goes with that responsibility. We have 
a very sacred covenant in protecting 
private property rights, the corner-
stone of the founding of this Nation. 

So to see that after many decades or 
even centuries of people feeling secure 
in their property, in their land, how 
can one government agency come 
along and defy two entire States in a 
process they have used, the gradient 
boundary survey method, in this case, 
along the Red River between Texas and 
Oklahoma? How can you have one 
rogue Federal agency coming in and 
saying we supersede what these two 
States and decades and decades of tra-
dition and security that these families 
have had along here is completely 
wrong? 

That is why H.R. 428 would send the 
right signal and give certainty back to 
these families. We are talking about a 
court process. Well, for private parties 
to have to go to a court, it is not the 
same as the government with its end-
less resources, endless time to slog 
through court in this case after 8 years. 

This is a lot of wear and tear on fami-
lies when their property and their long-
time traditions are in question here. 

I go back to a case some years ago, 
the Kilo v. New London decision, where 
it was deemed that government can 
just take property if it was deemed 
beneficial to the government or to the 
tax base, indeed, trampling on property 
rights. At least, in that case, you can 
count on that there might be some 
compensation for having that land 
taken. 

Will that even happen here? They are 
over a mile off in some of their surveys 
where the BLM believes the land line 
is. So the true border needs to be made 
certain and needs to be respectful of 
Texas and Oklahoma in their process in 
this property right discussion. 

Indeed, an 8-year-long nightmare, 
imagine what this does to families. It 
happens in my district as well when 
regulators come in and decide they are 
going to change the water rights. It is 
not even good for their health. People, 
when they are going through this legal 
process, it is painful for them. 

So H.R. 428 is a very important meth-
od of doing, through the gradient 
boundary survey, a fair way—one that 
is recognized by Texas and Oklahoma 
for many decades as the correct way— 
to survey and finally put this issue to 
rest after many, many more years than 
what it should have been. 

Indeed, private property rights are 
the cornerstone of part of why this 
country was even founded. Why do we 
continue to do this to the families who 
have, in good faith, paid taxes, made 
their land payments, and been part of 
the fiber of Texas and Oklahoma 
around the Red River for so many, 
many years? 

b 1530 
Instead of confusion, let’s give them 

certainty. I urge us to all support H.R. 
428 and go to a survey method that is 
fair and recognized by two States, not 
by one Federal agency that wishes to 
override that process. 

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

It is very interesting because we 
seem to be confusing what is at issue 
here. If what is at issue here is a survey 
process, then there is no question. The 
survey process is set up in the United 
States Supreme Court decision of Okla-
homa v. Texas. No one disputes that 
that should be it. 

Neither is it disputed that BLM can-
not illegally claim private property 
and, in fact, it does have a process by 
which it can sell that private property. 

First, under Section 203 of FLPMA, 
the BLM may sell public lands for pri-
vate fair market value if, through the 
planning process, the public land has 
been determined to be difficult and un-
economic to manage; the land was ac-
quired for a specific purpose but no 
longer fulfills the Federal purpose; or 
disposal may serve important public 
objectives which cannot be achieved 
prudently on land other than public 
land. 

Under Section 206 of the FLPMA, the 
Secretary of the Interior can also con-
duct land exchanges of equal value 
with the same State so long as the pub-
lic interest is well served. 

Mr. Speaker, the reason why there is 
a compact of 2000 on this specific issue 
is because the States can’t do it with-
out the concurrence of Congress. What 
is being proposed here, in terms of the 
survey, is really using a Federal stand-
ard. 

Again, the question is: Why? 
More importantly, Mr. Speaker, 

there are tribal lands involved; not 
only the tribes noted, but also different 
types of tribal lands, private tribal 
lands different from that which is held 
in trust by the Secretary of the Inte-
rior, and we are abdicating that re-
sponsibility. 

We have a fiduciary duty to these 
tribal lands, and it should not be treat-
ed basically with, well, if we don’t 
agree, maybe we can come forward and 
say we don’t agree. That is not what 
this is about. 

They are beginning the process. They 
are in mediation. The courts have been 
the mechanism by which landowners 
have views, and there is one going on. 
So why not let the process go? 

It just seems to be out of Congress’ 
authority to simply abdicate the re-
sponsibilities that we have and say: 
The States can do it. And then we pay 
for it. Now, that makes no sense. 

We need to be able to say to those 
that we have a fiduciary obligation to, 
and others, that we have done our job; 
that the Federal Government has done 
its job. 

They are in the process. So the ques-
tion I have again is, why now? Why 
now? This has been going on since 
way—I read through all the different 
treaties and the different types of cases 
that came up since 1923, Oklahoma v. 
Texas. So why now? 

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

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 5 minutes to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT), 
who understands this, who is coming 
from that State, and who also serves as 
the vice chairman of the entire Re-
sources Committee. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I am 
grateful to the chairman of our com-
mittee. I appreciate the question asked 
by my colleague across the aisle: Why 
now? 

The answer to the question, why now, 
is that this Federal Government has 
not done its job. This Congress has not 
done its job in complying with the as-
pirations of the Constitution. 

When you have disagreement be-
tween documents, as we did between 
the Louisiana Purchase on the south 
border of the Red River, and Oklahoma 
going to the middle of the Red River— 
and, of course, the Red River changes 
as time goes on—then the Federal Gov-
ernment should have long since stepped 
in and said: Here is the land we are 
talking about. Here is where the bor-
ders will actually go. 
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I am amazed at times, we talk in 

terms of agencies, of bureaus, of de-
partments, as if they are some inde-
pendent country that deserves a place 
at the United Nations making policies 
and making executive decisions all 
their own. 

These people work for us. The Bureau 
of Land Management does have some 
folks that don’t understand that. They 
think they are an entity unto them-
selves, and they make policy. Well, 
that is not what the Constitution set 
up. 

In fact, the Constitution, in the pre-
amble, as my friends know, says: ‘‘We 
the People of the United States, in 
Order to form a more perfect Union, es-
tablish Justice, insure domestic Tran-
quility. . . .’’ 

This is what this bill is trying to do. 
Now, last Congress, my friend, MAC 

THORNBERRY, had a bill that went 
ahead and took care of the issue, once 
and for all, and it was going to sell the 
land, and this dispute could be over. 
But since friends in the Senate were 
not able to come to a conclusion and 
they still just could not figure out 
what an appropriate disposition was, 
then my friend, Mr. THORNBERRY, has 
come back with this bill. 

It is consistent with what every good 
parent will tell the child: Before you 
make a decision, gather all the evi-
dence and information you can, then 
make a more educated, informed deci-
sion. 

That is all this bill does, Mr. Speak-
er. It says, we are going to do a survey 
now. We are going to figure out what 
land we are talking about. And since 
the BLM has said we are not even 
going to even survey that land, we are 
going to leave it in dispute. We are not 
going to establish justice. We are going 
to worry about ‘‘just us’’ at the BLM. 

We are not going to ensure domestic 
tranquility. We are going to create 
chaos, because when we create chaos, 
then we benefit. We get more land, we 
put people in jail. 

Well, this is a simple bill, for heav-
en’s sake. It says we are going to do a 
survey. We are going to see what we 
have got. That is all the bill does. 

Why now? 
Exactly. That is a great question. 

This should have been done 100 years 
ago or more than 100 years ago. It 
wasn’t, so it is time to do it now and 
ensure domestic tranquility. 

So all of the parties involved—not 
the BLM; they are not a party—the 
Federal Government, the Government 
of Oklahoma, the Government of 
Texas, and all the owners involved can, 
once and for all, have domestic tran-
quility. 

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

I respectfully disagree. In the year 
2000, when the Red River Compact was 
approved by Congress, and because of 
the nature of a compact and because of 
the requirements of our United States 
Constitution, which I know my col-
leagues abide by, it is a different situa-

tion. This could have been addressed if 
they wanted it addressed, but that is 
not what was done. 

It is not over 100 years. We have in-
tervening facts, like the compact of 
2000, which afforded Congress the op-
portunity to look at this and, more im-
portantly, the States the opportunity 
to decide. 

Now, what did they do? 
They disagreed on the high-water 

mark. They did not go into these spe-
cific issues. I am sure it is not some-
thing that occurred within the last 17 
years. This is something that existed 
all along. So I call everyone’s attention 
to the compact of 2000. 

Last year’s bill, H.R. 2130, contained 
in there the following statements: The 
Secretary disclaims any right, title, 
and interest to the land located south 
of the south bank boundary line in the 
affected area. 

It also said that surveys conducted 
by the Bureau of Land Management be-
fore the date of enactment of this act 
shall have no force or effect in deter-
mining the south bank boundary line. 

So to say that they didn’t do any-
thing—or it was being done—the law 
that was attempted to be passed, it 
passed out of the House. The bill that 
passed out of the House contains in it 
specific language that they are saying 
they don’t want any of that to apply. 

So, Mr. Speaker, we come back to, I 
guess, why? Why? The authority to sur-
vey and approve or disapprove the sale 
or transfer of public lands belongs to 
the Federal Government acting on be-
half of the American people. 

The Bureau of Land Management has 
held the authority to examine the ac-
curacy of these surveys and make revi-
sions, when necessary and, in this in-
stance, an ongoing process to make 
changes began in 2013. It is not like 
nothing has happened. It has been on-
going. The BLM has the tools and au-
thority to resolve this survey problem, 
and Congress should just get out of the 
way and allow the process to play out. 

Instead, my colleagues across the 
aisle want to use the situation as an 
excuse to make progress on their larger 
goal, alienating public land. 

Just last week, they voted to repeal 
the BLM’s efforts to update their re-
source management planning process. 
BLM’s new rule increased the opportu-
nities for the public to engage in the 
management of public lands and help 
the agency respond more efficiently to 
changes taking place in the environ-
ment and across the landscape. 

By repealing BLM’s planning rule, 
Republicans are ensuring that more 
disputes like Red River will develop, 
more public land will be lost or de-
stroyed, and more litigation will ensue, 
all costing taxpayers more money. 

So, Mr. Speaker, when we talk about 
H.R. 428, it is just the latest step in a 
very unpopular, anti-public lands cam-
paign. Americans across the country 
have equal ownership and right to ac-
cess and to enjoy all the resources. 
Whether it is a national park in Mon-

tana, a national park in Hawaii that 
has a volcano, forest lands in Pennsyl-
vania, or wetlands in Colorado, the op-
portunities afforded through these re-
sources belong to us all, regardless of 
hometown, education, means, or expe-
rience. 

Despite the fact that we are talking 
about a 160-mile stretch of the Red 
River, by cutting away at the author-
ity and management tools Federal 
agencies have at their disposal, this 
bill furthers my colleagues across the 
aisle’s national public lands agenda 
and threatens the multiple-use prin-
ciple that governs all BLM lands, all 
while costing the taxpayers the money. 

It is like adding insult to injury. Not 
only do we pass a law, but we are also 
paying the States to do the survey. 

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

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

Ms. HANABUSA. Mr. Speaker, how 
much time do I have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Hawaii has 111⁄2 min-
utes remaining. 

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

I want to conclude by acknowledging 
that I have read all of the various 
statements and the cases about the 
property owners along the Red River. I 
do understand that providing them 
with certainty and assurance that 
their property rights are not threat-
ened is a goal that many share. 

However, it would be unprecedented 
and would only further complicate 
matters to transfer the Federal survey 
authority over public domain to the 
States. This is not the way our public 
lands should be managed. 

There is a transparent, objective 
process to determine ownership along 
the Red River. This bill subverts that 
process and sends $1 million in Federal 
taxpayers’ money for a State purpose. 
This is neither fair nor just outcome. 

With the long, complicated history 
and various ownership claims along the 
Red River, BLM has to be allowed to 
complete its planning process and land 
survey. It also needs the right to have 
a say, which this bill, H.R. 428, elimi-
nates that right. 

Congress should not determine the 
outcome of what essentially amounts 
to a three-way property dispute by con-
ceding Federal authority to a State. 
BLM has its tools it needs. We just 
need to get out of the way and let them 
do their work, which they have been 
trying to do over the years; and we do 
know 2013 has begun the process. 

I urge my colleagues to reject the 
bill. 

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

b 1545 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Now, in summary of what we have 
heard today, this situation is a result 
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of a silly and suspect survey that has 
slapped the citizens with uncertainty 
and soured them for the security be-
cause seizing citizen sites has taken 
place. 

The question was asked: Where is 
BLM? That is a good question. Where is 
BLM? They started this problem 8 
years ago and have yet to do anything 
to try and solve the problem. That is 
why this bill is here before us because 
BLM has not done their job. Using a 
poor survey process, they have simply 
put people who have done nothing 
wrong in doubt of their ownership of 
their property which they have had for 
generations and have been paying taxes 
on for years. Yet, in 8 long years, BLM 
has done nothing to solve the situation 
to give them the certainty so they 
know where they stand. 

That is why the private citizens went 
to court. The only reason it is in court 
is because these private citizens were 
so frustrated with BLM taking so long 
to do something that could have been 
done within a matter of weeks, and yet 
it is now 8 years into a process simply 
because BLM used a flawed survey. In-
stead of using the gradient boundary 
survey method that the Supreme Court 
suggests, they did something else 
which brought them to the unusual 
conclusion that BLM actually owned 
90,000 acres of land on this riverbank 
that they have never had in their his-
tory. 

Later, they realized that was an un-
usual claim, so they lowered it down 
to: I own 30,000 acres of land—but 30,000 
acres of land that has been in private 
property for years, for generations, 
they have been paying taxes on it, and 
now their land is in limbo. They can’t 
do anything simply because BLM has 
refused to do its job. 

It is not just here in Texas. Go across 
the State boundary to Louisiana where 
Lake Bistineau has the exact same 
problem with the exact same survey 
problems from the same agency, BLM. 
Go all the way to Colorado with Elk-
horn Ranch. Once again, survey prob-
lems done by BLM which placed claims 
on private property that are exorbitant 
and yet moves at a snail’s pace to try 
and solve the problem. 

One of the first issues I dealt with 
when I came to Congress was Hyde 
Park, and, once again, the Federal 
Government—this time it was the For-
est Service—taking claim on lands that 
had been, for generations, in private 
property and refusing to try and work 
with the property owners to solve the 
problem. That is what has been going 
on for 8 long years with the boundary 
line between Texas and Oklahoma. 

Why are we coming here with a bill? 
Simply because you have got to solve 
the problem. You have got to fix the 
problem for people. 

I have to also say something. The 
misrepresentation of the BLM planning 
rule that was presented is a total mis-
representation. In fact, when we re-
moved that rule, the 2.0 planning rule, 
we did it because people want to have 

their voices heard and are eliminated if 
that planning rule goes into effect. 
That is why it has to stop, so this type 
of situation does not happen again. 

Some people have said this may be an 
unprecedented concept. Actually, our 
realization that somebody has to han-
dle the situation by actually allowing 
Oklahoma and Texas to pick qualified 
surveyors, do the survey—and do the 
survey—and then coordinate with the 
tribes so they come up with a process, 
that is exactly what should have hap-
pened in 2009. Because BLM didn’t do 
it, we are going to bring a bill to make 
sure they actually get something done. 

This has been supported by the Texas 
and Oklahoma Farm Bureaus, the 
Texas General Land Office, Texas 
Southwest Cattle Raisers Association, 
and the people who live in this area 
who want to have some kind of conclu-
sion so they can have their property 
rights respected. 

Now, it has been said what we are 
doing is unprecedented—perhaps. What 
we are doing is trying to solve the 
problem to help people; and if it takes 
an unprecedented action by Congress 
to solve people’s problem and let them 
move on with their lives, then that is 
the responsibility of Congress. We are 
the ones who establish what the poli-
cies should be, not some executive 
branch agency of government. It is our 
responsibility. 

We are doing exactly what the people 
expect us to do by saying 8 years of un-
expected and unanswered questions is 
far too long. Solve the problem and 
help people so they know what is their 
private property and what is not their 
private property and they can move on 
with their lives. If that is unprece-
dented, then it is about time we did 
something that is unprecedented. That 
is important. 

That is why this bill is here, and that 
is why this bill is here now. It is com-
ing at the beginning of the session be-
cause we cannot wait longer for the 
BLM to actually do what they should 
have done in 2009. 

Now, Mr. Speaker, I want you to re-
alize we are here on Valentine’s Day. 
There is nothing special about that, 
but this is an issue where there has 
been no love lost. In fact, the land-
owners along this river have been sim-
ply soaked. But deep in the heart of 
Texas—all right, I know it is a bound-
ary line, but I have got to get the heart 
in there some way. Deep in the heart of 
Texas, we are coming forth with a bill 
that is showing that the love for people 
who have paid their taxes and lived on 
this land for generations is not forgot-
ten and that BLM has committed a 
crime of the heart with this land grab. 

Indeed, Chairman THORNBERRY has 
passionately defended the interests of 
his constituents who just want to know 
the government loves them. That is 
why this bill is here. That is why it 
needs to be supported, and that is why 
I urge you to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 99, the 
previous question is ordered on the bill. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 3 o’clock and 52 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1615 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. HOLDING) at 4 o’clock and 
15 minutes p.m. 

f 

RED RIVER GRADIENT BOUNDARY 
SURVEY ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on passage of 
the bill (H.R. 428) to survey the gra-
dient boundary along the Red River in 
the States of Oklahoma and Texas, and 
for other purposes, on which the yeas 
and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—yeas 250, nays 
171, not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 92] 

YEAS—250 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 

Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 

Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crist 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
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Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 

Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 

Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smucker 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Veasey 
Vela 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NAYS—171 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 

Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Garamendi 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 

Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 

Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Pingree 
Pocan 

Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Richmond 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Velázquez 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—10 

Beatty 
Demings 
Engel 
Gallego 

McCaul 
Mulvaney 
Rice (NY) 
Rush 

Visclosky 
Zinke 

b 1638 

Ms. MCCOLLUM, Messrs. JEFFRIES, 
and KILDEE changed their vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

Messrs. PETERS and DOGGETT 
changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to 
‘‘yea.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, on February 14, 
2017, I missed both voting sessions. If 
present, I would have voted as follows: 

‘‘Yes’’—Previous Question on H. Res. 99. 

‘‘Yes’’—H. Res. 99—The combined rule pro-
viding for consideration of the bill H.R. 428— 
Red River Gradient Boundary Survey Act and 
of the bill H.J. Res. 42—Disapproving the rule 
submitted by the Department of Labor relating 
to drug testing of unemployment compensa-
tion applicants. 

‘‘Yes’’—Previous Question on H. Res. 116. 

‘‘Yes’’—H. Res. 116—The combined rule 
providing for consideration of the bill H.J. Res. 
66—Disapproving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to savings ar-
rangements established by States for non-gov-
ernmental employees and of the bill H.J. Res. 
67—Disapproving the rule submitted by the 
Department of Labor relating to savings ar-
rangements established by qualified State po-
litical subdivisions for non-governmental em-
ployees. 

‘‘Yes’’—H.R. 428—Red River Gradient 
Boundary Survey Act. 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.J. RES. 43, PROVIDING FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL 
OF FINAL RULE BY SECRETARY 
OF HEALTH AND HUMAN SERV-
ICES; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.J. RES. 69, PRO-
VIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF FINAL RULE 
OF DEPARTMENT OF THE INTE-
RIOR; AND PROVIDING FOR PRO-
CEEDINGS DURING THE PERIOD 
FROM FEBRUARY 17, 2017, 
THROUGH FEBRUARY 24, 2017 

Mr. BURGESS, from the Committee 
on Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 115–12) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 123) providing for consideration of 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 43) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the final rule submitted 
by Secretary of Health and Human 
Services relating to compliance with 
title X requirements by project recipi-
ents in selecting subrecipients; pro-
viding for consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 69) providing for 
congressional disapproval under chap-
ter 8 of title 5, United States Code, of 
the final rule of the Department of the 
Interior relating to ‘‘Non-Subsistence 
Take of Wildlife, and Public Participa-
tion and Closure Procedures, on Na-
tional Wildlife Refuges in Alaska’’; and 
providing for proceedings during the 
period from February 17, 2017, through 
February 24, 2017, which was referred to 
the House Calendar and ordered to be 
printed. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR A JOINT SESSION 
OF CONGRESS TO RECEIVE A 
MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I send 
to the desk a privileged concurrent res-
olution and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows: 

H. CON. RES. 23 
Resolved by the House of Representatives (the 

Senate concurring), That the two Houses of 
Congress assemble in the Hall of the House 
of Representatives on Tuesday, February 28, 
2017, at 9 p.m., for the purpose of receiving 
such communication as the President of the 
United States shall be pleased to make to 
them. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed 
to. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

AMERICAN HEART MONTH 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, today, there will be a lot 
of focus on hearts, and I would like to 
talk about heart health. 

February marks American Heart 
Month, which is an annual awareness 
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campaign for the number one killer in 
the United States—heart disease. 

The first American Heart Month was 
declared in 1964 by President Lyndon B. 
Johnson. While the death rate from 
heart disease has dropped considerably 
since the 1960s, we still have much 
work to do. 

More than 17 million deaths a year 
are attributed to heart disease and 
stroke. But studies show that 80 per-
cent of cardiac events and strokes are 
preventable. 

What is truly important for Ameri-
cans to know is that heart disease is 
within their control if they have a fam-
ily history where a loved one has suf-
fered, or even died, from heart disease. 

The good news is that the risk of 
heart disease can be lowered through a 
healthy lifestyle and regular checkups. 

It is my hope that all Americans will 
take their heart health seriously and 
educate themselves on how to lead a 
healthy life in the spirit of American 
Heart Month. 

f 

PROVIDENCE COLLEGE 
CENTENNIAL 

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

Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Speaker, on 
February 14, 1917, the Diocese of Provi-
dence, the Dominican Friars of the 
Providence of St. Joseph, and the State 
of Rhode Island established Providence 
College. 

Like our great Nation, Providence 
College was founded on principles of 
tolerance and acceptance. Its charter 
states that no student shall be denied 
admission or honors due to religious 
opinion. One hundred years later, 
Americans would do well to follow this 
example. 

Led by Reverend Brian Shanley, the 
president of this outstanding academic 
institution, Providence College con-
tinues to enrich the lives of its stu-
dents and the State of Rhode Island. It 
is a leader in research and academic 
excellence, and its scholars encourage 
young people to question the world 
around them and serve their commu-
nities. 

The Ocean State is fortunate to be 
home to such a venerable institution. 
As a lifelong Rhode Islander, I am so 
proud to celebrate its centennial and 
recognize its continued success today. 

Happy 100th anniversary, Providence 
College. 

f 

b 1645 

NORTH KOREA IS A TERRORISM 
STATE 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, when 
I met with Admiral Harris of Pacific 
Command last year, I asked him which 
nation’s threats concerned him the 
most. He quickly replied: North Korea. 

Proving Admiral Harris correct, 
North Korea illegally launched yet an-
other menacing ballistic missile. This 
was a high-tech, pre-fueled rocket that 
can be launched quickly. This type of 
rocket has a range of about 1,800 
miles—thus, making it an immediate 
threat to South Korea and Japan as 
well as our troops that are stationed 
there. 

North Korea has even bigger plans. 
Kim Jong-un reportedly plans to de-
velop submarines from which to launch 
the missiles, which could threaten the 
United States. The last administration 
pursued an ignorant strategy called 
strategic patience. That policy clearly 
failed. North Korea’s program is now 
stronger than ever. Kim Jong-un’s 
threats continue to grow bolder and 
bolder with no repercussions. 

Once upon a time, the United States 
had North Korea on the State Sponsors 
of Terrorism list. It is time to put lit-
tle Kim back on that list because he is 
a world terrorist and a threat to world 
peace, and he has earned that distinc-
tion. 

And that is just the way it is. 

f 

ACCESS TO COUNSEL ACT 

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

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day I introduced my first bill, H.R. 
1006, the Access to Counsel Act; and it 
was a great pleasure to work with my 
colleague in the Senate, Senator 
KAMALA HARRIS, who introduced that 
companion version. The legislation is a 
direct response to the President’s mis-
guided Muslim ban. 

In the chaos following the release of 
the executive order, people across the 
country were detained at airports and 
denied opportunities to consult with 
hundreds of attorneys who were there 
ready to provide legal support. Some of 
these people were deported without any 
access to due process. Even now, we are 
getting reports of people who are lit-
erally relinquishing their legal perma-
nent resident status without con-
sulting with anybody because they 
don’t understand what they are sign-
ing. 

Detention and deportation without 
due process happens far too often, even 
though due process is a right that we 
hold so dear as Americans. For years, 
we have heard these cases of people 
being denied the right to counsel, and 
my bill, the Access to Counsel Act, en-
sures that anyone who is detained by 
CBP or held in ICE custody will get ac-
cess to counsel. 

This is a commonsense measure, and 
I know that there are many who are 
fearful of what will come next. I want 
them to know that we will continue to 
fight for their rights and for their ac-
cess to due process. 

CELEBRATING THE ELIZABETH 
TAYLOR AIDS FOUNDATION 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to celebrate The Elizabeth 
TAYLOR AIDS Foundation for its ef-
forts and commitment to transform 
the lives for those living with HIV/ 
AIDS. 

Since its creation in 1991, this foun-
dation has advanced Elizabeth Taylor’s 
dream to create a future free of HIV/ 
AIDS by supporting organizations de-
livering care and services for people 
living with this disease. 

Today, the Foundation remains a 
leading player in the fight to end the 
HIV/AIDS epidemic by providing grants 
to global programs that seek to fund 
education, to raise awareness, and to 
create innovative treatments for pa-
tients. 

As the co-chair of the Congressional 
HIV/AIDS Caucus, I have had the op-
portunity to work with this foundation 
over the years to help improve the 
lives of patients and advance research 
efforts that can lead to a cure for this 
terrible disease. 

I celebrate The Elizabeth Taylor 
AIDS Foundation, and I look forward 
to continuing to work with it to realize 
our common dream of an AIDS-free 
generation in the U.S. and, indeed, 
throughout the world. 

f 

CONGRATULATIONS UCONN 
WOMEN’S BASKETBALL TEAM 

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

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, at 11 
p.m. last night, the UConn women’s 
basketball team once again stunned 
the sporting world and, really, the Na-
tion by winning their 100th straight 
win against a very good team, the Uni-
versity of South Carolina. 

Again, Mr. Speaker, the UConn 
women just continue to defy the laws 
of gravity. They have won 11 NCAA ti-
tles, again, shattering all records be-
fore them, and the 100th win was ex-
ceeding the last record which the 
UConn women set a number of years 
ago in terms of consecutive wins. 

Coach Geno Auriemma has an ex-
traordinary program, which has almost 
a perfect record of graduation. These 
are true student athletes. Last night, 
Gabby Williams, Napheesa Collier, Kia 
Nurse, and Crystal Dangerfield once 
again made us proud in the State of 
Connecticut to be the home of real 
champions. 

Again, congratulations. You are in 
unchartered waters now at 100 wins and 
counting, and we look forward to more 
success in the future. 

Go Huskies. 
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UPDATE ON OROVILLE DAM 

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, well, it 
has been national news, the situation 
going on in northern California, where 
the Oroville Dam is. Obviously, there 
has been some damage and destruction 
to the main concrete spillway, as well 
as the situation with the lake rising 
and finally going for the first time in 
48 years over the emergency spillway. 

The dam itself, the earthen struc-
ture, 770 feet tall is solid. The emer-
gency spillway is being evaluated, but 
so far it looks stable itself. It is the 
issue of the soil in front of it that 
needs to be stabilized during these days 
where there is dry weather, where it 
can be stabilized with rock and con-
crete. 

So what we need to know is: Why did 
this happen? 

This would be what we do later on. 
First, we need to take care of the emer-
gency situation, the State resources 
and Federal resources pulling together 
to make sure people are safe and that 
the dam remains sound and that we 
don’t lose the structure. 

It looks good. I think things are sta-
ble for right now. We also need prayer 
for no more rain for a while, or at least 
not overwhelming amounts of rain. So 
it looks good. 

We just need patience also from the 
people that are in the flood plain that 
have been evacuated to listen to their 
emergency personnel and follow with 
that so that they are kept safe during 
this time of the emergency. 

So I think good efforts are underway, 
and we will investigate later on what 
went wrong. 

f 

COMMITMENT TO CIVILITY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GALLAGHER). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 3, 2017, 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
JOHNSON) is recognized for 60 minutes 
as the designee of the majority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days to 
revise and extend their remarks and to 
include any extraneous material in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 

Speaker, today a bipartisan group of 46 
freshman Members of this 115th U.S. 
Congress, representing red and blue 
States from coast to coast, released a 
document that we have entitled the 
‘‘Commitment to Civility.’’ 

This evening, I am grateful to be 
joined on the floor by 21 different lead-
ers of our class, representing diverse 
districts in 15 different States across 

our great Nation to speak to this im-
portant and very timely issue. 

This commitment document was cre-
ated in early January following our 
initial meetings together as a class. We 
discussed our mutual intent to serve 
the best interest of the country, and to 
return to statesmanship that was re-
vered and modeled by the great leaders 
of our history. 

I drafted this document to memori-
alize our Members’ agreement to, 
among other things, work towards re-
storing collegiality and civility in the 
Congress; encouraging more productive 
dialogue; and building consensus and 
strengthening the public’s trust in 
America’s institutions. 

This document is not intended in any 
way as a criticism of anyone else in 
any other Chamber or branch of the 
government. Rather, it represents the 
mutual commitments of the Members 
of our class that we have made among 
and between ourselves. 

As we teach our own children, we 
often have no control over what others 
may do, but we are ultimately respon-
sible for our own actions. Personally, I 
want to say how encouraging it is to 
work with others from across the polit-
ical spectrum who want to lead by ex-
ample and work to restore civility in 
our public discourse. There may never 
have been a more important time for 
that very important effort. 

I am one who is regarded as probably 
being among the most conservative 
Members of the Congress, and I will 
never deviate from my core principles. 
However, I am mindful to always re-
member that while some of my col-
leagues and I may have very different 
ideas and core political philosophies, at 
the end of the day, we are all Ameri-
cans and we are all made in the image 
of God; thus, we believe we should act 
accordingly. 

Before my esteemed colleagues come 
to share their thoughts on this impor-
tant subject, I would like to introduce 
and read into the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD, the document we refer to as 
the ‘‘Commitment to Civility.’’ It reads 
as follows: 

‘‘As new Members of the United 
States House of Representatives and as 
individual citizens we recognize the 
gravity of the responsibility we have 
been given and the significance of this 
moment in the history of our extraor-
dinary country. 

‘‘America remains the most free, 
most powerful and most prosperous na-
tion in all the world, and yet we face 
significant challenges. Among these 
challenges has been an increasing divi-
sion in and coarsening of our culture 
fueled too often by the vitriol in our 
politics and public discourse. One re-
sult has been a loss of trust in our in-
stitutions and elected officials. 

‘‘We believe there is a better alter-
native. 

‘‘Although we represent both polit-
ical parties and a wide range of indi-
vidual views across the political spec-
trum, our common and sincere aims 

are to serve the needs and interests of 
the American people, to work with one 
another and the leaders of our respec-
tive parties to encourage greater con-
fidence in our institutions, and to set 
an example of statesmanship for the 
younger generation of Americans that 
will follow. 

‘‘To this end, we are dedicated to 
showing proper respect to one another 
and all others, encouraging productive 
dialogue, and modeling civility in our 
public and private actions. While we 
may vehemently disagree on matters of 
law and policy, we will strive at all 
times to maintain collegiality and the 
honor of our office. 

‘‘We believe that a leader can be co-
operative and conciliatory without 
compromising his or her core prin-
ciples, and we will remember that our 
political rivals in Congress are not our 
enemies—but rather our colleagues and 
fellow Americans. We also believe that 
maintaining a spirit of mutual under-
standing and cooperation will help 
make government work more effi-
ciently and effectively, help build con-
sensus and restore the public trust, 
and, ultimately, serve as a positive in-
fluence on society at large. 

‘‘For all of these reasons, we hereby 
pledge our names to this Commitment 
to Civility on this 10th day of January, 
2017, in Washington, D.C.’’ 

The document is signed by 46 incom-
ing Members of the 115th Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, at this time, I am de-
lighted to yield to 21 different leaders 
of our class, representing both political 
parties and 15 different States across 
our great land. Each will express their 
own thoughts on this important sub-
ject. 

I begin by yielding to the gentle-
woman from California (Ms. 
BARRAGÁN). 

Ms. BARRAGÁN. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague, Congressman 
MIKE JOHNSON from Louisiana, for 
helping coordinate this effort. 

When I got here to Washington for 
orientation, I will never forget very 
early on, one of my colleagues, Con-
gressman JODEY ARRINGTON from 
Texas, came up to me and said: I want 
to introduce myself. And he did. 

He was the first Republican that 
came up to me and said: I want to get 
to know you on a personal level. I want 
to be your friend because we are going 
to be working together. 

I have to tell you how impressed I 
was that somebody was reaching out 
across the aisle because they wanted to 
develop a personal relationship, know-
ing that we would be able to work to-
gether. 

Later on, I got to meet the rest of my 
colleagues at Harvard, where they have 
a bipartisan program that is a wonder-
ful program and gives you an oppor-
tunity to help build these relation-
ships, which I think is so important, 
especially today in our time. 

We just got off one of the ugliest 
elections in history where it really felt 
as if civility disappeared. Today it 
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sometimes still feels that way, which is 
why I think this is such an important 
effort. 

As Members of Congress, we need to 
set an example of statesmanship for 
younger generations of Americans to 
follow. We must remember that every 
person should be respected. Somebody 
yesterday said something that really 
struck a chord. It is not that we need 
to agree on everything or that we need 
to agree all the time, but we need to 
learn to disagree better. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. BERGMAN). 

b 1700 
Mr. BERGMAN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to speak in support of the fresh-
man class’s commitment to civility. 

Before the Revolutionary War, a 16- 
year-old George Washington copied 110 
rules for civil behavior out of his 
school book. The last of Washington’s 
rules of civility, as they are now called, 
is this: ‘‘Labor to keep alive in your 
breast that little spark of celestial fire 
called conscience.’’ 

Conscience: That should be our guide 
in everything we do, both here in Con-
gress and back home—for me, in Michi-
gan’s First District. Conscience is why, 
as a Member of the freshman class of 
the 115th Congress, I have made a com-
mitment to open and civil debate. 

We are facing many challenges in our 
country. And the folks here and back 
in Michigan, all across the land, on 
both sides of the aisle, have many dif-
ferent ideas about where we need to be 
and what we need to do to get there. 
That is democracy at work. 

Being civil means that the best and 
most effective ideas have a real chance 
to be heard. If we truly desire to move 
forward as a country, we have to do it 
together. We must treat each other 
with dignity and respect. We must be 
civil. 

This freshman class has dedicated 
itself across party lines to setting the 
example for ourselves and for our col-
leagues here in Congress and for all of 
our constituents. 

Mr. Speaker, I will uphold these 
standards, and I trust that my col-
leagues will also do the same. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the general for his 
service to our country. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. SUOZZI). 

Mr. SUOZZI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of the freshman 
class’s effort to encourage civility in 
this Chamber and in our political dis-
course generally. 

Americans are divided. Hate speech 
and hate crimes are spiking. Fake news 
is increasing. Terrorism threatens the 
world, and 60 million refugees are dis-
placed across the globe. 

The public is convinced that elected 
officials don’t seem to get much done 
regarding the shrinking middle class, 
immigration reform, climate change, 
gun violence, and a whole bunch more. 
What should we do? 

Love thy neighbor: That may seem 
like a simplistic public policy prescrip-
tion, but love thy neighbor is a concept 
that can be found across many tradi-
tions. 

If we are going to get Republicans 
and Democrats to actually come to-
gether as people of goodwill in search 
of the common good, it is going to re-
quire us to rely on some shared prin-
ciples. 

Faith and religious beliefs are the 
most effective, existing sources of com-
monality that may be relied upon. If 
people of different political philoso-
phies actually believed that their oppo-
nents were similarly motivated by a 
common set of values to love thy 
neighbor, I believe we would get a lot 
more talking and problem-solving and, 
yes, less yelling and screaming. 

Even nonreligious Americans have a 
fundamental belief in the religion- 
based concept of love thy neighbor. 
Discussing issues civilly and rooted in 
shared faith and values will result in 
more good work being accomplished. 

The good news is that, during the 
first 6 weeks, I found that many of my 
colleagues seemed genuinely inspired 
by their faith and their values. Maybe 
if we all agree to be civil and recognize 
that many of us here are motivated by 
the same command to love thy neigh-
bor, we might be a little more effec-
tive. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Wisconsin (Mr. GALLAGHER). 

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Speaker, I 
come from a place called Wisconsin. 
Besides having the world’s best cheese 
and football franchise, we are known 
for being good neighbors. You may 
have heard of the phrase ‘‘Wisconsin 
nice.’’ Well, that is a real thing, as any 
Bears or Lions or Vikings fans who 
have come to Lambeau Field and been 
greeted, not with jeers, but with a, wel-
come, it is good to have you have found 
out. 

The disparity between how we do 
business in Wisconsin and how business 
gets done or doesn’t in Washington, 
D.C., couldn’t be wider. Well, I am of 
the humble opinion that the world 
needs more of what we do in Wisconsin 
and less of how Washington, D.C., tra-
ditionally operates. 

At a time when politics seems more 
deeply divided than ever, further de-
based by an endless media cycle that 
rewards vitriol and scandal, at a time 
when faith in our basic institutions is 
diminishing, I think the overwhelming 
majority of the American people are 
looking for something better. They 
sent us here to fight for our ideas, not 
to demonize the other side in a cynical 
attempt to get on TV or fundraise. The 
American people voted against the pol-
itics of the past, which only seeks to 
divide us and stir up controversy. 

We can do better. We must do better. 
That is why I salute all of my col-
leagues for joining in this effort. I be-
lieve we, the freshmen Members of the 
115th Congress, can be different. I be-

lieve that, through working together, 
we can break through the politics of 
the past and offer something better for 
the American people. I believe we can 
prove there is still room for civil, seri-
ous discourse in our political system. 

Now, a commitment to civility 
doesn’t mean we are going to agree on 
everything. I suspect there will be le-
gitimate battles ahead, but let it be a 
battle of ideas not political theater. I 
intend to come armed to that fight 
with all the weapons I have at my dis-
posal, foremost among them, my fer-
vent belief in my conservative ideas. 
And I don’t expect to convert my 
Democratic friends, but I expect them 
to come armed with their ideas, and I 
intend to listen. In that process of seri-
ous debate, maybe—just maybe—we 
will learn something from one another 
and find ways to fix our Nation’s prob-
lems together. 

Imagine if we were able to do that. 
Well, I am looking forward to trying. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Kansas (Mr. MARSHALL). 

Mr. MARSHALL. Mr. Speaker, I too 
am honored to be part of the 115th Con-
gress, the freshman class, a group of 
people who want to work together. 

I think back to my campaign the last 
two years, and one of the most com-
mon concerns I had from people were: 
Why can’t people in Congress get 
along? Why can’t you respect each 
other? 

What I saw day after day was the left 
and the right yelling at each other and 
the press throwing gasoline on top of 
that fire. 

I remember, growing up, my dad had 
a saying: If you don’t have something 
good to say about somebody, then 
don’t say it. That is always something 
that I have taken to heart. 

I think back to my sixth grade teach-
er, Mrs. Tyner. Her word for the entire 
year was ‘‘respect.’’ She taught us to 
respect ourselves and respect each 
other, and that is what I would like to 
bring to the 115th Congress, is respect 
for each other, for each other’s points 
of views, and never question someone’s 
intentions or motivations. 

I believe in iron sharpening iron and 
coming up with better ideas together. I 
believe in defining problems together, 
to talk about the problem, and then 
discuss solutions together. 

The hope is that you and I, my 
friends across the aisle and down the 
aisle, together we can come up with 
better solutions for this country. I be-
lieve that national defense is not a Re-
publican or a Democrat issue. I believe 
the economy is not a conservative or a 
liberal issue. I think these are Amer-
ican issues that we need to fight to 
make better. I certainly don’t think 
that health care is a Republican or 
Democrat issue. 

My pledge is to work with civility, to 
work with respect toward my col-
leagues across the aisle and down the 
aisle. I look forward to making Amer-
ica a better place to live. 
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Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 

Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. CARBAJAL). 

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recommit myself to work first 
and foremost for the interest of the 
American public, regardless of political 
ideology. 

I am under no illusion about the 
overwhelming partisanship that per-
meates this Congress. But I believe 
that, as vigorously as we debate our 
policy differences, we should also com-
mit to upholding the principles of civil-
ity and respect to encourage produc-
tive discourse. To this end, we must 
work together, when at all possible, to 
advance the policy that serves our con-
stituents and our country. 

In this effort, I reflect on my service 
in the United States Marine Corps. We 
did not first stop to question whether 
our fellow marine was a Democrat or a 
Republican. We counted on each other 
to protect and defend our country. 
That is the approach to service we 
should aspire to in this distinguished 
legislative body. 

On the issues of national security 
and to provide for the needs of the 
American people, there is no doubt in 
my mind that there is more that unites 
us than divides us. I look forward to 
working with my colleagues here today 
to do just that. 

In the infamous words of President 
Kennedy: ‘‘Let us not seek the Repub-
lican answer or the Democratic answer, 
but the right answer.’’ 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Nebraska (Mr. BACON). 

Mr. BACON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today with my fellow freshmen of the 
115th Congress and commit to civility. 

The 435 of us represent 320 million 
Americans. With a population that 
large and that diverse, we are going to 
have our differences. We are going to 
disagree which direction the Nation 
needs to go. With a free and open de-
mocracy, we all have that right. Vig-
orous discussion makes us stronger. 

However, despite our differences, we 
are all still Americans, we want what 
is best for our country, and we must 
keep our debates respectful. We are all 
Americans first before we are Repub-
licans, Democrats, Independents; and 
we can’t forget this. 

As Americans, we do have major 
issues facing us; and the world is look-
ing to us to be leaders and find solu-
tions. We must remain civil to each 
other to achieve this goal. Let’s not 
forget that ISIS will never ask if we 
are Republicans or Democrats. The un-
employment line doesn’t ask if we are 
Republicans or Democrats either. The 
Federal deficit doesn’t care if we are 
Republicans or Democrats. These are 
shared issues, and we are all in this to-
gether. 

Politics is a contact sport, or so I am 
told. It has been that way since George 
Washington was President and Thomas 
Jefferson funded an opposition paper 
against him, all the while serving in 

his Cabinet. Still, today, character as-
sassinations are a common occurrence 
in our political landscape, and it is 
wrong. Americans are at our finest 
when we work toward our common 
goals respectfully. 

I spent nearly 30 years in the Air 
Force, and, during that time, I was for-
tunate to hold five commands. It didn’t 
matter to me or our mission if a subor-
dinate or a teammate was a Republican 
or Democrat. We fought in Iraq, stood 
up missile defenses in Israel, and con-
ducted missions worldwide as Ameri-
cans, not as Republicans or Democrats. 

In the Air Force, we were all Ameri-
cans, we are all airmen, and we all had 
one common goal. We need more of 
that on Capitol Hill. We are all Ameri-
cans, we are all Members of Congress, 
and we all care about the future of our 
country. 

One day, like all of us, I will meet 
our Creator. And when I do, I believe 
He will not care about what political 
party I associated myself with, but He 
will care how I treated my brothers 
and sisters. Let us agree to be a bright 
light on how to treat each other while 
we debate the issues we care about. 

Let us, in the 115th Congress, all 
agree to work together, be civil to each 
other, be respectful with each other, 
and remember we are Americans before 
we are Republicans or Democrats. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. PANETTA). 

Mr. PANETTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
JOHNSON) for this opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I rise to discuss 
our commitment to civility, a promise 
that I have made to my constituents at 
home and a promise that I have made 
to my colleagues here in Washington, 
D.C. 

Prior to my being sworn in, during 
my campaign of 2016, the number one 
question I heard and I received from 
the people in my district on the Cen-
tral Coast of California was: Why 
would you want to go to Washington, 
D.C., right now? 

I heard that over and over and over. 
I heard that people were dissatisfied 
with the dysfunction in Congress. I 
heard that they were disgusted with 
the partisanship of Congress. I heard 
that they were disheartened with our 
system of government. And I believe 
that it is that sentiment that lent to 
the denouement of November 8. 

I admit I was disappointed by the 
Presidential election, and I believe 
that partisanship that was displayed 
during that election continued in 
Washington, D.C. It started when I got 
here for new Member orientation. 

When we got here as freshmen, Re-
publicans and Democrats, we were 
automatically split up. I did not get to 
know my fellow freshmen Republican 
colleagues here in D.C. It wasn’t until 
we went on to Boston and Virginia that 
we actually took time to get to know 
each other, where they are from, and 
what they were about. 

What I can tell you—the thing that I 
say that gives hope to so many peo-
ple—is that my freshman class heard 
the exact same things during this past 
election: That it is time that we get 
things done and that we do it together. 

Now, I believe that once we get past 
these turbulent times at this point, I 
do hope we can work together on issues 
that affect our country, be it immigra-
tion reform, investment in our infra-
structure, and ensuring that our health 
care is not just accessible but afford-
able. 

b 1715 
But I also realize, as many of you, 

that that is easier said than done. Yet 
I believe that to get things done in 
Congress, you have to treat it like a 
marathon and not a sprint, and I be-
lieve that we begin this race by build-
ing relationships. 

My predecessor, Congressman Sam 
Farr, spent 23 years representing the 
place I call home on the central coast 
of California. He will tell you that for 
most of that time he was in the minor-
ity, yet he was able to get numerous 
things done; and he will tell you that 
the way he was able to do it is by rela-
tionships, with Democrats and Repub-
licans. 

I can tell you that Sam’s predecessor 
would say the exact same thing; and I 
can tell you that Sam’s predecessor 
and his three roommates, whom I was 
able to live with back in the eighties, 
would all say the same thing, that it is 
the personal chemistry amongst people 
here in Washington, D.C., that will lead 
to our ability to compromise profes-
sionally. That is what we must de-
velop. 

That is why I am honored and 
pleased to enter into this commitment 
of civility, for that is the first ingre-
dient to that chemistry that we must 
strive for. And I believe that this com-
mitment that we have all taken to 
each other, to our communities, and to 
our country, that will lead to our con-
stituents’ confidence, not just in Con-
gress, but in our democracy. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Minnesota (Mr. LEWIS). 

Mr. LEWIS of Minnesota. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to join in this commit-
ment to civility. 

First off, I want to thank all of my 
freshmen colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle for participating today and 
going through the orientation and get-
ting to know one another. It was a 
wonderful experience. I had the pleas-
ure of talking with many of them over 
the last few weeks, and they share 
many of the same goals as I do, as this 
entire body does. 

I agree with many of my colleagues 
on many issues. I can safely say I also 
disagree with some of them on a few 
issues. But while we may disagree, we 
do not assume that they are acting in 
bad faith. Rather than dismiss those 
who disagree with us, we must use that 
disagreement to challenge ourselves to 
be better. 
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You see, this process isn’t easy, and 

addressing the issues our Nation is fac-
ing isn’t easy either. In fact, I would 
argue, our ability to get things done, 
why we were sent here, rests on the 
ability to participate in productive po-
litical dialogue and discourse. 

So substituting sincere communica-
tion, honest debate with grandstanding 
or a political ambush or shouting loud-
er than somebody else is too clever by 
half, and it will not get the things done 
that we need to get done. Shouting 
louder than your neighbor doesn’t ac-
complish anything other than silencing 
your neighbor. In fact, that is not 
progress; that is an affront to free 
speech and the ability to listen to all of 
those around us. It doesn’t help, when 
we shout over each other, help you un-
derstand your neighbor’s beliefs, and it 
doesn’t help your neighbor understand 
your beliefs. 

Now, I am reminded of this quote 
that gets used all too often these days: 
While I disapprove or might disapprove 
of what you say, I will defend to the 
death your right to say it. 

So we may disagree with each other, 
we may even disapprove of what some-
body else says, but it is important to 
know, it is always important to let 
each other say it. Freedom of speech is 
not limited to the loudest among us; it 
is a right afforded to all of us. 

Of course, this commitment to civil-
ity doesn’t mean we don’t believe in 
the essence of free speech or the right 
and necessity to disagree with one an-
other. We will. It simply means that we 
will do it in way that respects the 
rights of everyone. We believe, and so 
should those who oppose our policies, 
that the right to speak also entails the 
right to be heard. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from New York (Ms. TENNEY). 

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to address our commitment to 
civility. 

Let me quote: ‘‘Civility is not a tac-
tic or a sentiment. It is the determined 
choice of trust over cynicism, of com-
munity over chaos.’’ President George 
W. Bush spoke these words at his first 
inaugural address in 2001. It was a time 
for new beginnings then, and it is a 
time for new beginnings now. 

I cannot think of a more well-inten-
tioned way to begin the 115th Congress 
than to join my awesome freshman 
class, from both sides, in committing 
to work together civilly to unify and 
further strengthen our great Nation. 
Through this commitment, we promise 
to put people before politics, to 
thoughtfully advocate for the needs of 
our communities, and to renew con-
fidence and trust in our political sys-
tem. Although we may disagree on a 
number of issues, this commitment we 
make to each other today ensures that 
we will work together to always pro-
mote a positive and constructive dis-
course in our critically important work 
as representatives of the American peo-
ple. 

This job is not about any one of us 
individually, but about the hundreds of 
thousands of people we represent 
throughout our districts. As a Rep-
resentative of the people’s House, we 
are expected to provide positive leader-
ship, a strong voice, and to set the ex-
ample for the American people. 

The ability to agree to disagree and 
to voice our differences is a critical 
part of the unique freedoms we cherish 
as Americans, but we must always do 
so respectfully. Malicious discourse is 
a disservice to those who risked their 
lives to fight for our freedoms and ev-
erything that our great Nation stands 
for. 

It is truly unfortunate that the tone 
of political discourse throughout our 
Nation has become so contentious and 
hostile. It is detrimental to fostering 
an open and productive dialogue and 
the unity of our Nation. The commit-
ment our class makes today solidifies 
this promise to work together peace-
fully to provide leadership and inspira-
tion to the American people, while fur-
ther promoting the freedoms and indi-
vidual rights that make our Nation the 
greatest in the world. 

We must look at 2017 positively, as a 
time for new beginnings. In the wake of 
new leadership, we are provided with a 
new opportunity for a fresh start and 
the chance to advance our shared mis-
sion of putting the American people 
first. It is my hope that the efforts of 
our great freshman class today, which, 
I argue, could be one of the greatest of 
this august body’s history, will inspire 
people throughout the Nation to turn 
toward civility and to always treat 
each other with respect, despite our 
differences. 

I thank my freshman colleagues who 
have all accepted—almost all have ac-
cepted—this particular commitment, 
and I especially would like to thank 
the gentleman from Louisiana for lead-
ing us on this very important issue. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentlewoman 
from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER). 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to add my voice to the 
chorus of new Members of the 115th 
Congress. 

It is fitting that we make this com-
mitment on Valentine’s Day. It is a 
holiday to show appreciation and also 
love, and I think that is what this is 
really about. It is about our love for 
our country and our love for our 
friends and families and neighbors. 

It is also about civility, and to me, 
civility is not about the what. We can 
all disagree on the what. Civility is 
about the how. It is about our tone. It 
is about our tenor. It is about the 
words that we choose to use, and it is 
about respect. 

As freshmen, our class is special. I 
feel we are special. Just like Claudia 
said, we are actually awesome. And it 
was really telling that, at one of our 
retreats, orientations, we came to-
gether and we asked if we could just be 
alone, no staff, no one else in the 

room—just us. We actually said: Let’s 
try to find common ground. Who here 
has a port? Who here has served in pub-
lic life? Again, our goal wasn’t to find 
ways to divide, but to find ways to 
come together. 

If we expect civility from others, in-
cluding our children, then we need to 
model it. Our signatures on this docu-
ment show our commitment to civility, 
to caring, and, most of all, to getting 
things done. That is what America 
wants, and that is what America de-
serves. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. SMUCKER). 

Mr. SMUCKER. Mr. Speaker, it is an 
honor to represent the people of Penn-
sylvania’s 16th Congressional District 
and to serve the community in which I 
grew up. 

I was very pleased a few months ago 
to come to Washington and join the 
new Member orientation. It was a great 
opportunity for all of us to meet our 
new colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle; and I must say, as has already 
been mentioned, I was impressed. 

As we got to know one another and 
talk about our vision for this upcoming 
Congress, we all agreed we wanted to 
work together as much as possible. We 
decided we wanted to work to find com-
mon ground. 

Today, across Pennsylvania and 
across America, finding common 
ground between Republicans and 
Democrats looks and sounds nearly im-
possible. We here in Congress may dis-
agree on the issues, we may disagree on 
the solutions, but that is good. That is 
good because the purpose of this Cham-
ber is to be a deliberative body. It is 
good because, collectively, we rep-
resent a wide range of issues across the 
political spectrum—we are supposed 
to—and, in fact, we are even expected 
to disagree, but we must always do so 
in a civil and respectful manner. 

We must understand that, while we 
may disagree on the issues and solu-
tions, we share, all of us, the common 
goal of serving our constituents and of 
improving their lives. We must under-
stand that just because we may dis-
agree with one another, that doesn’t 
mean the other side is un-American or 
out to get us. 

Arthur Brooks, President of the 
American Enterprise Institute, calls 
this ‘‘political motive asymmetry.’’ 
Brooks says: ‘‘A majority of people in 
our country today who are politically 
active believe that they are motivated 
by love but the other side is motivated 
by hate.’’ 

Now, I know I might disagree with 
some of my colleagues, but I can tell 
you, they are not motivated by hate. If 
we are to be successful in this Chamber 
and in discussions in our communities 
across the country, we must rid our 
discourse of this political motive 
asymmetry. Then we will be able, to-
gether, to find solutions more easily to 
the problems that we face. 

I am hopeful that our freshman class, 
along with the rest of our colleagues on 
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both sides of the aisle, will be able to 
do what is stated in our commitment 
to civility: ‘‘make the government 
work more efficiently and more effec-
tively, help build consensus and restore 
public trust, and, ultimately, serve as a 
positive influence on society at large.’’ 

We here in Congress are charged with 
an enormous task. In today’s divisive 
and heated public discourse, we must 
be an example to our constituents by 
showing respect for one another at all 
times. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. KHANNA). 

Mr. KHANNA. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support the freshman initiative on ci-
vility. I thank Congressman JOHNSON 
for his leadership. 

I want to echo the remarks of Con-
gressman SUOZZI and Congresswoman 
BLUNT ROCHESTER about getting things 
done. We have disagreements on many 
issues. I don’t think I voted with the 
Republicans on almost any issue since 
I have been in this body. On economic 
issues, I come from a perspective of 
economic populism and a very different 
perspective than Members on the other 
side. 

But we also have areas of common 
agreement. Congressman GALLAGHER 
and Congressman ARRINGTON have 
talked about term limits, and that is 
an area of potential agreement. Con-
gressman ROONEY has talked about get-
ting PAC money out of politics. Con-
gressman WILL HURD has talked about 
cybersecurity and tech jobs. 

So my view is that, in areas where we 
disagree, we should disagree with spirit 
and conviction, but that doesn’t mean 
that there won’t be areas where we can 
agree. 

And on a personal note, Congressman 
FITZPATRICK represents the district 
where I was born and where my parents 
are, so I have to be civil, certainly, to 
him and the other side. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. CRIST). 

Mr. CRIST. Mr. Speaker, I rise to 
support this important document as 
well. 

Friends, we may have vastly dif-
ferent views on how best to create a 
more perfect Union, along with dif-
ferent styles and different 
temperaments, but we all share a com-
mitment and, frankly, a responsibility 
to bring the voice of the people to 
Washington, D.C. 

I am honored to represent much of 
Pinellas County and my hometown of 
St. Petersburg, Florida, and I promise 
to fight for the needs of my home. But 
I pledge to do so in keeping with what 
is known as the Golden Rule: Do unto 
others as you would have done unto 
you. This is a rule that I strive to live 
by every single day. 

Poll after poll shows that Floridians 
and, frankly, all Americans are fed up 
with the divisiveness and rancor of 
Washington. As we move forward de-
bating the issues of the day, let us be 

mindful of the words of President Abra-
ham Lincoln: ‘‘Though passions may 
have strained, it must not break our 
bonds of affection.’’ 

b 1730 

I am proud that our freshman class— 
yes, this awesome freshman class—has 
put forward its commitment to civil-
ity. It states that, despite our political 
differences, at the end of the day we 
must work together to move our coun-
try forward, putting people over poli-
tics and treating one another with mu-
tual respect and much more grace even 
when we may disagree. 

I thank, again, the gentleman from 
Louisiana and the gentlewoman from 
California for their leadership and for 
their friendship, putting people over 
politics. God bless you all, and God 
bless America. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK). 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank all the members of 
the freshman class—members of both 
political parties and of every political 
background—who have joined us to-
night in signing the commitment to ci-
vility pledge: love thy neighbor, no ex-
ceptions. Seeing 46 Republicans and 
Democrats make this public commit-
ment is encouraging for this Chamber 
and for the constituents that we serve. 

We can all agree that our Nation is 
facing some serious challenges. From 
increasing opportunity in an evolving 
economy to keeping our families safe 
from threats at home and abroad, the 
list in front of this body is heavy 
enough, and the last thing we need is 
to make that problem-solving even 
tougher. A statement made on the Sen-
ate floor last week offered a stark mes-
sage: it is simply not possible to exist 
as a nation when half of its citizens 
hate the other half. If we are willing to 
end friendships or block our family 
members because of Facebook posts, 
we are not heading in the right direc-
tion. 

Despite the incredible responsibility 
entrusted to each of us by those whom 
we represent, this Congress has not 
been immune to the hardening of polit-
ical division. However, we must not ac-
cept our current discourse as the new 
normal. 

Yet there is hope. There is hope be-
cause the Members standing with me 
tonight and those who have joined our 
pledge are willing to say, first and fore-
most, we are Americans, and the per-
son I may disagree with—even vehe-
mently—is still an American. Just be-
cause someone has different viewpoints 
or policy priorities or a different letter 
next to their name does not make them 
our enemy. 

This Congress can and must play a 
part in restoring the civility and re-
spect that makes productive dialogue 
possible. I am not saying we’ll agree on 
everything, but a spirit of mutual un-
derstanding, mutual respect, and mu-
tual cooperation is the bedrock for 

making our government and our com-
munities work. 

Whether we are elected officials, 
moms, dads, neighbors, community 
leaders, students—or anyone—we must 
remember that there is more that 
unites us than divides us. That is a 
commitment I am willing to make my 
colleagues and constituents this 
evening. 

Again, I want to thank my col-
leagues, the gentleman from Louisiana 
and the gentlewoman from California, 
for all their work. I look forward to 
working with our awesome freshman 
class going forward. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank all these colleagues. 
We were anticipating remarks from 
Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas, Mr. COMER of 
Kentucky, Mr. RASKIN of Maryland, 
and Mr. LAWSON of Florida, but their 
schedules have suddenly taken them 
away this evening. 

Mr. Speaker, I will close. 
As you can see, our commitment to 

civility is sincere and important to 
each of us and, we believe, to the Con-
gress and to our country. As we said at 
the outset here, there may never have 
been a more important time for a com-
mitment like this. Perhaps it is appro-
priate that our hour happened to be as-
signed here on this Valentine’s Day. 

I am reminded, as I close, of the bib-
lical admonition given to us in 
Philippians, Chapter 2, Verses 3 
through 4. It reads as follows: ‘‘Do 
nothing out of selfish ambition or vain 
conceit. Rather, in humility, value oth-
ers above yourselves, not looking to 
your own interests but each of you to 
the interests of the others.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, if we can do these 
things, we will do well by our excep-
tional Nation. 

I thank all of my esteemed col-
leagues for participating tonight and 
all those who signed this commitment. 

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

f 

RESIGNATION OF MICHAEL FLYNN 
AND RUSSIAN INFLUENCE 

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, the res-
ignation of President Trump’s national 
security adviser, Michael Flynn, is the 
third Trump senior adviser to resign 
amid allegation of ties to Russia and 
the Kremlin. Two others were attached 
to the Trump campaign: his manager, 
Paul Manafort, and Russian energy ad-
viser, Carter Page. 

Meanwhile, Russia’s Putin is the 
same KGB thug he always has been, 
continuing to invade countries in east-
ern and central Europe and propa-
gating a war in Syria as well as a 
bloody war against Ukraine. 

The American people deserve to 
know the full extent of Russia’s finan-
cial, personal, and political grip on the 
Trump administration, and Congress 
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should meet its constitutional respon-
sibilities to protect our national secu-
rity and to protect our Nation against 
all enemies, foreign and domestic. 

The American people need to know 
whether Russian creditors or their 
intermediaries are helping prop up the 
Trump commercial empire. This Con-
gress needs to do its job, conduct hear-
ings, subpoena witnesses, and bring 
truth to the American people about the 
Trump administration’s ties to Russia. 

f 

HONORING DR. THOMAS FREEMAN 
OF TEXAS SOUTHERN UNIVERSITY 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a commemoration of African 
American History Month. It is a vital 
month. It is a month that tells Amer-
ica’s history. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to salute a 
distinguished American, Dr. Thomas 
Freeman, who has been a faculty mem-
ber at Texas Southern University now 
for more than half a century. Dr. Free-
man is the leading orator of the univer-
sity, the leading storyteller. 

He is the instructor of the Honorable 
Barbara Jordan, my predecessor. He 
taught her the skills to be able to sit 
before the Judiciary Committee during 
the impeachment of Richard Milhous 
Nixon and say, ‘‘We, the people.’’ 

He is the individual that has taught 
and tutored decades of students—tens 
upon tens—from a school that is a his-
torically Black school and called and 
taught his students to be successful in 
debates around the world. 

He is a history maker. He is now 
close to 100 years old. He is deserving 
of honor and tradition. 

I close, Mr. Speaker, by saying, in 
our community, he is the tiller and the 
holder of the values of the Constitu-
tion. I know that he deserves honor on 
this floor. 

Dr. Freeman, I salute you. You de-
serve the honor and recognition as a 
great American. 

f 

CALIFORNIA WATER 
INFRASTRUCTURE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GALLAGHER). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I see 
a couple of my colleagues have arrived 
and would like to speak, so I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland (Mr. 
RASKIN). 

COMMITMENT TO CIVILITY 

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) for the exemplary act of 
civility in allowing me and another 
late-arriving colleague to be part of 
the freshman class presentation about 

our collective commitment to pro-
moting and practicing civility both 
within our class and within the Con-
gress of the United States as long as we 
are here. 

It is a great honor to be part of the 
freshman class of the 115th Congress. I 
am thrilled to make this commitment 
to civility—and even friendship—across 
the aisle with whatever Republican col-
leagues are willing to hang out with a 
liberal constitutional law professor. 

Despite my great passions as a lib-
eral and a progressive, I dedicate my-
self to civility for three reasons, and I 
think they are all consistent with my 
political values and beliefs: 

First, I am a middle child, and so it 
is in my nature to try to bring people 
together. If you study the theory of 
birth order advanced by Frank 
Sulloway in his great book ‘‘Born to 
Rebel,’’ you will find an exemplary 
middle child in Reverend Martin Lu-
ther King who believed in the power of 
love for reconciling different views in 
society, and you will find a theory of 
the effectiveness of nonviolent struggle 
for progress and change, a theory that 
doesn’t try to wish away or blink away 
real conflict that people have but em-
braces conflict as the possibility for 
uplifting everyone in the process. 

Second, I am from the great State of 
Maryland, one of the original middle 
States tucked between New England 
and the South. In Maryland, we have a 
habit of working across party lines for 
the common good. Many of the big bills 
that I introduced in the Maryland Sen-
ate I introduced with Republican 
friends, like my friend Senator David 
Brinkley. We did the medical mari-
juana program together. He is a fellow 
cancer survivor and felt very strongly 
about that. 

I did a number of criminal justice re-
form measures, including abolishing 
mandatory minimum drug sentences, 
with a Republican colleague named Mi-
chael Hough in Frederick County, who 
lives within my congressional district. 

I even introduced a bill which suc-
ceeded for fiscal transparency in gov-
ernment, putting up all government ex-
penditures over $10,000 online within 48 
hours, with Congressman ALEX MOONEY 
from West Virginia, although then he 
was a State senator in Maryland who 
served with me in Annapolis. 

Third, as a law professor, I believe 
that all of our ideas, passions, and feel-
ings about politics are refined, per-
fected, and improved through the proc-
ess of political dialogue, testing, and 
questioning. 

So I know that our Republican col-
leagues make us stronger on the Demo-
cratic side of the aisle, and I hope that 
we make them stronger, too, that we 
all grow together and that we are able 
to improve each other’s ideas, change 
each other’s minds sometimes, and 
work on issues of common concern like 
infrastructure, which I think is a press-
ing problem that we can gather con-
sensus around in this body, like the en-
vironment and the perils of climate 
change. 

Our greatest Presidents have always 
called us to civility. George Wash-
ington invited Americans to place our 
patriotic love of liberty first above par-
tisan and sectional feeling. Thomas 
Jefferson said that we are all Repub-
licans, we are all federalists at a time 
of great division in the country. In his 
first inaugural address, President Lin-
coln said: ‘‘We are not enemies, but 
friends. We must not be enemies. 
Though passion may have strained, it 
must not break our bonds of affection.’’ 

So the bonds of affection might seem 
like a romantic dream given the divi-
sions and polarization in the country 
today, but I do think that, if at least 
we start with civility and respect, 
maybe we will be able to attain the 
level of recovering the bonds of affec-
tion that should unify all of us as 
Americans. 

The word ‘‘party’’ comes from the 
French word ‘‘partie,’’ a part, and we 
have got to remember—each of us, all 
of us—that our party is just one small 
part of the whole, and we are all here 
to try to advance the common good. 

With that, again, I want to thank the 
Congressman for his very gracious offer 
of the time. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Those are wonder-
ful comments, and I am sure they are 
going to last through the entire 115th 
Congress because our colleague from 
Kentucky would like to echo many of 
those. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from the State of Kentucky (Mr. 
COMER). 

Mr. COMER. Mr. Speaker, I will be 
brief. 

Mr. Speaker, I am so glad to join 
with 55 other of my freshman col-
leagues to pledge the commitment to 
civility. We all took different paths to 
get here. We are all from different 
parts of the United States. We all have 
different backgrounds and different 
stories. But one thing we all did to get 
here in this freshman class is we cam-
paigned hard, and we listened to our 
constituents. Whether our constituents 
were conservative or liberal, whether 
they lived in the city or in small 
towns, they all shared a frustration 
about Congress. 

b 1745 

They shared the frustration that 
Congress was at gridlock and both par-
ties fought. Many times, people filed 
bills, knowing they would fail, just so 
they could get before a TV camera and 
grandstand and blame the other party. 

When I got to Congress, I didn’t know 
what to expect. The first thing that we 
did was attend a retreat. We got to 
know each other. I left that retreat in-
spired because, Mr. Speaker, I believe 
that this freshman class is committed 
to trying to work together to accom-
plish things that we agree on. 

There are issues that we will never 
agree on, but there are issues we do 
agree on. We do agree that we need to 
create an environment where every 
American has access to a good-paying 
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job. We do agree that we need to have 
a military that protects its citizens. 
There are so many issues that we agree 
on. 

I pledge to work with this freshman 
class in the future to try to create a 
working environment in which we can 
put every American first and try to ac-
complish things to work together. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
welcome Mr. RASKIN and others who 
spoke before me as they consumed 
their Special Order hour in a very 
unique way, which is not often seen 
here on the floor, and that is a col-
loquy between our Republican fresh-
men and Democratic freshmen. 

I want to take up issues that I know 
were covered by many of the freshmen 
as they discussed their hopes and 
dreams about what we might actually 
be able to accomplish in Congress. 

Let me start with a photo. This is the 
largest waterfall in California, and I 
dare say the largest waterfall in the 
entire United States. It is not a nat-
ural waterfall. It is actually a man-
made waterfall. With all of this turbu-
lence and enormous churning of water 
below, it is a failure of a manmade 
spillway in California. This is the 
Oroville Dam that has been much in 
the news over the last several days. 

As many probably know, California 
suffered through a 5-year drought. As a 
Representative of the great Sac-
ramento Valley of California, my Sac-
ramento Valley and my State of Cali-
fornia suffered mightily. That drought 
tore apart communities, seriously in-
jured the economy of California, and 
the health of many businesses. 

So we went from famine to feast, and 
we are suffering serious indigestion as 
a result of the feast of water that we 
presently have. 

Oroville Dam was built in the 1960s 
and completed in 1968. This is the spill-
way presumably capable of carrying 
well over 150,000 cubic feet of water. 
What you see here is the result of a 
failure right here in the concrete in 
that spillway, resulting in a massive 
hole in the spillway and this extraor-
dinary churning and erosion over here 
on this side. This went on for some 
time. 

The operators of the dam, the De-
partment of Water Resources in Cali-
fornia, said: Well, we are going to have 
to shut this down and take a look at 
the problem. 

They did. And the problem was, while 
they were expelling 100,000-acre-feet of 
water, there was 200,000-acre-feet of 
water coming into Lake Oroville. 

I am going to take a few moments to 
explain this and then explain how Cali-
fornia has successfully dealt with what 
could have been a serious tragedy. 

Oroville Dam is the highest dam in 
California, some 770 feet high. The con-
crete spillway that I just showed you 
the picture of the largest waterfall in 
the Nation—not as high as Yosemite 
Falls, which is over 1,200 feet—is 700 
feet down here to the river. It is 770 
feet, actually. Right here is where the 

damage occurred. This is the emer-
gency spillway, which was never to be 
used. 

When this dam was built in the 1960s, 
they said: Well, we will build the reg-
ular spillway, but we will put this 
emergency spillway in here. This is a 
30-foot-high concrete wall. Below it is 
the natural Earth and dirt of the Si-
erra Nevada mountains and foothills. 

They shut down the spillway and 
200,000 cubic feet of water comes into 
the reservoir. The reservoir rapidly 
rose to the point of where it was going 
over the top of the emergency spillway. 
Lo and behold, when you run 12,000, 
15,000 cubic feet of water per second 
over the top of that spillway, you hit 
the dirt on this side and it drives down 
the river with incredible erosion. 

This entire area was eroded. But 
most importantly, the erosion moved 
back towards the base of that 30-foot- 
high concrete wall, jeopardizing the in-
tegrity of that 30-foot-high barrier 
against millions upon millions of gal-
lons of water stored in the reservoir. 

All of this occurred on Sunday, 3 
days ago. The call went out from the 
Department of Water Resources, Oh, 
my, we have a potential problem, as 
they observed the potential erosion 
against the foundation of that 30-foot- 
high wall. They said it is possible that 
that erosion could cause a catastrophic 
failure of the 30-foot-high wall, sending 
down into the river channel a 30-foot 
tsunami, the result of which would be a 
catastrophe downstream. 

This might be a little hard to ob-
serve, but I am going to give it a try. 
Here is the dam right here. Adjacent to 
the dam is the town of Oroville, just 
downstream from the dam. Then, the 
Feather River continues down through 
my district, Marysville and Yuba City. 
This is all farm county up here with 
some significant towns like Gridley in 
this area, and Live Oak further down, 
which I represent. This area is rep-
resented by my colleague, DOUG 
LAMALFA, who represents the northern 
San Joaquin Valley. 

The reservoir is here. The spillway is 
here. There is a 30-foot wall of water 
cascading down the emergency spill-
way, hitting the river and spreading 
out 30 miles across the Sacramento 
Valley, all the way to the west side of 
the valley where the Sacramento River 
is. This red area is 100 feet deep in 1 
hour. The city of Oroville faces a cata-
strophic event: 100 feet of water above 
the community within 1 hour of the 
breaking of that 30-foot wall on the 
emergency spillway. 

It spreads out. Over here it is still 10 
feet deep, 30 miles away. Of course, the 
water is going to flow down the river 
also. Two communities down here of 
150,000 people, within 7 hours, would be 
facing water that would be 10 feet deep. 

That is why they called for an emer-
gency evacuation Sunday afternoon 
around 6 o’clock. Nearly 200,000 people 
left this area, all the way over to the 
west and all the way down some 30 
miles down river, moving out to high 

ground up north to Chico, up into the 
Sierra foothills, and down towards Sac-
ramento. 

The water continued to spill over the 
emergency spillway. The Department 
of Water Resources, seeing the erosion, 
reopened the gates on the main spill-
way and sent 100,000 cubic feet of water 
down the spillway, creating an incred-
ible but not lovely waterfall. 

Fortunately, the water flowing into 
the reservoir very quickly diminished, 
from a couple hundred thousand acre- 
feet on Saturday and early Sunday to 
around 40,000 acre-feet toward Sunday 
evening and on into Monday. So the 
mathematics began to work in favor of 
the communities and in favor of the en-
tire region. 

Slowly, the level of the lake began to 
recede and eventually the water no 
longer flowed over the top of that 
emergency spillway. Nonetheless, you 
still had 30 feet of water behind that 
spillway and you had the integrity of 
the spillway in question. 

They continued to reduce the water 
level in the lake and, marshalling re-
sources up here, began to find a solu-
tion to the problem. When the sun 
came up Monday morning, the engi-
neers went out and said: Oh, my. 

There were four specific areas of seri-
ous erosion against the base and the 
foundation of that 30-foot wall with 30 
feet of water still behind it. They de-
cided to take emergency action to 
bring in by helicopter 100,000-pound 
bags of rock to stack in those four 
eroded areas. 

Downstream, the communities of 
Marysville, Yuba City, Gridley, Live 
Oak, and other small communities 
were literally ghost towns. People were 
sheltering in various churches, fair-
grounds to the north, fairgrounds to 
the west, east, and south. Nearly 
200,000 people had moved out. 

As this water receded and the emer-
gency response began to take hold, peo-
ple looked at this situation and said: 
Maybe this was the great would have, 
could have, and should have—would 
have, could have, should have. 

Maybe when the dam was built, a 
concrete apron should have been built 
on the downside of that emergency 
spillway. 

Maybe in 2005, when this entire 
project went back for re-licensing by 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Com-
mission, the call by the environmental 
community to concrete the down slope 
should have been taken into account 
and should have been done in 2006, 2007, 
but they decided it wasn’t necessary or 
it was too expensive or whatever rea-
sons, and so it was not done. 

It will be done now. The cost of re-
pair to the main spillway and to the 
emergency spillway will probably be 
over $200 million. 

So the question arises for all of us: 
Do we want to wait until there is a dis-
aster to take cautionary steps to put it 
back together, or do we want to get 
ahead of these potential disasters? 

It is a question for all of us here. It 
is a question for the Congress and the 
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Senate and the President. It is called 
infrastructure. 

You heard some of our colleagues 
earlier on from the freshman class talk 
about their desire for infrastructure 
improvements. Here is a prime exam-
ple. Unfortunately, not the only exam-
ple, but I want to share with you what 
actually is happening down river by 
the communities of Marysville and 
Sutter County. 

There are 70 miles of river down-
stream from this point that has been in 
the process of significant levee im-
provement. Some $700 million has been 
spent over the last 5 to 6 years by the 
community, by the State of California, 
and by the Federal Government to 
bring the levee on the west side of the 
Feather River to a 200-year status. It is 
nearly completed, but not completely 
completed. There is another piece to be 
done even as this flood event takes 
place. 

But a community stepped forward. It 
is called SBFCA. The Sutter Butte 
Flood Control Agency has undertaken 
that work—good for them—in the city 
of Marysville, which is a community 
surrounded on all sides by 20-, 30-foot- 
high levees. The Feather River and the 
Yuba River come together at that 
point at Marysville, a community that 
has seen catastrophic flooding in the 
past. 

b 1800 

That community, too, together with 
the State of California and the Federal 
Government, Army Corps of Engineers, 
and the Yuba County Water Agency 
have been in the process of rebuilding 
and enhancing the levees around that 
community. These are positive exam-
ples. 

Further down, the State of California 
has put together a flood control pro-
gram for the entire Central Valley, 
from Mt. Shasta on the north all the 
way to the Tehachapi Mountains on 
the south, an extraordinary 600-, al-
most 700-mile stretch of the most fer-
tile land in the world and major com-
munities like Sacramento, with mil-
lions of people at risk of flooding. Dif-
ferent communities putting together 
their own flood control programs, 
reaching out to the Federal Govern-
ment over the years, providing Federal 
assistance together with the State as-
sistance to control the flooding that 
has been historic in California. 

We need to continue this. We are not 
nearly finished yet in California. We 
are going to spend the $200 million 
here, and this will be concrete in the 
years ahead, and this main flood con-
trol system will be rebuilt. 

But this problem is not just floods. 
We have seen the flood of Katrina in 
Mississippi where we discovered that, 
oh, my, the levees really could not han-
dle a major hurricane. I will share a 
story of my own. When I was deputy 
secretary at the Department of the In-
terior, we were studying major storms, 
what would happen in a period of cli-
mate change, would we see stronger 

hurricanes. This was in the mid-1990s 
when I was there as number two in the 
Department of the Interior. We antici-
pated a major hurricane coming across 
from Cuba into the Gulf area and hit-
ting New Orleans. We were so con-
cerned about this that Secretary Bab-
bitt said: John, I want you to go down 
to New Orleans. I want you to talk to 
the local officials down there. 

I remember sitting in the editorial 
office of the newspaper, The Times-Pic-
ayune, sitting there telling them, 
showing them the map and saying: 
Here is what we believe could happen, 
and we, the Federal Government, to-
gether with the community, need to 
enhance your levees. 

A decade or so later, I was sitting in 
California. I looked at the television 
set, and I said: Oh, my God, it is pre-
cisely what we predicted in the mid- 
1990s, and it came to pass. These are 
the lessons of history. 

Here is another lesson of history. 
This is the Interstate 5 Bridge, the last 
bridge before you get from the United 
States to Canada. Interstate 5 goes 
from the Mexican border all the way 
through California, through Oregon, 
Washington, and then into Vancouver, 
British Columbia. This is a bridge that 
collapsed. 

How many other bridges have we 
seen collapse? We have seen the bridge 
collapse in Minnesota, and people died. 
We have seen rail bridges collapse. In 
California this last week, the main 
Union Pacific Railroad going north and 
south between Sacramento—well, all of 
northern California—way down to 
southern California over the 
Tehachapis, the Union Pacific Railroad 
Bridge just south of Sacramento col-
lapsed. The rail cars, at least a day 
ago, were still sitting there in the 
water as they were busily trying to re-
pair that rail bridge. A good third of all 
the bridges in the United States do not 
meet safety standards and are subject 
to collapse, and in some cases deadly 
collapse. 

As we go through all of this, we need 
to be aware of the extraordinary need 
that our Nation has for infrastructure 
improvements. I think some of us re-
member the comments of our former 
Vice President Biden when he landed in 
LaGuardia, New York, and made a 
comment about that facility. I won’t 
repeat it here because I am sure my 
New York friends might find that to be 
somewhat degrading. But it was a com-
ment that was well deserved about the 
quality of that airport. The unfortu-
nate part is that that is repeated in 
airport after airport around the United 
States: inadequate, old, not up to 
standards, and very poor in providing 
the efficient transportation that we re-
quire. 

We can go on and on. We can talk 
about the highway system. The Depart-
ment of Transportation estimates that 
we need over $836 billion just to main-
tain and bring up to standards the 
American highway system, both high-
ways and bridges. 

The public transportation system has 
a $90 billion backlog for public transit 
for the state of good repair. This isn’t 
expansion. This is just to have good re-
pair for what we need in our transit 
systems. 

We can go on and on. Bridges, $20 bil-
lion. As I said, one in three of the 
bridges in the Nation—it is actually 
one in four—are structurally deficient 
and functionally obsolete. Sixty-five 
percent of our Nation’s roads are in 
less than good condition. Our rail and 
bus transit systems face a $90 billion 
backlog, as I just said. 

The 59 busiest ports in the United 
States only operate at 35 percent of ca-
pacity because the channels are filled 
with silt, and modern ships are unable 
to enter those ports. 

The FAA, the Federal Aviation Ad-
ministration, has identified a need for 
$32 billion for improvement of our air-
ports. It goes on and on and on. 

America does not want to face this 
kind of devastation, with the failure of 
dams. I don’t have the exact number of 
dams in the United States—I think 
there are some 83,000—but a good per-
centage of those dams are structurally 
deficient from many different ways. 
Obviously, Oroville Dam was one of 
them. It didn’t have a sufficient spill-
way to handle the extraordinary flows 
of the river. 

Another one central to California’s 
water system is the San Luis Res-
ervoir, a 2-million-acre-foot reservoir 
south of Sacramento, east of San Jose, 
that is central to the water supply of 
California, both for southern Cali-
fornia, for the San Joaquin Valley, the 
farmers there, as well as for Los Ange-
les. The Oroville Dam is the key dam 
for the California water system, which 
supplies water to Silicon Valley, to the 
San Joaquin Valley, as well as to Los 
Angeles. 

We have work to do all across this 
Nation, and we can do it. There is a lot 
of talk going on about the infrastruc-
ture program. Our new President has 
suggested a trillion dollar infrastruc-
ture program, somehow financed with 
private investment. Now, I don’t know 
how that would work in repairing a 
dam such as Oroville or San Luis. I am 
not sure how a private investor would 
fit into that, but undoubtedly there are 
models in which there can be public- 
private partnerships. But that will not 
suffice. 

There are programs that have been 
suggested by my colleague here in the 
House, by Mr. DEFAZIO. Mr. DEFAZIO 
has what he calls ‘‘a penny for 
progress.’’ It is a program that would 
provide nearly a trillion dollars of in-
frastructure investment for highways 
over a 10-year period. We would borrow 
the money, and then pay it off with a 
one-penny increase in the excise tax for 
gasoline and fuel as it would keep pace 
with inflation. A novel idea, one that 
probably would work if we could find 
the votes for it. 

Over on the Senate side, the Senate 
minority leader, Mr. SCHUMER, has in-
troduced a $1 trillion package of all 
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types of investment in infrastructure, 
and it is a project that deserves our at-
tention. It is a project that would pro-
vide significant money for highways. In 
his proposal, he would create 15 million 
jobs over the next 10 years for invest-
ment in many different kinds of infra-
structure. 

He has something that I have talked 
about here on the floor now for 7 years. 
We call it Make It In America, Buy 
America, use our tax money to buy 
American-made products, bring our 
manufacturing back. If you are going 
to use rebar to rebuild that spillway, 
then use American steel. If you are 
going to put a pump in this dam to 
drain some facility, buy an American 
pump. After all, it is our taxpayers’ 
money. It is my money. It is your 
money. Use the Buy America principle. 

He has a couple of other principles 
that I think are very important. He 
wants protections for American work-
ers, and this is both life and health and 
safety protections but also wage pro-
tection, the Davis-Bacon and the pre-
vailing wage programs, all of which I 
think pull up the bottom with good 
working wages for men and women in 
the construction industry. Also, make 
sure that there is an opportunity for 
minority- and women-owned busi-
nesses, and of course the environ-
mental protection. These are kind of 
the principles of his program, which I 
happen to think are appropriate. 

So what would he spend the money 
on? He would suggest that we spend 
$210 billion repairing the roads and 
bridges. Now, remember, that is about 
one-quarter of what the Department of 
Transportation said is needed for the 
backlog, but, nonetheless, that is a 
good start. For roads and bridges, $210 
billion over the 10-year period. That is 
1.3 million new jobs. 

He would also want to spend $110 bil-
lion for new water and sewer systems. 
Not bad when you talk about places 
like Flint, Michigan, and the contami-
nated water in their water supply. In 
our own Central Valley of California, 
we have numerous communities that 
have inadequate water and, in many 
cases, water that is contaminated with 
various chemicals, both natural and 
from the business environment. 

Senator SCHUMER suggests that we 
spend $180 billion to expand and replace 
our rail and bus systems. That is more 
than just the transit programs. I sup-
pose that is to make sure that the 
Union Pacific bridges don’t collapse. 

He would also have $200 billion for 
vital infrastructure projects. These 
would be the most critical, the high- 
priority projects across the Nation. I 
would suggest to the Senator, Mr. 
Speaker, that the Senator might con-
sider rebuilding the spillways on the 
Oroville Dam. 

He would also invest $75 billion on 
American schools so that our schools 
are new and modern and meet the 
needs of our students, another $70 bil-
lion on the ports. Remember, I was 
talking about this earlier, about the 

ports that are inadequate. This feeds 
back to what Mr. DEFAZIO has sug-
gested, that we have the harbor main-
tenance fund. These are fees that are 
collected on every good that arrives or 
every container that arrives at our 
ports, and that money be spent on the 
ports, both in the water as well as on 
the dock. 

That money, unfortunately, is not 
spent just there. It winds up in the 
Treasury for who knows what purpose. 
So we would bring that money back to 
spend on our ports, modernizing them. 
Keep in mind that Panama, the new 
Panama Canal, has been expanded, big-
ger ships, deeper draft, so we need to 
dredge these ports, we need to build the 
wharves, the docks that can handle 
them. 

Senator SCHUMER would also rec-
ommend that $100 billion be spent in 
energy infrastructure to meet the 
needs of a modern energy system that 
is not dependent upon coal and oil but, 
rather, renewable sources of all kinds. 
And broadband, which is exceedingly 
important. In my district, which 
stretches 200 miles up the Sacramento 
Valley, broadband is not available. So 
these are infrastructure investments 
that I would think all of us should 
agree on, that we need to build a mod-
ern infrastructure for a modern econ-
omy and a growing economy, and along 
the way create as many as 13 million 
jobs to do that, a project that would go 
forward over the 10-year period ahead 
of us. 

So we have got the President sug-
gesting a trillion dollar program, pub-
lic-private partnerships, of which I sus-
pect there are some right there, we 
have got Mr. DEFAZIO with a financing 
program for highways and transit sys-
tems and ports, and we have Senator 
SCHUMER on the other side with a tril-
lion dollar program that would deal 
with virtually every part of the infra-
structure, from broadband communica-
tions to ports, highways, bridges, and 
the like. 

So we have, I think, an opportunity 
here in this Congress to address a crit-
ical need for America’s future, not only 
for the safety of Americans so that all 
Americans can avoid the kind of catas-
trophe that California came very, very 
close to having on Sunday, with the 
collapse of a 30-foot dam on Lake 
Oroville, creating not this, but some-
thing that would be several times big-
ger than this cascading down the river 
and inundating communities to the 
depth of 100 feet or more. 

It doesn’t have to happen. We should 
never be penny-wise and pound-foolish. 
We should never delay these infrastruc-
ture investments because we know that 
bridges will collapse, and along with it 
the transportation system. 

b 1815 

We know that dams are in jeopardy. 
We know that our highways are filled 
with potholes. We know that many of 
our airports are ancient and, in many 
cases, decrepit and certainly not up to 

modern safety standards and certainly 
passenger convenience. We know that 
our ports need to be dredged and new 
wharfs and docks built. We know that 
we need to have intermodal systems so 
that we can efficiently move cargo 
from the ports to the trucks, to the 
trains, and across the country. 

We know the needs. The question for 
all of us is: Are we ready to meet those 
needs? 

I would suggest to you that we can. 
We can do creative financing, as Mr. 
DEFAZIO has suggested. There is a role 
for public-private partnerships in all of 
this, as the President has suggested. 
There is also a place in all of this for us 
to make choices about how we spend 
the taxpayers’ money. 

This is one that I want to bring to 
the attention of Americans. We are in 
the process of making a choice to spend 
$1 trillion over the next 20 years or so 
to rebuild our entire nuclear arsenal. 
All of it. All of our nuclear bombs, all 
of the ICBMs in the silos in the upper 
Midwest, new submarines with new 
intercontinental missiles with new 
bombs on top of those missiles, new 
stealth bombers such as the new B–21, 
new cruise missiles with new bombs. 
All of these things. New, fast, stealthy, 
unobservable, extraordinarily dan-
gerous because the rules of the old Cold 
War or the old nuclear standoff don’t 
apply. 

One trillion dollars for what purpose? 
We need to ask that question and we 

need to make choices. There are many 
other choices that we will be making 
here. Choices about building a $30 bil-
lion wall rather than repairing the 
bridges, in this case to Canada. Choices 
about nuclear weapons. 

Our job—your representatives here in 
Congress—is to make choices that are 
wise, choices that protect you, choices 
that give all of us an opportunity to 
have good, well-paying jobs, a modern 
infrastructure on which the private 
sector can then grow and prosper, and 
men and women can earn a good middle 
class living. 

Or we can make choices on things 
that really do not provide any of those 
benefits. It is about choices. It is about 
being prepared for tomorrow. It is 
about avoiding collapsed bridges and 
reservoirs that might fail and send a 
cascade of water down upon the com-
munities. 

So I ask my colleagues to consider, 
to ponder the needs of your commu-
nities, and to make choices that are 
wise, that look to the future, and build 
a solid foundation that won’t fail when 
that 30 feet of water presses up against 
that foundation. Choices. I hope and I 
pray we make wise choices. 

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

f 

ISSUES OF THE DAY 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 

the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, we had 

a resignation now that seems to be the 
big news of the day of a Cabinet mem-
ber of the Trump administration. 

It is interesting to have seen this In-
divisible movement arise. The Daily 
Signal points out: ‘‘ . . . Ties to George 
Soros, Sows Division Against Trump, 
GOP Lawmakers.’’ 

‘‘Democrats who used to work on 
Capitol Hill are helping to disrupt Re-
publican lawmakers’ town hall meet-
ings across the country through a na-
tionwide effort to oppose and ‘resist’ 
President Donald Trump’s agenda.’’ 

And it goes on to talk about some of 
the leftists who are trying to do that. 

And another article that says that 
the Indivisible team is trying to mimic 
strategies of the Tea Party. But it was 
quite a difference. The Taxed Enough 
Already Party was grabbing hold of 
American principles, constitutional 
principles, principles that brought 
about the revolution and served the 
country well for over 200 years; and 
that we are supposed to have a govern-
ment that works for us, not works us; 
takes away our religious freedom, tries 
to take away Second Amendment free-
dom, tries to take away freedom of re-
ligion; tells us we can’t say anything 
negative about anything they care 
about or they will try to destroy us, 
our business. And there were people 
that were shocked. And then on top of 
it all, add a lot more tax. And as the 
President told Joe the Plumber, in es-
sence: We need to take your income 
and spread it around the country. 

I had some friends here during the in-
auguration. I took them to the Lincoln 
Memorial. And, of course, on the south 
inside wall is the Gettysburg Address. 
On the inside of the north wall is the 
second inaugural that is so profound. 
Mark Levin’s father has a terrific book 
about it. What an amazing speech. 

Lincoln is talking just shortly before 
his assassination. But the second inau-
gural, the war is winding down, it is 
about over, and there is so much hope 
abounding. He was not bitter. He was 
an amazing man, our first Republican 
President. He talked about the Nation 
and about how both the north and 
south both read the same Bible and 
both pray to the same God. He points 
out that the prayers of both could not 
be answered, the prayers of neither 
have been fully answered. But he 
points out that it might seem strange 
that a group of people would invoke 
God’s name to wrench their bread out 
of the sweat of other people’s brow. 

But I heard enough from people in 
the Taxed Enough Already Party, this 
group that arose that—wait a minute— 
basically are saying when the Presi-
dent says, I am going to take your 
money that you made and spread it 
around, he is basically saying, Look, I 
am going to be the most powerful man 
in the world, and certainly in this 
country, and my principles dictate; I 
need to take what you work for and 
spread it around to other people. 

Is that a way of wrenching your 
bread from the sweat of others? 

It is interesting. But anyway, this 
group had 17 show up at an office. Obvi-
ously, they were more interested in 
publicity than a meeting, because all 
they had to do is call and we make sure 
they have a meeting and somebody is 
there to meet them, even though I am 
here in Washington when they demand 
to meet. 

Apparently groups all over the coun-
try are following this Soros-funded ef-
fort to try to destroy the country, dis-
rupt the country, and create anarchy 
and mayhem wherever they can. Fortu-
nately, in east Texas, people realize we 
can’t quite go as far as some groups do 
because nobody would accept it. I have 
got some constituents that are asking 
legitimate questions. 

But what we go back to is what real-
ly gave strength to this movement, ob-
jecting to what was being done in the 
Obama administration, was when we 
had a President and a Speaker who 
were saying: We know that a majority 
of Americans don’t want this 
ObamaCare, Affordable Care Act. It is 
hard to call it affordable care because 
it is such a misnomer. But we see the 
polls. A majority of the American peo-
ple don’t want it, but we are going to 
stick you with it anyway because it is 
part of our agenda. 

That is what was really bothering 
people. The thing is that this so-called 
Indivisible and groups like this are ter-
rific at coming up with names that are 
anathema to what they really are. So 
you have a group called Indivisible, and 
their goal is completely dividing and 
destroying the constitutional prin-
ciples of America. 

But the thing is, a majority didn’t 
want ObamaCare passed. It was shoved 
down their throats, even though most 
of the people in this body here had not 
even read it. I read it. It scared me. I 
am still asking for answers. 

Why did President Obama need a 
commissioned and noncommissioned 
Presidential officer corps that he could 
call up. Initially, it sounded like a 
medical emergency group, but then it 
said they would be trained. It didn’t 
say with weapons or with what. And it 
said the President would be able to call 
them up for any international emer-
gency, and it didn’t mention the word 
‘‘health’’ or ‘‘medical’’ on that. 

So, anyway, there is just so much in 
there that we didn’t need. Most of 
Americans didn’t want it and didn’t 
like it. And it took away people’s 
health insurance from them. 

I was talking with thousands of peo-
ple in my district. I love to do tele-
phone townhalls with my district. This 
was one segment. About a third of the 
district last night was represented in 
this group, and I will have others com-
ing up in the future. But it is very 
helpful to me because I can talk to peo-
ple that you wouldn’t see, you wouldn’t 
hear, wouldn’t see or hear you if you 
had 40 people come to a townhall, like 
sometimes do. 

And since we know that there are 
groups out there that have instructions 

to create mayhem, disrupt, accuse 
them of racism—it is in the documents 
that we are seeing—whatever they 
bring up, charge racism, corruption, 
and something else, we can have a tele-
phone townhall and I can find out what 
people are thinking that I otherwise 
wouldn’t hear from. 

I thought about doing a mailer to 
mail to as many in my district that I 
could, but the costs were just so dra-
matic. I could do it, but why spend 
$100,000-plus of taxpayer dollars just to 
find out what my district is thinking? 

I think the best indication of what 
people in each congressional district in 
the country are thinking is what hap-
pened in the November election. That 
is the ultimate poll that anybody could 
ever take. And I have having been talk-
ing about for 6 years that ObamaCare 
needed to be repealed, that it takes 
away choice, that it is costing more 
money. You don’t get to keep your doc-
tor, you don’t get to keep your insur-
ance policy; and so many thousands in 
my district did not. 

b 1830 

And so it was very helpful to hear 
from people, for example, how many 
believe the government needs to be 
more involved in health insurance, and 
I think that was at like 97 percent. 
There were thousands of people that 
had been called. But anyway, it gives 
me feedback. 

It was interesting to note that this 
group, this indivisible group, the 
websites had gotten some information 
about the messages going back and 
forth, and one of them is, when we de-
mand that they have a townhall that 
we can disrupt and they say we are 
going to have a telephone townhall be-
cause we can reach a lot more people, 
people that are invalids or homebound, 
seniors that couldn’t get out to a per-
sonal townhall meeting can participate 
in the telephone townhall. They are 
saying how do we respond to that when 
there are so many more people they 
can reach and hear from and it helps 
the disabled to do these telephone 
townhalls, how do we respond to that? 
And they really didn’t get a good an-
swer, last I saw. 

But it is important for every Rep-
resentative to know where their dis-
trict stands, where their people stand, 
and I continue to believe that I am the 
most fortunate Member of this 435-seat 
body because of whom I get to rep-
resent. 

I had an opponent last year raising 
Cain about I was on national media so 
much, and I mean, when I think about 
it, why would national media want me 
to be on? It is certainly not my looks, 
certainly not because I have such an 
incredible voice. 

You know, I would love to have a 
voice like James Earl Jones, or I was 
just so moved at the Senate Chaplain 
speaking at the National Prayer 
Breakfast a couple of weeks ago. I 
would love to have a voice like I think 
maybe God’s voice may sound like 
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some day when I get to hear it, but I 
don’t. I don’t have a voice like that. 
This is what I have got. I don’t put on 
any airs. 

Why would any national media want 
to have me on? And I think it would 
have to have something to do with the 
fact that I represent extraordinary peo-
ple in Texas where sense is very com-
mon, just so much common sense, and 
I think a lot of the country likes hear-
ing about the way three-fourths of my 
district thinks. I think I reflect that 
district, and that is why, basically, 
three-fourths of the district voted for 
me. It is not because of the way I look 
or sound. 

Even people that can’t stand me in 
that 25 or 26 percent, they know I am 
going to stand up and do what I told 
people I am going to do. It is just that 
some people don’t like it. Some years 
back, one guy wrote that I was a moron 
and misspelled ‘‘moron.’’ If he is listen-
ing, Mr. Speaker, he needs to know 
there is no E in moron. 

But in any event, it is interesting to 
see how frantic things have gotten and 
how destructive some of the forces in 
this country have gotten in trying to 
bring down the principles that made us 
great, and it is quite disconcerting. 

That leads me to a point I want to 
discuss, which we had the news, the 
tragic failing of the dam in California. 
We will continue, those of us who be-
lieve in the power of prayer, to pray 
that there will be no loss of life, de-
spite the negligence of the California 
government in refusing for over 12 
years—apparently, at least 12 years—to 
heed the warnings that this dam was 
going to be failing at some point. They 
needed to do something. We just need 
to pray that the negligence that oc-
curred in the New Orleans area in di-
verting money away from shoring up 
the levee would not end up having the 
mass cost of loss of life in California. 

But as we continue to have people 
try to disrupt our congressional dis-
tricts, continue to try to make so 
much noise, create so much anarchy 
that it creates an inability to govern 
properly—despite the fact it isn’t going 
to work—this President, this adminis-
tration, and this Congress is not going 
to be diverted from what needs to be 
done. 

This article came out today from the 
Free Beacon, by Adam Kredo: ‘‘Former 
Obama Officials, Loyalists Waged Se-
cret Campaign to Oust Flynn.’’ 

Now, I hadn’t known Flynn before. I 
don’t believe I had met him before 
maybe last September. I might have, 
but I don’t believe I have before that. 
But I had a chance to visit with him at 
that point with, at that time, Donald 
Trump, now our President. He is an in-
teresting man. He has served his coun-
try well. 

But there are issues that are coming 
out now about discussions with Rus-
sians. It would seem to me, if President 
Trump had an intelligence community 
and had people in the government serv-
ice around him, the career people that 

were really wanting to help the coun-
try—rather than the Democrats or 
President Obama as he went out—that 
were really interested in helping the 
best interests of the United States of 
America, they would want the Presi-
dent to have all of the information 
that anyone in any of the upper eche-
lons or anywhere in the departments 
that work for President Trump— 
wouldn’t they want their boss to know 
or have the most accurate informa-
tion? 

Apparently, there was information 
out there that didn’t come to light 
until President Trump had selected his 
National Security Adviser. He had been 
sworn in as the National Security Ad-
viser, and they were on a roll. And of 
course, one of the things General Flynn 
was concerned about, something that is 
a deep concern of so many of ours in 
this body, was the outrageous Iran 
treaty that got treated like it wasn’t a 
treaty. It was, indeed, a treaty. It 
never got ratified by the Senate, but it 
was, indeed, a treaty. It had all of the 
things in it that treaties would have. 

But this article goes on: ‘‘The abrupt 
resignation Monday evening of White 
House national security adviser Mi-
chael Flynn is the culmination of a se-
cret, months-long campaign by former 
Obama administration confidantes to 
handicap President Donald Trump’s na-
tional security apparatus and preserve 
the nuclear deal with Iran, according 
to multiple sources both in and out of 
the White House who described to the 
Washington Free Beacon a behind-the- 
scenes effort by these officials to plant 
a series of damaging stories about 
Flynn in the national media. 

‘‘The effort, said to include former 
Obama administration adviser Ben 
Rhodes—the architect of a separate 
White House effort to create what he 
described as a pro-Iran echo chamber— 
included a small task force of Obama 
loyalists who deluged media outlets 
with stories aimed at eroding Flynn’s 
credibility, multiple sources revealed. 

‘‘The operation primarily focused on 
discrediting Flynn, an opponent of the 
Iran nuclear deal, in order to handicap 
the Trump administration’s efforts to 
disclose secret details of the nuclear 
deal with Iran that had been long hid-
den by the Obama administration.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I want to insert here, 
some of us went down to the classified 
area of the SCIF where we can review 
classified information and we reviewed 
what was available about the Iran deal, 
but we found out there was a lot of se-
cret stuff that the administration 
would not allow us to know: what he 
had given away, what he had done, po-
tential bad judgment in going so far 
out of the Obama administration’s way 
to placate and assist the largest sup-
porters of terrorism in the world. 

Obviously, what this article is talk-
ing about, some secret parts of the 
agreement, those are things that we 
were certainly not allowed to read no 
matter who you were in Congress at 
the time. 

But this says: ‘‘Insiders familiar with 
the anti-Flynn campaign told the Free 
Beacon that these Obama loyalists 
plotted in the months before Trump’s 
inauguration to establish a set of road-
blocks before Trump’s national secu-
rity team, which includes several 
prominent opponents of diplomacy 
with Iran. The Free Beacon first re-
ported on this effort in January. 

‘‘Sources who spoke to the Free Bea-
con requested anonymity in order to 
speak freely about the situation and 
avoid interfering with the White 
House’s official narrative about Flynn, 
which centers on his failure to ade-
quately inform the president about a 
series of phone calls with Russian offi-
cials. 

‘‘Flynn took credit for his missteps 
regarding these phone calls in a brief 
statement released late Monday 
evening. Trump administration offi-
cials subsequently stated that Flynn’s 
efforts to mislead the president and 
vice president about his contacts with 
Russia could not be tolerated. 

‘‘However, multiple sources closely 
involved in the situation pointed to a 
larger, more secretive campaign aimed 
at discrediting Flynn and undermining 
the Trump White House. 

‘‘’It’s undeniable that the campaign 
to discredit Flynn was well underway 
before Inauguration Day, with a very 
troublesome and politicized series of 
leaks designed to undermine him,’ said 
one veteran national security adviser 
with close ties to the White House 
team. ‘This pattern reminds me of the 
lead up to the Iran deal, and probably 
features the same cast of characters.’’’ 

And we know from news that has 
come out since the Iran deal was made 
by this administration, we know that 
some of the same placaters that en-
abled North Korea to develop nuclear 
weapons in the Clinton administration 
were involved in negotiating this deal 
with Iran. The deal with North Korea 
was to stop them from getting nuclear 
weapons, and so my interpretation of 
the deal was basically this: 

They promised them: We will give 
you everything you need to develop nu-
clear weapons in North Korea if you 
will just sign a piece of paper that says 
you won’t do that. 

The Clinton administration, some of 
the same people that ran to do a deal 
with Iran, they jumped on that. And so 
what happens, North Korea uses what 
we provided them to help create nu-
clear weapons. Big shock. 

So it is a big shock that the Obama 
administration would send at least one 
of those original people to be the top 
negotiator with Secretary of State 
John Kerry, who never saw a Genghis 
Khan that he couldn’t work with, and 
they work out a deal. We still haven’t 
found out all of the arrangements, all 
of the things that were done; but we 
know that there is, apparently, some-
thing so sinister about what this coun-
try has done, bent over backwards to 
provide for Iran or allow Iran to do, 
that the Obama administration could 
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not allow right-thinking American peo-
ple to know what it had done for Iran 
and against Israel and the United 
States’ best interests. 

But if you believe the best interests 
of the United States are to weaken the 
United States, if you believe that the 
United States has been the biggest 
problem in the world for the last 100 
years, then you would think, well, then 
if we make a deal with Iran that weak-
ens the United States, may even lead 
to our demise, the world is a better 
place. So it is ultimately for the good 
of the world because the United States 
is certainly weaker than it has been in 
decades, going back to pre-World War 
II military strength. 

The Chinese economy, it was an-
nounced at one point, may have ex-
ceeded ours. I am not sure that is true. 

b 1845 

Anyway, countries around the world 
that are threats to world peace have 
gotten stronger. ISIS has gotten 
stronger during this President’s term, 
in fact, came into being under Presi-
dent Obama and got quite strong, thou-
sands upon thousands of lives lost. 

In Afghanistan, he took a war that he 
told people—the voters in 2008—was the 
important war. And what should have 
been just a housekeeping operation 
under his leadership and with his rules 
of engagement, it cost about four times 
more American military lives than 
were lost in the height of the Afghan 
war for 71⁄2 years under President Bush. 
It must be something in the leadership 
there when one President loses four 
times more military members than the 
prior President in the same length of 
time and the latter President being 
when the war was supposed to be basi-
cally over. 

This article points out that: 
‘‘Flynn had been preparing to pub-

licize many of the details about the nu-
clear deal that had been intentionally 
hidden by the Obama administration as 
part of its effort to garner support for 
the deal, these sources said. 

‘‘Flynn is now ‘gone before anybody 
can see what happened’ with these se-
cret agreements, said the second in-
sider close to Flynn and the White 
House. 

‘‘Sources in and out of the White 
House are concerned that the campaign 
against Flynn will be extended to other 
prominent figures in the Trump admin-
istration.’’ 

Well, Mr. Speaker, I can inject here: 
Whoever these sources are that are 
concerned the campaign against Flynn 
be extended to other prominent figures, 
I can guarantee them that people in 
and outside the United States Govern-
ment right now, as I speak, will do ev-
erything within their power—some of 
these characters will—to prevent Presi-
dent Trump from getting us back on 
track to making the world a safer 
place, to getting Iran back in the little 
box that President Carter let them out 
of. They are going to go after lots of 
people. It is not going to be limited. 

This apparently is a campaign that is 
going to be ongoing. 

Apparently, General Flynn messed up 
and wasn’t completely honest when he 
should have been. A President has got 
to be able to trust his security adviser. 
That kind of goes without saying. The 
President has to be able to trust those 
people. 

It takes me back to September when 
I was talking—it was right before Gen-
eral Flynn walked up, actually iron-
ically. But I was telling: Look, I like 
President George W. Bush. He is a good 
man. He is a smart guy. He is a lot 
smarter than people give him credit. 
He is one of the wittiest people you can 
ever have a conversation with, but 
something that hurt him—and I want-
ed Donald Trump to understand this— 
something that hurt him was that he 
was such a nice guy. After the election 
was over, he made it known, in essence, 
that everything that happened in the 
past is bygones. What is happening 
now, from now on, we are going for-
ward. 

The trouble is he had people doing 
bad acts, even crimes like having FBI 
files at the White House. Chuck Colson 
went to prison a year and a half for 
having one. The Clinton administra-
tion had nearly a thousand; nobody did 
a day. 

I said, you have got to clean out 
these departments, these agencies 
where Bush didn’t clean them out. You 
have got to or they are going to under-
mine you the whole time you are Presi-
dent. And it looks like we are seeing 
that right now. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I just encourage all 
my colleagues to let’s give the Trump 
administration the chance to help get 
this country safer, freer, and just a bet-
ter place to live. It is not going to hap-
pen while people are undermining the 
President from within his own adminis-
tration and a little cabal that has 
those ties in this administration. It is 
time to clean house, and General Flynn 
is not who I am talking about. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
f 

FROM DESEGREGATION TO 
RESEGREGATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GARRETT). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for 30 minutes. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, on May 17, 1954, Chief Justice Earl 
Warren delivered the shock that was 
felt across the Nation. 

This was done when, on behalf of a 
unanimous Supreme Court, he an-
nounced: 

‘‘We conclude that in the field of pub-
lic education the doctrine of ‘separate 
but equal’ has no place. Separate edu-
cational facilities are inherently un-
equal.’’ 

These 24 words, Mr. Speaker, had a 
far-reaching impact upon our Nation. 
These words ushered in an era of de 
jure desegregation that has changed 

the course of history that has created a 
new sense of destiny, and literally 
these 24 words opened doors that were 
closed to many persons and created 
new opportunities. 

Mr. Speaker, before I go on, let me 
thank the many cosponsors of H. Res. 
79, which recognizes the significance of 
Black History Month, and H. Res. 17, 
which honors the National Association 
for the Advancement of Colored Peo-
ple, the NAACP, on its 108th anniver-
sary. I thank the many cosponsors and 
the many persons who have worked on 
these issues. 

I have a staff that has worked tire-
lessly to make sure that we have these 
resolutions prepared, such that they 
could be filed timely. I am grateful to 
my staff. One such staff member is 
with me tonight. My legislative direc-
tor, Ms. Amena Ross, is in the Chamber 
with me. I am appreciative that on 
Valentine’s Day she has chosen to be 
here as opposed to where she probably 
could be and will probably be going 
shortly. 

Mr. Speaker, given that in this 
month, the month of February, we cel-
ebrate Black history as well as the 
founding of the NAACP, I think that it 
is appropriate for me to speak on the 
topic from desegregation to resegrega-
tion. Mr. Speaker, it can happen. 

Mr. Speaker, while Brown v. Board of 
Education has not produced the uto-
pian society many hoped for—it has 
not ended the de facto segregation that 
many prayed for. It has not engendered 
the quality education for all children 
and has not transformed public schools 
into perfect schools or equal schools— 
I still contend and firmly believe that 
we are a much better nation with 
Brown v. Board of Education than 
without it. 

Mr. Speaker, I think that it is impor-
tant for us to give empirical evidence 
of these words that I have just spoken, 
my positions, if you will. I would like 
to do so by allowing the words of a 
Southern judge. I would like to allow 
his words to speak for themselves. 

This is a message that was delivered 
by a Southern judge on October 4 of 
1957. Mr. Speaker, I shall not call his 
name. I do not want to embarrass his 
family. But he was the vice president 
of a bar association. He was a circuit 
court judge. He received his BA from a 
prestigious institution, and he taught 
sociology. 

Mr. Speaker, please hear now his 
words so that people may understand 
why Brown v. Board of Education was 
so important to so many in this coun-
try. These are his words: 

‘‘Segregation in the South is a way of 
life. It is the means whereby we live in 
social peace, order and security.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, I trust that many peo-
ple can understand why persons of my 
generation are concerned when we hear 
the terms ‘‘law’’ and ‘‘order,’’ terms 
that indicate law enforcement will 
take law into its own hands by some 
standards. In fact, there was law and 
order at the Edmond Pettus Bridge on 
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Bloody Sunday, but there was not jus-
tice at the Edmond Pettus Bridge. 

Many people seek justice when they 
look for law enforcement to enforce 
and maintain order. They look for jus-
tice as well. 

He goes on to say: ‘‘Ninety-eight per-
cent of both races prefer segregation.’’ 

He is now speaking for people that we 
now call African Americans. At that 
time, they were called Negroes. 

‘‘Integration is urged by the NAACP, 
a few Southern mulattoes’’—this is a 
means by which light-skinned African 
Americans were separated from the 
darker African Americans. 

He says that ‘‘ . . . a few Southern 
mulattoes, Northern Communist-front 
organizations and left-wing labor 
groups who would use the unsuspecting 
Negro as their tool.’’ 

It is remarkable that someone would 
think that people yearning to be free 
would see those who are lending a hand 
as persons who are using them as tools. 

He goes on to say: ‘‘It does not work 
any economic hardship nor deprive the 
Negro of any of his constitutional 
rights.’’ 

He is talking about segregation. 
Then he goes on to say: ‘‘The Negro 

has made great strides and the South-
ern white man is largely responsible 
for these advancements.’’ 

This is a judge. One can only imagine 
what it must have been like to appear 
before him if you were Black. 

He goes on to say: ‘‘If in the South 
the Negro was permitted, as he is in 
some Northern States, to obtain the 
ballot by simply reaching 21 years of 
age, it would mean that no qualified 
white man in many counties through-
out the South could ever hold public 
office. It would also mean that in the 
halls of Congress, seats now held by 
competent white representatives would 
be held by ignorant, incompetent Ne-
groes.’’ 

These are the words of a judge short-
ly after the Brown decision. 

He explains: ‘‘An exhaustive study of 
the program and results of integration 
in the schools of Washington, D.C., 
which the NAACP and other left wing 
groups’’—thank God for the NAACP 
and leftwing groups—‘‘fostering inte-
gration said would be a model for the 
rest of the United States to follow, 
clearly reveals that the average white 
student who was integrated in the class 
room with the Negro has been retarded 
two to three years in his educational 
progress. Therefore, it is not to the 
best interest of America that the white 
children, particularly in certain con-
gested sections, be retarded three years 
in their educational advancement.’’ 

He then states later on in his speech 
that ‘‘ . . . we have already, by con-
stitutional amendment, authorized our 
legislature as other Southern States 
will do, to abolish the public schools if 
the Negro and white children are ever 
integrated therein. Make no mistake 
about it, we will abolish our public 
school system and establish private 
schools for our white children, and we 

will still provide and see that the 
Negro is educated separately. It will 
cost dearly, but we will do it.’’ 

Finally, he concludes with these 
words. This is a judge. These are facts 
in the sense that these are statements 
that he had made. The history is there 
for those who wish to read it. 

He indicates that: ‘‘ . . . As long as 
we live, so long shall we be segregated, 
and after death, God willing, thus it 
will still be!’’ 

b 1900 

Mr. Speaker, I call this to our atten-
tion because it is important for us to 
understand what the horrors of seg-
regation were really like; that this was 
not something that persons of African 
ancestry enjoyed; that segregation 
caused many persons more than an in-
convenience. It really cost a good 
many people their lives. 

So I thank God, Mr. Speaker, for the 
NAACP, for labor unions, and for peo-
ple of goodwill of all hues who worked 
hard to make sure we arrived at this 
point in our history. 

I thank God for Brown v. Board of 
Education, but I also understand that 
the Brown case, Mr. Speaker, was as 
much about fate as it was about facts. 
I contend that, but for the intrusive 
hand of fate, the Brown decision could 
have been, at minimum, a partial en-
dorsement of segregation. 

Unfortunately, because the Chief 
Justice at that time, whose name I 
shall not mention—I need not embar-
rass his family—was a notorious sup-
porter of the doctrine of segregation. 

However, Mr. Speaker, after argu-
ments were made in the Brown case in 
1952, and before the decision was an-
nounced in 1954, fate intruded, and the 
Chief Justice suffered a heart attack 
from which he did not recover. 

A conservative President then had 
the duty to appoint a man to the new 
seat as Chief Justice of the Supreme 
Court. President Eisenhower appointed 
a man who participated in the World 
War II internment of Japanese Ameri-
cans. This was Governor Earl Warren. 
He was appointed as the new Chief Jus-
tice. With this appointment, many per-
sons thought that little would change 
on the Supreme Court. However, when 
Warren achieved a unanimous decision 
outlawing segregation, President Ei-
senhower is said to have stated that 
this was one of the biggest mistakes 
that he made by appointing Warren to 
the Supreme Court as his Chief Justice. 

The Brown decision, Mr. Speaker, 
was little less than a minor miracle, 
and it has had a remarkable impact on 
our society. I probably stand here 
today because of the Brown decision. 
At the time the decision was rendered, 
there were two African Americans in 
Congress. Today we have approxi-
mately 50 African Americans in Con-
gress. 

The Brown decision has made a dif-
ference in the lives of people. Integra-
tion of schools has been of benefit to 
young people. 

I have an article that I would like to 
read from. It is styled: ‘‘The Benefits of 
Socioeconomically and Racially Inte-
grated Schools and Classrooms.’’ This 
is from the Century Foundation, a rep-
utable organization. 

In the general sense, here is what the 
article addresses: 

It indicates that students in inte-
grated schools have higher average test 
scores. 

Students in integrated schools are 
more likely to enroll in college. 

Students in integrated schools are 
less likely to drop out. 

Integrated schools help to reduce ra-
cial achievement gaps. 

Integrated classrooms encourage 
critical thinking, problem-solving, and 
creativity. 

Attending a diverse school can help 
reduce racial bias and counter stereo-
types. 

Students who attend integrated 
schools are more likely to seek out in-
tegrated settings after they leave 
school and enter life. 

Integrated classrooms can improve 
students’ satisfaction and intellectual 
self-confidence. 

Learning in integrated settings can 
enhance students’ leadership skills. 

Finally, of the many things—and I 
have not cited them all—diverse class-
rooms prepare students to succeed in a 
global economy. 

Mr. Speaker, there is little question 
in my mind and in the minds of many 
that integration has made a difference 
in the lives of people in this country. 
Integration has not only been of ben-
efit to us in classrooms, but the truth 
is that we live in a society wherein in-
tegration has allowed us, by virtue of 
Brown v. Board of Education, to sleep 
where we sleep, to eat where we eat, to 
live where we live. 

Brown v. Board of Education has had 
far-reaching implications beyond that 
of the classroom. In fact, the economic 
order, the political order, and the so-
cial order were positively impacted by 
Brown. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I want to make it 
clear that I believe we have to, in this 
country, protect the integration and 
desegregation that society has pro-
duced. 

I see that I have another colleague 
present. Mr. Speaker, can you give me 
the amount of time that I have left? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 14 minutes re-
maining. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I assure my 
colleague that I will provide ample 
time. 

Continuing, Mr. Speaker, I am con-
cerned about the re-segregation of our 
society. I believe that it can occur, and 
I believe that we must guard against it. 
I believe that the voucherization of 
public school funding has been and con-
tinues to be the enemy of desegrega-
tion and integration. 

Allow me to explain. After the Brown 
decision, as I have indicated, many 
States sought to repeal the require-
ment that they maintain a public 
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school system, and many did. After the 
Brown decision, vouchers were seen as 
a means by which public schools could 
be privatized, so that the public school 
system would exist with private tax 
dollars that were in the form of vouch-
ers, and would allow people to still go 
to the schools of their choice. ‘‘School 
choice’’ was one of the watchwords of 
the day. 

After the Brown decision, in 1955, 
thereabouts, Milton Friedman, Nobel 
Laureate, proposed that vouchers be 
used to allow children to go to the 
schools of their choice, allow their par-
ents to have this opportunity to send 
their children to the schools of their 
choice. 

Mr. Speaker, these vouchers, had 
they been used as proposed, would have 
continued to perpetrate segregation 
and perpetuate it for years to come. 
These vouchers were not used, thank 
God. I regret to say, however, that 
many States are currently proposing 
voucher systems that can lead to the 
re-segregation of society. 

We have a duty to protect the gains 
that have been made, that have been 
fought for by the NAACP, by labor 
unions, by people of goodwill of all 
hues. We have got a duty and an obli-
gation to protect these gains, and not 
allow our country to slip back into a 
dark past that no one wants to relive. 

I would hope, Mr. Speaker, that as we 
continue our progress, we will remem-
ber the past that we have been able to 
extricate ourselves from. And in so 
doing, it is my desire that we give spe-
cial attention to these attempts to use 
tax dollars, to voucherize tax dollars so 
that public schools can be privatized 
with tax dollars, which can lead to sep-
aration, which can lead to the re-seg-
regation of society. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, I have my 
colleague, the Honorable JIM CLYBURN 
present from South Carolina. He is 
known as a historian par excellence. I 
am so honored to yield to him so that 
he may speak on the subjects related 
to Black history and the NAACP. 

I yield to the gentleman from South 
Carolina (Mr. CLYBURN). 

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, HBCUs, 
Historically Black Colleges and Uni-
versities, have been the topic of a great 
deal of discussions recently, and I rise, 
as part of the observance of Black His-
tory Month, to recognize and celebrate 
one of them, Allen University in Co-
lumbia, South Carolina. 

Similar to the many Historically 
Black Colleges and Universities across 
the Nation, Allen University’s con-
tributions to my home State of South 
Carolina and the Nation are immeas-
urable. Founded to offer education and 
opportunity to formerly enslaved Afri-
can Americans, HBCUs have been cen-
tral institutions in African-American 
communities for generations. 

In 1870, 5 years after the end of the 
Civil War, the clergy of the African 
Methodist Episcopal Church set out to 
create an institution to educate newly 
freed slaves and train clergy for the 

AME Church. The Church purchased 
land in Cokesbury, South Carolina, and 
named the new college Payne Institute 
in honor of AME Bishop Daniel Payne, 
a native of Charleston, South Carolina. 
Bishop Payne had become the first 
Black college president in the United 
States at Wilberforce University in 
1863, which he had helped found. 

In 1880, Bishop William Dickerson 
sought to relocate the college to Co-
lumbia and acquired land on which the 
campus sits today. The institution was 
renamed Allen University after Rich-
ard Allen, the founder and first bishop 
of the AME Church. 

Higher education remained seg-
regated in South Carolina until the 
early 1960s. The University of South 
Carolina, also in my district, only a 
mile away from Allen, for example, ad-
mitted its first African American in 
1963, 2 years after I graduated college. 

Throughout the Jim Crow era, Allen 
University offered degrees in law, edu-
cation, and theology, and at one time 
also offered elementary and high 
school classes. 

Several of its buildings are on the 
National Register of Historic Places, 
forming the Allen University Historic 
District. Arnett Hall, the oldest build-
ing on campus, was constructed in 1891 
by the students themselves. It was 
named after Benjamin W. Arnett, an 
early leader of the AME Church, who 
served on Allen University’s Board of 
Trustees. 

The Chappelle Administration Build-
ing, which houses the Chappelle Audi-
torium, was designed by John Ander-
son Lankford, known as the dean of 
Black architects, and completed in 
1925. It was named after William David 
Chappelle, the great-grandfather of co-
median Dave Chappelle, and a graduate 
of Allen University, who later served as 
its president. Chappelle Auditorium is 
one of five buildings in Columbia des-
ignated a National Historic Landmark. 

This historic campus has been cen-
tral to the Waverly neighborhood and 
the African-American community in 
Columbia. Black artists, such as 
Leontyne Price, Langston Hughes, and 
Brook Benton, all appeared at 
Chappelle Auditorium. 

In 1947, the Reverend James Hinton, 
then-president of the NAACP of South 
Carolina, held a rally at Chappelle, 
which was attended by Reverend Jo-
seph A. DeLaine, an Allen University 
alumnus. Inspired by the event, Rev-
erend DeLaine organized families in 
Summerton, South Carolina, to peti-
tion their school district to provide 
buses for Black students who, at the 
time, were forced to make a daily walk 
of 9 miles to school. 

b 1915 

This case, Briggs v. Elliott, was the 
first of the five cases that became 
Brown v. Board of Education of To-
peka, Kansas. It is no exaggeration, 
Mr. Speaker, to say that Allen Univer-
sity was the birthplace of the move-
ment that overturned ‘‘separate but 

equal’’ and brought an end to legal seg-
regation in America. Allen University 
will remain central to the struggle for 
civil rights. 

In the early 1960s, Allen University 
students led demonstrations at seg-
regated lunch counters and partici-
pated in many of the marches in Co-
lumbia during that period. National 
leaders such as Martin Luther King, 
Jr., Roy Wilkins, and Ralph Abernathy 
visited Allen during these demonstra-
tions, often staying on campus when 
they came to town. 

Today Allen University is a liberal 
arts institution still operated by the 
AME Church. It has graduated many 
notable elected officials, including 
State Representative William Clyburn 
and his wife, Beverly Dozier Clyburn, 
who retired from the Aiken, South 
Carolina, City Council several years 
ago. Retired State Senator Kay Patter-
son is also a graduate. Two of Allen’s 
alumni, former Senator Clementa 
Pinckney and Tywanza Sanders, were 
among the nine who were murdered 
during the attack at Emanuel AME 
Church in 2015. 

Several of its historic buildings, like 
Arnett Hall and Chappelle Auditorium, 
have been restored recently with Fed-
eral funding from the HBCU Historic 
Preservation Program, which this body 
in its collective wisdom voted unani-
mously last year to reauthorize. I plan, 
along with my friend Representative 
GREEN and other members of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, to reintro-
duce that bill this year. I am hopeful 
that we will repeat the unanimity this 
year and that the Senate will support 
our efforts. 

Allen University has made an indel-
ible mark on our society over the past 
147 years. I ask all of my colleagues to 
join me in honoring its great contribu-
tions to this great Nation. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. I thank Mr. 
CLYBURN for those wonderful com-
ments. They were most edifying, and I 
am sure that a good many people have 
acquired a better understanding of 
Allen University. 

Mr. Speaker, how much time do I 
have remaining? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman has 2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I will simply say this in my last 2 
minutes. I am grateful that the NAACP 
was there not only for me, but for this 
country. The NAACP filed and won 
many cases, but Brown v. Board of 
Education has to be one of the most 
outstanding pieces of litigation that it 
engaged in. 

Of course, you can’t talk about 
Brown without mentioning the Honor-
able Thurgood Marshall, who was the 
lead counsel in the Brown case who 
went on to become a Justice on the Su-
preme Court. 

The Brown case has transformed 
American life. It desegregated and in-
tegrated American society, the eco-
nomic order, and the political order as 
well. I am blessed to be here because of 
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Brown v. Board of Education, and my 
hope is that we will understand that 
desegregation and integration are here 
now—and we will fight for them—but 
we have to also understand that we can 
go from desegregation to resegrega-
tion. We must be careful, we must vigi-
lant, and we must protect the gains 
that we have made. 

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

f 

ISSUES AND OPPORTUNITIES AT 
THE VA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. O’ROURKE) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, I came 
to the floor this evening primarily to 
talk about issues and opportunities at 
the VA and the successful confirmation 
of our new Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs, Dr. David Shulkin, but I would be 
remiss in not thanking my colleague 
from Texas (Mr. GREEN) for his power-
ful words about the NAACP and the 
profoundly positive impact that they 
have had on this country and on our 
ability to make the most of the poten-
tial that we have in every single com-
munity in the United States. 

Mr. GREEN is well aware of the inor-
dinate pride that I have in the commu-
nity I represent of El Paso, Texas, and 
how the first chapter of the NAACP 
was started in El Paso, Texas, through 
the good work of Dr. Lawrence Nixon, 
who also has the distinction of having 
been the man who effectively deseg-
regated voting in the State of Texas, 
ending the all-White primary which 
had prevailed following Reconstruction 
in our State, much to our lasting 
shame. But to our immense pride, he 
was the man and our community was 
the place where that successful fight 
began. 

As Mr. GREEN also knows, because I 
had the pleasure and honor of joining 
him in a Special Order not too long 
ago, El Paso also was the home of Thel-
ma White, who, along with some other 
young, courageous El Pasoans, had 
gone to the all-African-American high 
school, Douglass High School, in El 
Paso. They attempted to enroll in 
Texas Western College, now known as 
the University of Texas at El Paso, but 
were denied entry simply based on the 
color of their skin. 

Thanks to the NAACP and one of 
their most promising attorneys, 
Thurgood Marshall, they were able to 
take this case to a Federal bench, in 
fact, the bench of R.E. Thompson, who 
also happens to be an El Pasoan, whose 
ruling not only ruled in their favor, but 
effectively desegregated higher edu-
cation in the State of Texas at that 
time and forever more. 

So I just want to add my thanks and 
my support for an outstanding organi-
zation and the very positive impact 
that they have had on the State that I 
call home and the community that I 

am so lucky to serve and to represent. 
I thank the gentleman from Texas for 
staying just a little bit longer. 

Mr. Speaker, I am also here today to 
thank my colleagues in the Senate, 
who, 100–0, yesterday confirmed the 
President’s nomination of Dr. David 
Shulkin to be the next Secretary of the 
VA at what I think is the most critical 
moment in the history of that criti-
cally important organization. 

We all know of the severe challenges 
that the VA and the veterans whom it 
purports to serve face today. We know 
of the challenges in service-connected 
disability claim wait times—in the ap-
peals that are made to those claims 
when the judgment or the ruling is not 
in favor of the veteran in question or 
there is an error in that judgment or 
some additional information needs to 
be added—and wait times in appeals 
that last not days or weeks or months, 
but measured in years. 

We know about challenges in wait 
times for those veterans who are seek-
ing to get an appointment with a pri-
mary care physician, a specialty care 
physician, or, I think most critically, 
at a time when 20 veterans a day in 
this country—and that is a conserv-
ative estimate, 20 veterans a day—are 
taking their own lives, severe wait 
times to see a mental health care pro-
vider. Those are among the most im-
portant challenges that we as a Con-
gress and those of us who serve on the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee face 
today. 

So, again, I am grateful for the Sen-
ate’s work on this issue in confirming 
Dr. Shulkin. I have got to say, despite 
some deep disagreements, differences, 
and disappointments with the current 
administration, I am grateful to this 
President for the public good he has 
done in nominating Dr. Shulkin, a man 
who has served in previous roles as 
CEO of Beth Israel Medical Center in 
New York City, chair of medicine at 
Drexel University College of Medicine, 
and beginning in the summer of 2015, 
the Under Secretary for the Veterans 
Health Administration, where he hit 
the ground running and began working 
on the challenges before us, providing 
solutions to them nationally and in our 
individual congressional districts on 
the ground working with the teams 
there both at the VA, in the public and 
private sector, and with the various 
Representatives who brought these 
issues to his attention. So I could not 
be more grateful for his service, and I 
want to speak about that a little bit 
more. 

I also want to acknowledge that we 
have some excellent leadership on both 
the Senate Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee and here in the House, where 
Dr. PHIL ROE of Tennessee is taking 
the helm as the chairman of the House 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee—he, him-
self, a medical doctor; he, himself, a 
veteran; and he, himself, someone who 
chose to serve on the committee as just 
one member of that committee in the 
years leading up to his selection by his 

colleagues as a chairman. I know from 
talking with him that he has big plans, 
significant and defined goals, and he is 
willing to work on a bipartisan basis to 
make sure that we achieve them. I am 
really looking forward to the ability to 
work with him. He is joined by return-
ing Members who have sought position 
on the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 

Now, for those who don’t know, for 
too long, the Veterans’ Affairs Com-
mittee was seen as a backwater or a 
basement. It wasn’t a place where an 
aspiring Member of Congress with am-
bitions went to do her or his work. This 
was a place they were relegated to 
when they couldn’t make it on to a big-
ger or better committee. That was the 
old conventional wisdom. 

These days, I am proud to report, the 
Veterans’ Affairs Committee is a place 
of distinction, where Members serve 
with pride, where we ask to join that 
committee, as I did after I was elected 
in 2012, so we can tackle some of the 
most difficult challenges before this 
Congress and, certainly, this country: 
how we ensure that we deliver the best 
care to the 20 million-plus veterans 
who have put their lives on the line 
and served this country in a way that 
no other American has, in a way that 
ensures that we have the America that 
so many of us take for granted, vet-
erans whose service dates back to 
World War II and leads up to those who 
are just returning from Afghanistan, 
Iraq, and many places all over the 
world where we have U.S. servicemem-
bers stationed in more than 140 coun-
tries today. 

Ensuring that we fulfill our obliga-
tions to them, whether it is post-9/11 GI 
Bill educational and workforce bene-
fits, whether it is access to quality and 
consistent health care or ensuring that 
we quickly, effectively, and success-
fully respond to claims made after 
there is a service-connected disability 
incurred in service, we need to get 
these things right. The future of our 
country depends on it, our honor de-
pends on it, and the commitments that 
we have made and the obligations that 
we have incurred as a country to these 
veterans, all that depends on our suc-
cessful completion of that work. 

So I am grateful for the Members 
who have chosen to serve on that com-
mittee; I am grateful for our chairman; 
and I am grateful for our ranking mem-
ber, Mr. TIM WALZ of Minnesota, who 
also happens to be the highest ranking 
enlisted servicemember to ever serve in 
the Congress as a command sergeant 
major, someone who has asked to be on 
that committee, who has written sig-
nificant legislation, has ensured that 
the Clay Hunt SAV Act, for example, 
became law, which gives us a better op-
portunity to reduce veteran suicide, 
which I think is the most critical issue 
that we can address, that we reduce the 
number of veterans who are taking 
their own lives and provide more re-
sources and more help. 

I will say this about Mr. WALZ: He is 
someone who puts his country above 
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party, the work that he has to do above 
his own self-advancement, and I think 
it is with that attitude, with that char-
acter, and with the bipartisan group of 
House Veterans’ Affairs Committee 
members that we are going to see great 
work come out of this committee, 
great leadership come from Mr. WALZ 
and his chairman. 

I am so glad that Mr. WALZ has de-
cided to spend part of his Valentine’s 
Day evening with me on the floor of 
the House talking about the great 
work that lies ahead for us when we try 
to serve the veterans of this country. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Minnesota (Mr. WALZ). 

Mr. WALZ. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from El Paso. 

I very much appreciate, always, the 
story and the passion that you have for 
that great community and look at the 
leadership that comes out of there. I 
certainly know in your work for vet-
erans your name will be added to that 
list. The passion, the willingness to 
solve problems, the willingness to find 
and make the tough choices to fulfill 
this Nation’s commitment to our vet-
erans is something I am just proud to 
serve alongside you. 

I would echo the gentleman’s com-
ments, having the opportunity today 
to witness the swearing in of Dr. David 
Shulkin as our next VA Secretary, 
being there with Vice President PENCE 
along with Senators ISAKSON and 
TESTER on the Senate side and Dr. ROE, 
of whom you spoke very accurately, 
Mr. O’ROURKE—a true gentleman, an 
impassioned advocate for veterans, and 
a no-nonsense legislator, exactly what 
we need. 

b 1930 
You just have to watch the sense of 

can-do spirit up there and see Dr. 
Shulkin and his family—with young 
children—and the sacrifice that goes 
into public service. This is a gentleman 
who could make far more money and 
probably have a lot less headaches if he 
would continue to serve in the private 
sector. He chose not to do that for all 
the right reasons. 

I think it probably brings us to the 
message that Mr. O’ROURKE is deliv-
ering. This is something that unites 
this country more than anything else: 
the care and service to our veterans. 

It doesn’t matter your political per-
suasion, it doesn’t matter where you 
fall on the spectrum, it doesn’t matter 
what you necessarily think of the wars 
or the conflicts that we are engaged in, 
but the care for those veterans is some-
thing that my folks in Mankato, Min-
nesota, your folks in El Paso, folks in 
Philadelphia, Los Angeles, Seattle, and 
every small town in between want us 
to get right. They want us to use the 
data to deliver the benefits that were 
earned. They want us to get it right to 
show that this Nation’s commitment is 
not something that is fleeting or comes 
and goes. I think most people under-
stand this is a complex issue. 

Again, I was reading recently—to put 
this into perspective—when they make 

this promise, when they raise their 
hand to serve this Nation, they are in 
it for the long haul. The Veterans Ben-
efits Administration is still paying out 
$73 a month to the daughter of a Civil 
War veteran. 152 two years after the 
end of that conflict, this Nation still 
needs to keep its commitment. 

So, when you go to war, it comes 
with a long tail attached to it. That 
long tail attached is doing what Presi-
dent Lincoln asked us to do: care for 
those who bore the battle, their widow, 
and their orphan. 

I think it is within that spirit that I 
would encourage our constituents, Mr. 
Speaker, to take an eye and look at 
what is happening with veterans’ 
issues. When they don’t believe any-
thing can work, and they believe every-
thing up here is a fight and that we 
couldn’t agree it is Tuesday today, 
that is simply not the case. We have 
good, smart people working for solu-
tions to difficult problems who are in 
the best interest of this Nation, the 
best interest of our veterans, and the 
best interest of taxpayers. 

I would encourage people not to 
make rash generalizations. When peo-
ple say, Oh, nothing works in the VA, 
that is not true. Many things work in 
the VA, and many things work very 
well. But when they don’t, that is an 
abject failure. When one veteran is left 
behind or a situation like Phoenix 
arises, no, that is not good enough, and 
we can do better. 

But we have an attitude that we 
don’t need to keep this commitment to 
the VA, that we don’t need to do that, 
or somehow that we are not already 
using our resources in the private sec-
tor. The gentleman, I am sure, will 
talk about it, but last year, 31 percent 
of all healthcare needs were delivered 
in the private sector in fee-for-service. 

When that makes sense, when it is 
most efficient, when it is most conven-
ient for the veteran, we should deliver 
that, but with an understanding the 
VA has a core mission to do research 
into extremity injuries or things that 
would not happen, outside of industrial 
accidents or war. The VA needs to be 
there. The VA needs to be there to 
train physicians. The VA needs to be 
there to make sure we keep that ac-
countability, instead of telling a vet-
eran: You are just on your on. Good 
luck getting your care. 

It is in that spirit that I, too, am 
hopeful. I think it needs to be said to 
our constituents, Mr. Speaker, and it 
goes through administration after ad-
ministration, whether you like the ad-
ministration or not, the commitment 
to veterans has to be there. 

They have got some of it right; they 
have got some of it wrong. I think 
there is a responsibility that, in the 
first choice of this administration in 
dealing with veterans, I believe they 
might have picked the one person in 
this country best suited to do the job 
for veterans. That says a lot. 

I think it is important to stress that 
point, understanding that that Sec-

retary can’t do it alone. Congress 
writes the laws. This House authorizes 
the money to make that happen. We 
have oversight responsibility, and we 
have partners in our veterans service 
organizations who are there to help, 
whether it be the American Legion, 
whether it be the VFW, the DAV, the 
Iraq and Afghanistan veterans. These 
are all folks out there who want to 
keep that commitment to want to help. 

The gentleman spoke true, and he 
spoke true from the heart that, at that 
one time, people may not have seen 
service on the VA Committee as some-
thing as a prize position. The folks who 
have found themselves there are com-
mitted to this, above everything. They 
are committed to it above party. They 
are committed above their own per-
sonal advancement. On both sides of 
the aisle, there is a camaraderie that is 
rarely seen in the press, that is rarely 
seen by the general public about get-
ting this right. 

I think there is much that can be re-
stored. If anything, I oftentimes say 
how we conduct ourselves in this peo-
ple’s House of Representatives must be 
a direct reflection on the sacrifice that 
gives us the right to self govern. 

Those who paid the ultimate sacrifice 
were doing it so that citizens could 
elect their Representatives to debate 
the issues of the day in a free and open 
democracy. So just the exercise to-
night of having the opportunity and 
the privilege to share a little of the 
floor was given to us at great sacrifice. 
We need to conduct ourselves in a bi-
partisan, results-oriented manner that 
honors that commitment. 

I thank the gentleman from El Paso 
and look forward to his leadership as 
our ranking member on subcommittees 
that are coming up on issues that will 
affect employees at the VA and deliv-
ery of care. I know they are in good 
hands. As I say it again, I love the sto-
ries of El Paso from such an impas-
sioned son of El Paso. I think your con-
stituents should be proud you are 
there. 

Mr. O’ROURKE. I thank the gen-
tleman from Minnesota and the rank-
ing member of the full committee of 
the House Veterans’ Affairs Committee 
for being here tonight and talking 
about not just our challenges, but some 
of the hope and opportunity that we 
have ahead with this new Secretary for 
the VA, this new leadership on the 
committee, and this renewed commit-
ment from this Congress and this coun-
try to do the right thing by her vet-
erans. 

I am so glad, Mr. Speaker, that he 
mentioned the necessity to ensure the 
long-time health and viability of the 
VA. There has been some talk about 
privatizing the VA and of just essen-
tially asking our veterans to go find 
their own doctors and their own med-
ical providers in the communities in 
which they live, no longer having the 
VA as the core of the delivery of care 
that they have depended on for so long. 

I think it is important that Sec-
retary Shulkin, in his confirmation 
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hearing, said that he would never be 
part of privatizing the VA, at least not 
on his watch, at least not during his 
tenure. 

While there are opportunities to cap-
italize on care in the community, as 
the ranking member said, only at the 
VA will we have doctors, nurses, pro-
viders, and frontline staff, many of 
whom are, by the way, themselves vet-
erans who have uniquely cared for 
other veterans, know the signs to look 
for when we are trying to reduce vet-
eran suicide, know specifically how to 
treat post-traumatic stress disorder, 
traumatic brain injury, military sexual 
trauma, traumatic amputations—the 
kinds of conditions that don’t typically 
occur in the civilian population and 
that we don’t see at our general pri-
vate-public hospitals, but are unique to 
the VA and unique to military medi-
cine, where we uniquely will ensure 
that our veterans and military retirees 
get world-class care from those who are 
uniquely trained to deliver that to en-
sure the best outcomes. 

While we should never shy from the 
shortcomings or the challenges within 
the VA—and there are plenty of them— 
I think it is really important to reit-
erate how often we are successful in 
seeing veterans whose care depends 
upon a doctor or a provider at the VA 
who leaves that appointment grateful 
for the time that they were able to 
spend there, grateful for the care they 
received, and grateful for the fact that 
there is a VA. 

This last week, on Friday—it was a 
few days early—we took some Valen-
tine’s Day cards made by elementary 
school students at LBJ Elementary in 
El Paso to veterans at the VA. I was 
joined by Colonel Mike Amaral, the 
new permanent director of the El Paso 
VA, formerly chief of staff at William 
Beaumont Army Medical Center. 

We shook hands with veterans, shook 
hands with frontline staff, shook hands 
with nurses and providers at the VA, 
thanking them for their service, wish-
ing them an early happy Valentine’s 
Day. To each veteran either coming in 
or leaving the VA, I asked them what 
their experience was like in either 
making an appointment, if they were 
on their way in, or how their appoint-
ment went when they were on their 
way out. 

As the ranking member knows, the 
veterans who we represent are never 
shy about sharing the truth and the 
facts of their experience with the VA. 
We hear the good, we hear the bad, we 
hear the ugly. 

At the El Paso VA on Friday, for 
every veteran who had been seen by a 
doctor, the story was a positive one. 
For every veteran going in to see a doc-
tor, the story was a positive one. It 
doesn’t mean that every single vet-
eran’s story in El Paso is positive. 
Let’s acknowledge that some appoint-
ments are dropped. Sometimes the 
phone isn’t answered. Sometimes an 
appointment is made and the doctor is 
not there to see the veteran. 

All of those circumstances are unac-
ceptable. I know Colonel Amaral feels 
the way I do. I know Secretary Shulkin 
feels the way I do. I know every single 
Member of Congress feels the way I do. 
But let’s remember that the vast ma-
jority of veterans are able to be seen, 
are getting great health care at the 
VA, and, for the most part, when they 
are referred to care in the community 
when a doctor is unavailable at the VA, 
when a psychiatrist is not able to see 
that veteran for a behavioral health 
appointment and referred to a provider 
in the community, most of those right 
now are working well. Not perfectly, 
not all the time. 

There is work before us that we must 
do, and it is critically important, but I 
am making the point that the VA 
needs to maintain the core of delivery 
of care to our veterans. We can add to 
that core the providers in our commu-
nities, public hospitals, private hos-
pitals, clinics, doctors, those who want 
to step up at not great profit to them-
selves. The rates that they are reim-
bursed are just at or less than Medi-
care, but they do it because they want 
to do their part to continue to serve 
this country, to serve veterans who 
stood up, put their lives on the line, 
and ensured that we have the United 
States that we are so grateful for 
today. 

So I think that is a positive situation 
on which we can build with the right 
team here in Congress, at our local 
VAs, and with our new Secretary. 

I will tell you a story about Sec-
retary Shulkin. Shortly after he was 
named Under Secretary of Veterans 
Health Administration, I brought to 
his attention the suicide crisis that we 
have in El Paso among El Paso vet-
erans, in Texas, and in the United 
States, where we now know that today, 
by VA’s latest estimate, 20 veterans 
are taking their own lives. The old es-
timate was 22. It was based on incom-
plete data. All 50 States’ basis for the 
new numbers shows us that we are at 
20. That is too many. It is unaccept-
able. It has to become our number one 
priority. Unless it is, we won’t reduce 
that number, we won’t save more lives, 
we won’t prevent more preventable 
deaths. 

I shared with Dr. Shulkin that, after 
hearing from veteran after veteran 
after veteran, while generally their 
care received in the VA was excellent— 
when they were there, they were treat-
ed like a king or a queen—too often, 
when they were seeking a behavioral 
health appointment, mental health 
care appointment, maybe related to 
post-traumatic disorder, maybe a Viet-
nam-era veteran who had successfully 
bottled his trauma, experiences for 40, 
45, 50 years who was now coming to 
terms when he reached certain cross-
roads in his life with that trauma and 
needed to speak to someone, too often 
they were not able to get in to see 
somebody at the VA. 

So we conducted a scientific, objec-
tive, third-party survey of veterans in 

El Paso, and we found—with a margin 
of error less than 4 percent, so this is 
pretty conclusive—that more than a 
third of veterans in our community 
could not get in to see a mental health 
care provider when, at that time, the 
prescribed 2 weeks, not within 30 days, 
not within a year. Just not ever. 

We know for a fact that care delayed 
becomes care denied. It leads to ter-
rible outcomes. At a minimum, unnec-
essary suffering for that veteran; at 
worst, preventable deaths. Veterans 
taking their own lives. 

So I brought this issue to Dr. 
Shulkin’s attention. I told him this 
community had rallied around our vet-
erans in El Paso, Texas, and that the 
VA providers there, the public hospital, 
University Medical Center; Del Sol 
Hospital; Providence Hospital; Mentis 
Neurological Rehabilitation Center, 
another private facility; all of these 
folks wanted to come together to see if 
they could fill the gap in care and cov-
erage that the VA was unable to meet. 

But we needed some leadership from 
the VA. We needed them to take a 
chance on a model that had never been 
tried before. We wanted Dr. Shulkin 
and the VHA to get behind a pilot pro-
gram in El Paso that would allow us to 
take some of these matters into our 
own hands, where, despite the best in-
tentions and significantly increased 
funding from the VA in El Paso, we 
still weren’t able to see veterans who 
desperately need care. 

Dr. Shulkin reviewed the proposal 
with us, made some suggested changes, 
and within 4 months of having been 
sworn in as Under Secretary of VHA, 
he was able to help us get this pilot 
program approved, underway, with a 
collaboration with Texas Tech Univer-
sity Health Sciences Center in El Paso, 
after finding that the best performing 
VAs in the country are associated with 
academic teaching institutions. 

He made that partnership with Texas 
Tech possible. He made referring care 
out into the community where we 
didn’t have the doctors in the VA pos-
sible. He ensured that at the VA we 
continue to concentrate on those areas 
of excellence—on service and combat- 
connected disabilities and conditions 
that we don’t see in the general popu-
lation that, more than anything else, 
makes the case for the VA: for 
strengthening the VA, for ensuring 
that it is not there just today, but for-
ever. 

As long as we have a country, we 
should have a VA that performs at the 
high levels in those areas where vet-
erans need it most—post-traumatic 
stress disorder, traumatic brain injury, 
traumatic amputation, military sexual 
trauma—those conditions that are 
unique to service and to combat. 

b 1945 
So I am really encouraged that we 

have him now as the Secretary of the 
full VA. I am really encouraged that 
we have the leadership like Mr. WALZ 
and Dr. ROE in the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs in the House. I am really 
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encouraged by the leadership that we 
see on the Senate side, and I have got 
to tell you—and I am sure that Mr. 
WALZ would agree with me—we have 
leadership out in every single commu-
nity in this country, from the Veterans 
of Foreign Wars, from the Vietnam 
Veterans of America, from the Iraq and 
Afghanistan Veterans of America, from 
the Disabled American Veterans, from 
the Paralyzed Veterans of America, 
from every single veterans service or-
ganization, too many to mention in the 
time that I have allotted today, who 
put the pressure, provide the solutions, 
make trips up to Washington, D.C., as 
they will this next week, to ensure 
that they are holding us accountable 
for the terrific responsibility that we 
have before us, and that we perform 
against that responsibility and that we 
perform against the goals that we have 
set—very ambitious, but achievable 
goals—for this country and every sin-
gle veteran who has served who lives in 
this country who we have a sacred obli-
gation to today. 

I am encouraged that this com-
mittee, this Congress, this country 
works on a bipartisan—or let’s just say 
a nonpartisan—basis to get that work 
done. We are introducing two bills to-
morrow, for example, both with Repub-
lican cosponsors. The first bill is the 
Veteran Prescription Continuity Act 
with Representative MIKE COFFMAN 
from Colorado and Representative 
WALTER JONES from North Carolina. 
That bill, if made into law, will ensure 
that veterans who were dependent on 
the care provided in part through pre-
scriptions prescribed while they were 
Active Duty servicemembers at a mili-
tary treatment facility are still able to 
receive those prescriptions as veterans. 
A lot of folks don’t know this, but we 
don’t have a unified formulary between 
DOD and VA. Some veterans, some pre-
scriptions get dropped along the way. 
Here is a no-brainer, quick bipartisan 
fix to that part of the problem. 

The other bill is the Mental Health 
Care Provider Retention Act, also in-
troduced with WALTER JONES from 
North Carolina. This ensures at a time 
of crisis when it comes to veteran sui-
cide that if you are an Active Duty 
servicemember and you are receiving 
good treatment at a military treat-
ment facility for post-traumatic stress 
disorder, for example, or other mental 
health issues, that if the VA cannot 
continue that care because we don’t 
have enough psychiatrists or psycholo-
gists—we are 45,000 clinical positions 
short in the VA today—if you are get-
ting good care in the Department of 
Defense military treatment facility 
and there is not that care for you on 
the VA side as you transition out and 
separate in a given community like El 
Paso, that you will be able to continue 
to receive quality mental health care 
treatment at that military treatment 
facility. 

Again, this isn’t going to solve every 
access problem. It is not going to, in 
itself, reduce or solve the suicide crisis 

we have amongst veterans, but it is a 
commonsense, bipartisan approach 
that makes things a little bit better, 
that ensures that we have more access 
for more veterans and begin to take 
more steps toward reducing veteran 
suicide. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very encouraged 
today by the opportunities before us, 
by the leadership that is ready to take 
on that work, and with the opportunity 
I have to join these leaders to ensure 
that we fulfill every commitment that 
we have to every veteran in America. 

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

f 

PUBLICATION OF COMMITTEE 
RULES 

RULES OF THE COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL 
SERVICES FOR THE 115TH CONGRESS 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES, 

Washington, DC, February 14, 2017. 
Hon. PAUL RYAN, 
Speaker of the House, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: I submit for publica-
tion the attached copy of the rules of the 
Committee on Financial Services of the U.S. 
House of Representatives as adopted on Feb-
ruary 2, 2017, for the 115th Congress. 

Sincerely, 
JEB HENSARLING, 

Chairman. 
RULE 1 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 
(a) The rules of the House are the rules of 

the Committee on Financial Services (here-
inafter in these rules referred to as the 
‘‘Committee’’) and its subcommittees so far 
as applicable, except that a motion to recess 
from day to day, and a motion to dispense 
with the first reading (in full) of a bill or res-
olution, if printed copies are available, are 
privileged motions in the Committee and 
shall be considered without debate. A pro-
posed investigative or oversight report shall 
be considered as read if it has been available 
to the members of the Committee for at 
least 24 hours (excluding Saturdays, Sun-
days, or legal holidays except when the 
House is in session on such day). 

(b) Each subcommittee is a part of the 
Committee, and is subject to the authority 
and direction of the Committee and to its 
rules so far as applicable 

(c) The provisions of clause 2 of rule XI of 
the Rules of the House are incorporated by 
reference as the rules of the Committee to 
the extent applicable. 

RULE 2 
MEETINGS 

Calling of Meetings 
(a)(1) The Committee shall regularly meet 

on the first Tuesday of each month when the 
House is in session. 

(2) A regular meeting of the Committee 
may be dispensed with if, in the judgment of 
the Chairman of the Committee (hereinafter 
in these rules referred to as the ‘‘Chair’’), 
there is no need for the meeting. 

(3) Additional regular meetings and hear-
ings of the Committee may be called by the 
Chair, in accordance with clause 2(g)(3) of 
rule XI of the rules of the House. 

(4) Special meetings shall be called and 
convened by the Chair as provided in clause 
2(c)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the House. 

Notice for Meetings 
(b)(1) The Chair shall notify each member 

of the Committee of the agenda of each reg-

ular meeting of the Committee at least three 
calendar days (excluding Saturdays, Sun-
days, and legal holidays except when the 
House is in session on any such day) before 
the time of the meeting. 

(2) The Chair shall provide to each member 
of the Committee, at least three calendar 
days (excluding Saturdays, Sundays, and 
legal holidays except when the House is in 
session on any such day) before the time of 
each regular meeting for each measure or 
matter on the agenda a copy of— 

(A) the measure or materials relating to 
the matter in question; and 

(B) an explanation of the measure or mat-
ter to be considered, which, in the case of an 
explanation of a bill, resolution, or similar 
measure, shall include a summary of the 
major provisions of the legislation, an expla-
nation of the relationship of the measure to 
present law, and a summary of the need for 
the legislation. 

(3) At least 24 hours prior to the com-
mencement of a meeting for the markup of 
legislation, the Chair shall cause the text of 
such legislation to be made publicly avail-
able in electronic form. 

(4) The provisions of this subsection may 
be waived by a two- thirds vote of the Com-
mittee or by the Chair with the concurrence 
of the ranking minority member. 

RULE 3 
MEETING AND HEARING PROCEDURES 

In General 
(a)(1) Meetings and hearings of the Com-

mittee shall be called to order and presided 
over by the Chair or, in the Chair’s absence, 
by a member designated by the Chair to 
carry out such duties. 

(2) Meetings and hearings of the Com-
mittee shall be open to the public unless 
closed in accordance with clause 2(g) of rule 
XI of the Rules of the House. 

(3) Any meeting or hearing of the Com-
mittee that is open to the public shall be 
open to coverage by television broadcast, 
radio broadcast, and still photography in ac-
cordance with the provisions of clause 4 of 
rule XI of the Rules of the House (which are 
incorporated by reference as part of these 
rules). Operation and use of any Committee 
operated broadcast system shall be fair and 
nonpartisan and in accordance with clause 
4(b) of rule XI and all other applicable rules 
of the Committee and the House. 

(4) To the extent feasible, members and 
witnesses may use the Committee equipment 
for the purpose of presenting information 
electronically during a meeting or hearing, 
provided the information is transmitted to 
the appropriate Committee staff in an appro-
priate electronic format at least one busi-
ness day before the meeting or hearing so as 
to ensure display capacity and quality. The 
content of all materials must relate to the 
pending business of the Committee and con-
form to the rules of the House. The confiden-
tiality of the material will be maintained by 
the technical staff until its official presen-
tation to the Committee members. For the 
purposes of maintaining the official records 
of the committee, printed copies of all mate-
rials presented, to the extent practicable, 
must accompany the presentations. 

(5) No person, other than a Member of Con-
gress, Committee staff, or an employee of a 
Member when that Member has an amend-
ment under consideration, may stand in or 
be seated at the rostrum area of the Com-
mittee rooms unless the Chair determines 
otherwise. 

Quorum 
(b)(1) For the purpose of taking testimony 

and receiving evidence, two members of the 
Committee shall constitute a quorum. 

(2) A majority of the members of the Com-
mittee shall constitute a quorum for the pur-
poses of reporting any measure or matter, of 
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authorizing a subpoena (other than a sub-
poena authorized and issued by the Chair 
pursuant to subsection (e)(1)), of closing a 
meeting or hearing pursuant to clause 2(g) of 
rule XI of the Rules of the House (except as 
provided in clause 2(g)(2)(A) and (B)) or of re-
leasing executive session material pursuant 
to clause 2(k)(7) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House. 

(3) For the purpose of taking any action 
other than those specified in paragraph (2) 
one-third of the members of the Committee 
shall constitute a quorum. 

Voting 
(c)(1) No vote may be conducted on any 

measure or matter pending before the Com-
mittee unless the requisite number of mem-
bers of the Committee is actually present for 
such purpose. 

(2) A record vote of the Committee shall be 
provided on any question before the Com-
mittee upon the request of one-fifth of the 
members present. 

(3) No vote by any member of the Com-
mittee on any measure or matter may be 
cast by proxy. 

(4) In addition to any other requirement of 
these rules or the Rules of the House, includ-
ing clause 2(e)(1)(B) of rule XI, the Chair 
shall make the record of the votes on any 
question on which a record vote is demanded 
publicly available for inspection at the of-
fices of the Committee and in electronic 
form on the Committee’s Web site not later 
than one business day after such vote is 
taken. Such record shall include in elec-
tronic form the text of the amendment, mo-
tion, order, or other proposition, the name of 
each member voting for and each member 
voting against such amendment, motion, 
order, or proposition, and the names of those 
members of the Committee present but not 
voting. With respect to any record vote on 
any motion to report or record vote on any 
amendment, a record of such votes shall be 
included in the report of the Committee 
showing the total number of votes cast for 
and against and the names of those members 
of the committee present but not voting. 

(5) POSTPONED RECORD VOTES.—(A) Subject 
to subparagraph (B), the Chairman may post-
pone further proceedings when a record vote 
is ordered on the question of approving any 
measure or matter or adopting an amend-
ment. The Chairman may resume pro-
ceedings on a postponed request at any time, 
but no later than the next meeting day. 

(B) In exercising postponement authority 
under subparagraph (A), the Chairman shall 
take all reasonable steps necessary to notify 
members on the resumption of proceedings 
on any postponed record vote. 

(C) When proceedings resume on a post-
poned question, notwithstanding any inter-
vening order for the previous question, an 
underlying proposition shall remain subject 
to further debate or amendment to the same 
extent as when the question was postponed. 

(D) The Chair’s authority to postpone re-
corded votes will not be used to prejudice a 
member with regard to the offering of an-
other amendment. In the application of this 
rule, the Chair will consult regularly with 
the ranking minority member regarding the 
scheduling of the resumption of postponed 
votes. 

Hearing Procedures 
(d)(1)(A) The Chair shall make public an-

nouncement of the date, place, and subject 
matter of any committee hearing at least 
one week before the commencement of the 
hearing, unless the Chair, with the concur-
rence of the ranking minority member, or 
the Committee by majority vote with a 
quorum present for the transaction of busi-
ness, determines there is good cause to begin 
the hearing sooner, in which case the Chair 

shall make the announcement at the earliest 
possible date. 

(B) Not less than three days before the 
commencement of a hearing (excluding Sat-
urdays, Sundays, and legal holidays except 
when the House is in session on any such 
day) announced under this paragraph, the 
Chair shall provide to the members of the 
Committee a concise summary of the subject 
of the hearing, or, in the case of a hearing on 
a measure or matter, a copy of the measure 
or materials relating to the matter in ques-
tion and a concise explanation of the meas-
ure or matter to be considered. At the same 
time the Chair provides the information re-
quired by the preceding sentence, the Chair 
shall also provide to the members of the 
Committee a list of the witnesses expected 
to appear before the Committee at that hear-
ing. The witness list may not be modified 
within 24 hours of a hearing, unless the 
Chair, with the concurrence of the ranking 
minority member, determines there is good 
cause for such modification. 

(2) To the greatest extent practicable— 
(A) each witness who is to appear before 

the Committee shall file with the Committee 
two business days in advance of the appear-
ance sufficient copies (including a copy in 
electronic form), as determined by the Chair, 
of a written statement of proposed testi-
mony and shall limit the oral presentation 
to the Committee to brief summary thereof; 
and 

(B) each witness appearing in a non-gov-
ernmental capacity shall include with the 
written statement of proposed testimony a 
curriculum vitae and a disclosure of the 
amount and source (by agency and program) 
of any Federal grant (or subgrant thereof) or 
contract (or subcontract thereof) received 
during the current fiscal year or either of 
the two preceding fiscal years. Such disclo-
sure statements, with appropriate redactions 
to protect the privacy of the witness, shall 
be made publicly available in electronic form 
not later than one day after the witness ap-
pears. 

(3) The requirements of paragraph (2)(A) 
may be modified or waived by the Chair 
when the Chair determines it to be in the 
best interest of the Committee. 

(4)(A) Subject to subparagraph (B), the 
five-minute rule shall be observed in the in-
terrogation of witnesses before the Com-
mittee or any of its subcommittees until 
each present member thereof has had an op-
portunity to question the witnesses. No 
member shall be recognized for a second pe-
riod of five minutes to interrogate witnesses 
until each present member of the Committee 
or such subcommittee has been recognized 
once for that purpose. 

(B) The Chair may permit a specified num-
ber of members to question one or more wit-
nesses for a specified period of time not to 
exceed 60 minutes in the aggregate, equally 
divided between and controlled by the Chair 
and the ranking minority member. 

(5) Whenever any hearing is conducted by 
the Committee on any measure or matter, 
the minority party members of the Com-
mittee shall be entitled, upon the request of 
a majority of them before the completion of 
the hearing, to call witnesses with respect to 
that measure or matter during at least one 
day of hearing thereon. The Chair, with the 
concurrence of the ranking minority mem-
ber, will determine the date, time, and place 
of such hearing. 

(6) At any hearing of the Committee, open-
ing statements by members of the Com-
mittee shall be limited to 10 minutes in the 
aggregate. The Chair shall control five min-
utes and recognize members in the Chair’s 
sole discretion. The ranking minority mem-
ber shall control five minutes; the Chair 
shall recognize members for such five min-

utes according to the direction of the rank-
ing minority member as communicated to 
the Chair. 

(7) Notwithstanding any member’s oral de-
livery of an opening statement, written 
opening statements by any member of the 
Committee submitted to the Chair within 5 
legislative days after the adjournment of a 
hearing shall be made a part of the official 
hearing record thereof 

Subpoenas and Oaths 
(e)(1) The power to authorize and issue sub-

poenas is delegated to the Chair. The Chair 
will provide written notice to the ranking 
minority member at least 48 hours in ad-
vance of the authorization and issuance of a 
subpoena, except when exigent cir-
cumstances exist that do not permit such 
amount of notice, in which case the Chair 
shall provide such notice as soon as possible. 

(2) Authorized subpoenas shall be signed by 
the Chair or by any member designated by 
the Committee, and may be served by any 
person designated by the Chair or such mem-
ber. 

(3) The Chair, or any member of the Com-
mittee designated by the Chair, may admin-
ister oaths to witnesses before the Com-
mittee. 

RULE 4 
PROCEDURES FOR REPORTING MEASURES OR 

MATTERS 
(a) No measure or matter shall be reported 

from the Committee unless a majority of the 
Committee is actually present. 

(b) The Chair of the Committee shall re-
port or cause to be reported promptly to the 
House any measure approved by the Com-
mittee and take necessary steps to bring a 
matter to a vote. 

(c) The report of the Committee on a meas-
ure which has been approved by the Com-
mittee shall be filed within seven calendar 
days (exclusive of days on which the House is 
not in session) after the day on which there 
has been filed with the clerk of the Com-
mittee a written request, signed by a major-
ity of the members of the Committee, for the 
reporting of that measure pursuant to the 
provisions of clause 2(b)(2) of rule XIII of the 
Rules of the House. 

(d) All reports printed by the Committee 
pursuant to a legislative study or investiga-
tion and not approved by a majority vote of 
the Committee shall contain the following 
disclaimer on the cover of such report: ‘‘This 
report has not been officially adopted by the 
Committee on Financial Services and may 
not necessarily reflect the views of its Mem-
bers.’’ 

(e) The Chair is directed to offer a motion 
under clause 1 of rule XXII of the Rules of 
the House whenever the Chair considers it 
appropriate. 

RULE 5 
SUBCOMMITTEES 

Establishment and Responsibilities of 
Subcommittees 

(a)(1) There shall be six subcommittees of 
the Committee as follows: 

(A) SUBCOMMITTEE ON CAPITAL MARKETS, SE-
CURITIES, AND INVESTMENT.—The jurisdiction 
of the Subcommittee on Capital Markets, 
Securities, and Investment includes— 

(i) securities, exchanges, and finance; 
(ii) capital markets activities, including 

securitization, business capital formation, 
securities lending, and repurchase agree-
ments; 

(iii) investment companies and advisers to 
private funds; 

(iv) activities involving accounting and au-
diting; 

(v) activities involving futures, forwards, 
options, and other types of derivative instru-
ments; 
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(vi) the Securities and Exchange Commis-

sion; 
(vii) the Financial Accounting Standards 

Board; 
(viii) the Municipal Securities Rulemaking 

Board; 
(ix) the Public Company Accounting Over-

sight Board; 
(x) the Securities Investor Protection Cor-

poration; and 
(xi) self-regulatory organizations reg-

istered with the Securities and Exchange 
Commission. 

(B) SUBCOMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS AND CONSUMER CREDIT.— The jurisdic-
tion of the Subcommittee on Financial Insti-
tutions and Consumer Credit includes— 

(i) all agencies, including the Office of the 
Comptroller of the Currency, the Federal De-
posit Insurance Corporation, the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve System 
and the Federal Reserve System, and the Na-
tional Credit Union Administration, which 
directly or indirectly exercise supervisory or 
regulatory authority in connection with, or 
provide deposit insurance for, financial insti-
tutions, and the establishment of interest 
rate ceilings on deposits; 

(ii) all matters related to the Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection; 

(iii) the chartering, branching, merger, ac-
quisition, consolidation, or conversion of fi-
nancial institutions; 

(iv) consumer credit, including the provi-
sion of consumer credit by insurance compa-
nies, and further including those matters in 
the Consumer Credit Protection Act dealing 
with truth in lending, extortionate credit 
transactions, restrictions on garnishments, 
fair credit reporting and the use of credit in-
formation by credit bureaus and credit pro-
viders, equal credit opportunity, debt collec-
tion practices, and electronic funds trans-
fers, including consumer transactions using 
mobile devices; 

(v) creditor remedies and debtor defenses, 
Federal aspects of the Uniform Consumer 
Credit Code, credit and debit cards, and the 
preemption of State usury laws; 

(vi) consumer access to financial services, 
including the Home Mortgage Disclosure Act 
and the Community Reinvestment Act; 

(vii) the terms and rules of disclosure of fi-
nancial services, including the advertise-
ment, promotion and pricing of financial 
services, and availability of government 
check cashing services; 

(viii) deposit insurance; and 
(ix) consumer access to savings accounts 

and checking accounts in financial institu-
tions, including lifeline banking and other 
consumer accounts. 

(C) SUBCOMMITTEE ON HOUSING AND INSUR-
ANCE.—The jurisdiction of the Subcommittee 
on Housing and Insurance includes— 

(i) insurance generally; terrorism risk in-
surance; private mortgage insurance; govern-
ment sponsored insurance programs, includ-
ing those offering protection against crime, 
fire, flood (and related land use controls), 
earthquake and other natural hazards; the 
Federal Insurance Office; 

(ii) housing (except programs administered 
by the Department of Veterans Affairs), in-
cluding mortgage and loan insurance pursu-
ant to the National Housing Act; rural hous-
ing; housing and homeless assistance pro-
grams; all activities of the Government Na-
tional Mortgage Association; secondary mar-
ket organizations for home mortgages, in-
cluding the Federal National Mortgage Asso-
ciation, the Federal Home Loan Mortgage 
Corporation, and the Federal Agricultural 
Mortgage Corporation; the Federal Housing 
Finance Agency; the Federal Home Loan 
Banks; housing construction and design and 
safety standards; housing-related energy 
conservation; housing research and dem-

onstration programs; financial and technical 
assistance for nonprofit housing sponsors; 
housing counseling and technical assistance; 
regulation of the housing industry (including 
landlord/tenant relations); and real estate 
lending including regulation of settlement 
procedures; 

(iii) community development and commu-
nity and neighborhood planning, training 
and research; national urban growth policies; 
urban/rural research and technologies; and 
regulation of interstate land sales; and, 

(iv) the qualifications for and designation 
of Empowerment Zones and Enterprise Com-
munities (other than matters relating to tax 
benefits). 

(D) SUBCOMMITTEE ON MONETARY POLICY 
AND TRADE.—The jurisdiction of the Sub-
committee on Monetary Policy and Trade in-
cludes— 

(i) financial aid to all sectors and elements 
within the economy; 

(ii) economic growth and stabilization; 
(iii) defense production matters as con-

tained in the Defense Production Act of 1950, 
as amended; 

(iv) domestic monetary policy, and agen-
cies which directly or indirectly affect do-
mestic monetary policy, including the effect 
of such policy and other financial actions on 
interest rates, the allocation of credit, and 
the structure and functioning of domestic fi-
nancial institutions; 

(v) coins, coinage, currency, and medals, 
including commemorative coins and medals, 
proof and mint sets and other special coins, 
the Coinage Act of 1965, gold and silver, in-
cluding the coinage thereof (but not the par 
value of gold), gold medals, counterfeiting, 
currency denominations and design, the dis-
tribution of coins, and the operations of the 
Bureau of the Mint and the Bureau of En-
graving and Printing; 

(vi) development of new or alternative 
forms of currency; 

(vii) multilateral development lending in-
stitutions, including activities of the Na-
tional Advisory Council on International 
Monetary and Financial Policies as related 
thereto, and monetary and financial develop-
ments as they relate to the activities and ob-
jectives of such institutions; 

(viii) international trade, including but not 
limited to the activities of the Export-Im-
port Bank; 

(ix) the International Monetary Fund, its 
permanent and temporary agencies, and all 
matters related thereto; and 

(x) international investment policies, both 
as they relate to United States investments 
for trade purposes by citizens of the United 
States and investments made by all foreign 
entities in the United States. 

(E) SUBCOMMITTEE ON TERRORISM AND IL-
LICIT FINANCE.—The jurisdiction of the Sub-
committee on Terrorism and Illicit Finance 
includes— 

(i) financial support networks of national 
security threats, including matters related 
to terrorist financing, money laundering, 
drug sale proceeds, and alternative remit-
tance systems; 

(ii) methods to detect and inhibit ter-
rorism and illicit finance, including matters 
related to anti-money laundering and com-
bating the financing of terrorism (AML/CFT) 
standards, asset forfeiture, and financial 
sanctions, as well as programs related to 
such matters administered by agencies or 
subunits thereof, including activities of the 
Office of Terrorism and Financial Intel-
ligence and the Financial Crimes Enforce-
ment Network; and 

(iii) Inter-governmental initiatives to de-
tect and inhibit terrorism and illicit finance, 
including the Financial Action Task Force. 

(F) SUBCOMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND IN-
VESTIGATIONS.—The jurisdiction of the Sub-

committee on Oversight and Investigations 
includes— 

(i) the oversight of all agencies, depart-
ments, programs, and matters within the ju-
risdiction of the Committee, including the 
development of recommendations with re-
gard to the necessity or desirability of enact-
ing, changing, or repealing any legislation 
within the jurisdiction of the Committee, 
and for conducting investigations within 
such jurisdiction; and 

(ii) research and analysis regarding mat-
ters within the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee, including the impact or probable im-
pact of tax policies affecting matters within 
the jurisdiction of the Committee. 

(2) In addition, each such subcommittee 
shall have specific responsibility for such 
other measures or matters as the Chair re-
fers to it. 

(3) Each subcommittee of the Committee 
shall review and study, on a continuing 
basis, the application, administration, exe-
cution, and effectiveness of those laws, or 
parts of laws, the subject matter of which is 
within its general responsibility. 

Referral of Measures and Matters to 
Subcommittees 

(b)(1) The Chair shall regularly refer to one 
or more subcommittees such measures and 
matters as the Chair deems appropriate 
given its jurisdiction and responsibilities. In 
making such a referral, the Chair may des-
ignate a subcommittee of primary jurisdic-
tion and subcommittees of additional or se-
quential jurisdiction. 

(2) All other measures or matters shall be 
subject to consideration by the full Com-
mittee. 

(3) In referring any measure or matter to a 
subcommittee, the Chair may specify a date 
by which the subcommittee shall report 
thereon to the Committee. 

(4) The Chair, in his or her sole discretion, 
may discharge a subcommittee from consid-
eration of it any measure or matter referred 
to a subcommittee of the Committee. 

Composition of Subcommittees 
(c)(1) Members shall be elected to each sub-

committee and to the positions of chair and 
ranking minority member thereof, in accord-
ance with the rules of the respective party 
caucuses. The Chair of the Committee shall 
designate a member of the majority party on 
each subcommittee as its vice chair. The 
Chair may designate one member of the 
Committee who previously has served as the 
chairman of the Committee as the Chairman 
Emeritus. 

(2) The Chair and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee shall be ex officio 
members with voting privileges of each sub-
committee of which they are not assigned as 
members and may be counted for purposes of 
establishing a quorum in such subcommit-
tees. The Chairman Emeritus shall be an ex 
officio member without voting privileges of 
each subcommittee to which he or she is not 
assigned and shall not count for purposes of 
establishing a quorum in such subcommit-
tees. 

(3) The subcommittees shall be comprised 
as follows: 

(A) The Subcommittee on Capital Markets, 
Securities, and Investment shall be com-
prised of 28 members, 16 elected by the ma-
jority caucus and 12 elected by the minority 
caucus. 

(B) The Subcommittee on Financial Insti-
tutions and Consumer Credit shall be com-
prised of 26 members, 15 elected by the ma-
jority caucus and 11 elected by the minority 
caucus. 

(C) The Subcommittee on Housing and In-
surance shall be comprised of 23 members, 13 
elected by the majority caucus and 10 elected 
by the minority caucus. 
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(D) The Subcommittee on Monetary Policy 

and Trade shall be comprised of 21 members, 
12 elected by the majority caucus and 9 
elected by the minority caucus. 

(E) The Subcommittee on Terrorism and 
Illicit Finance shall be comprised of 25 mem-
bers, 14 elected by the majority caucus and 
11 elected by the minority caucus. 

(F) The Subcommittee on Oversight and 
Investigations shall be comprised of 21 mem-
bers, 12 elected by the majority caucus and 9 
elected by the minority caucus. 

Subcommittee Meetings and Hearings 

(d)(1) Each subcommittee of the Com-
mittee is authorized to meet, hold hearings, 
receive testimony, mark up legislation, and 
report to the full Committee on any measure 
or matter referred to it, consistent with sub-
section (a). 

(2) No subcommittee of the Committee 
may meet or hold a hearing at the same time 
as a meeting or hearing of the Committee. 

(3) The chair of each subcommittee shall 
set hearing and meeting dates only with the 
approval of the Chair with a view toward as-
suring the availability of meeting rooms and 
avoiding simultaneous scheduling of Com-
mittee and subcommittee meetings or hear-
ings. 

Effect of a Vacancy 

(e) Any vacancy in the membership of a 
subcommittee shall not affect the power of 
the remaining members to execute the func-
tions of the subcommittee as long as the re-
quired quorum is present. 

Records 

(f) Each subcommittee of the Committee 
shall provide the full Committee with copies 
of such records of votes taken in the sub-
committee and such other records with re-
spect to the subcommittee as the Chair 
deems necessary for the Committee to com-
ply with all rules and regulations of the 
House. 

RULE 6 

STAFF 

In General 

(a)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the professional and other staff of the Com-
mittee shall be appointed, and may be re-
moved by the Chair, and shall work under 
the general supervision and direction of the 
Chair. 

(2) All professional and other staff provided 
to the minority party members of the Com-
mittee shall be appointed, and may be re-
moved, by the ranking minority member of 
the Committee, and shall work under the 
general supervision and direction of such 
member. 

(3) It is intended that the skills and experi-
ence of all members of the Committee staff 
be available to all members of the Com-
mittee. 

Subcommittee Staff 

(b) From funds made available for the ap-
pointment of staff, the Chair of the Com-
mittee shall, pursuant to clause 6(d) of rule 
X of the Rules of the House, ensure that suf-
ficient staff is made available so that each 
subcommittee can carry out its responsibil-
ities under the rules of the Committee and 
that the minority party is treated fairly in 
the appointment of such staff. 

Compensation of Staff 

(c)(1) Except as provided in paragraph (2), 
the Chair shall fix the compensation of all 
professional and other staff of the Com-
mittee. 

(2) The ranking minority member shall fix 
the compensation of all professional and 
other staff provided to the minority party 
members of the Committee. 

RULE 7 

BUDGET AND TRAVEL 

Budget 

(a)(1) The Chair, in consultation with other 
members of the Committee, shall prepare for 
each Congress a budget providing amounts 
for staff, necessary travel, investigation, and 
other expenses of the Committee and its sub-
committees. 

(2) From the amount provided to the Com-
mittee in the primary expense resolution 
adopted by the House of Representatives, the 
Chair, after consultation with the ranking 
minority member, shall designate an amount 
to be under the direction of the ranking mi-
nority member for the compensation of the 
minority staff, travel expenses of minority 
members and staff, and minority office ex-
penses. All expenses of minority members 
and staff shall be paid for out of the amount 
so set aside. 

Travel 

(b)(1) The Chair may authorize travel for 
any member and any staff member of the 
Committee in connection with activities or 
subject matters under the general jurisdic-
tion of the Committee. Before such author-
ization is granted, there shall be submitted 
to the Chair in writing the following: 

(A) The purpose of the travel. 
(B) The dates during which the travel is to 

occur. 
(C) The names of the States or countries to 

be visited and the length of time to be spent 
in each. 

(D) The names of members and staff of the 
Committee for whom the authorization is 
sought. 

(2) Members and staff of the Committee 
shall make a written report to the Chair on 
any travel they have conducted under this 
subsection, including a description of their 
itinerary, expenses, and activities, and of 
pertinent information gained as a result of 
such travel. 

(3) Members and staff of the Committee 
performing authorized travel on official busi-
ness shall be governed by applicable laws, 
resolutions, and regulations of the House and 
of the Committee on House Administration. 

RULE 8 

COMMITTEE ADMINISTRATION 

Records 

(a)(1) There shall be a transcript made of 
each regular meeting and hearing of the 
Committee, and the transcript may be print-
ed if the Chair decides it is appropriate or if 
a majority of the members of the Committee 
requests such printing. Any such transcripts 
shall be a substantially verbatim account of 
remarks actually made during the pro-
ceedings, subject only to technical, gram-
matical, and typographical corrections au-
thorized by the person making the remarks. 
Nothing in this paragraph shall be construed 
to require that all such transcripts be sub-
ject to correction and publication. 

(2) The Committee shall keep a record of 
all actions of the Committee and of its sub-
committees. The record shall contain all in-
formation required by clause 2(e)(1) of rule 
XI of the Rules of the House and shall be 
available in electronic form and for public 
inspection at reasonable times in the offices 
of the Committee. 

(3) All Committee hearings, records, data, 
charts, and files shall be kept separate and 
distinct from the congressional office 
records of the Chair, shall be the property of 
the House, and all Members of the House 
shall have access thereto as provided in 
clause 2(e)(2) of rule XI of the Rules of the 
House. 

(4) The records of the Committee at the 
National Archives and Records Administra-

tion shall be made available for public use in 
accordance with rule VII of the Rules of the 
House of Representatives. The Chair shall 
notify the ranking minority member of any 
decision, pursuant to clause 3(b)(3) or clause 
4(b) of the rule, to withhold a record other-
wise available, and the matter shall be pre-
sented to the Committee for a determination 
on written request of any member of the 
Committee. 

Committee Publications on the Internet 
(b) The Chair shall maintain an official 

Committee website for the purpose of car-
rying out the official responsibilities of the 
Committee, including communicating infor-
mation about the Committee’s activities. 
The ranking minority member may main-
tain an official website. To the maximum ex-
tent feasible, the Committee shall make its 
publications available in electronic form on 
the official Committee website maintained 
by the Chair. 

Audio and Video Coverage of Committee 
Hearings and Meetings 

(c)(1) To the maximum extent feasible, the 
Committee shall provide audio and video 
coverage of each hearing or meeting for the 
transaction of business in a manner that al-
lows the public to easily 24 listen to and view 
the proceedings; and, 

(2) maintain the recordings of such cov-
erage in a manner that is easily accessible to 
the public. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. O’ROURKE. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 49 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, February 15, 2017, at 10 
a.m. for morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

572. A letter from the Acting Under Sec-
retary of Defense, Acquisition, Technology, 
and Logistics, Department of Defense, trans-
mitting a report entitled ‘‘Strategic and 
Critical Materials Operations Report To 
Congress: Operations under the Strategic 
and Critical Materials Stock Piling Act dur-
ing Fiscal Year 2016’’, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 
98h-2(a); June 7, 1939, ch. 190, Sec. 11(a) (as 
amended by Public Law 103-35, Sec. 204(d)); 
(107 Stat. 103); to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

573. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, FDA, 
Department of Health and Human Services, 
transmitting the Department’s final rule — 
Clarification of When Products Made or De-
rived From Tobacco Are Regulated as Drugs, 
Devices, or Combination Products; Amend-
ments to Regulations Regarding ‘‘Intended 
Uses’’; Delayed Effective Date [Docket No.: 
FDA-2015-N-2002] (RIN: 0910-AH19) received 
February 12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

574. A letter from the President, National 
Legislative Assembly of Thailand, transmit-
ting a letter expressing condolences to the 
victims and affected families of the Pulse 
Club shooting in Orlando, Florida; to the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

575. A letter from the Division Chief, Regu-
latory Affairs, Bureau of Land Management, 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:40 Feb 15, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00054 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A14FE7.033 H14FEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H1183 February 14, 2017 
Department of the Interior, transmitting the 
Department’s interim final rule — Onshore 
Oil and Gas Operations — Civil Penalties In-
flation Adjustments (RIN: 1004-AE46) re-
ceived February 12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

576. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Fish and Wildlife and Parks, 
National Park Service, Department of the 
Interior, transmitting the Department’s 
final rule — Civil Penalties Inflation Adjust-
ments [NPS-WASO-NAGPRA-22726; GPO De-
posit Acct. 4311H2] (RIN: 1024-AE37) received 
February 12, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BURGESS: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 123. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 
43) providing for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United States 
Code, of the final rule submitted by Sec-
retary of Health and Human Services relat-
ing to compliance with title X requirements 
by project recipients in selecting subrecipi-
ents; providing for consideration of the joint 
resolution (H.J. Res. 69) providing for con-
gressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the final rule 
of the Department of the Interior relating to 
‘‘Non-Subsistence Take of Wildlife, and Pub-
lic Participation and Closure Procedures, on 
National Wildlife Refuges Alaska’’; and pro-
viding for proceedings during the period 
from February 17, 2017, through February 24, 
2017 (Rept. 115–12). Referred to the House Cal-
endar. 

f 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public 
bills and resolutions of the following 
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows: 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 1029. A bill to amend the Federal In-

secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act to 
improve pesticide registration and other ac-
tivities under the Act, to extend and modify 
fee authorities, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Agriculture, and in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina: 
H.R. 1030. A bill to direct the Director of 

National Intelligence to conduct a study on 
cyber attack standards of measurement; to 
the Committee on Intelligence (Permanent 
Select). 

By Mr. RATCLIFFE (for himself, Mr. 
WALKER, Mr. RICE of South Carolina, 
Mr. PALMER, Mr. AMASH, Mr. GOH-
MERT, Mr. BIGGS, Mr. ROE of Ten-
nessee, Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. HURD, 
Mr. PERRY, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, 
Mr. HUDSON, and Mr. KING of Iowa): 

H.R. 1031. A bill to eliminate the Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection by repealing 
title X of the Dodd-Frank Wall Street Re-
form and Consumer Protection Act, com-
monly known as the Consumer Financial 

Protection Act of 2010; to the Committee on 
Financial Services. 

By Mr. BYRNE: 
H.R. 1032. A bill to expand the eligibility of 

veterans for hospital care and medical serv-
ices provided by non-Department of Veterans 
Affairs medical providers under the Veterans 
Choice Program; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia (for him-
self, Ms. CHENEY, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
CHAFFETZ, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. GOSAR, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
LABRADOR, and Mr. PETERSON): 

H.R. 1033. A bill to amend titles 5 and 28, 
United States Code, to require the mainte-
nance of databases on, awards of fees and 
other expenses to prevailing parties in cer-
tain administrative proceedings and court 
cases to which the United States is a party, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself, Ms. LEE, 
Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and 
Ms. NORTON): 

H.R. 1034. A bill to authorize the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection 
Agency to award grants for municipal solid 
waste prevention, reuse, and recycling pro-
gram development, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. POE of Texas (for himself, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mrs. MIMI 
WALTERS of California, Ms. CLARK of 
Massachusetts, Ms. KUSTER of New 
Hampshire, Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illi-
nois, and Mr. MOULTON): 

H.R. 1035. A bill to extend the civil statute 
of limitations for victims of Federal sex of-
fenses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself, Mr. 
PEARCE, and Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia): 

H.R. 1036. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to promote family 
unity, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. LYNCH (for himself, Mr. KING 
of New York, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. LIPINSKI, 
Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr. 
HECK, Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, 
Mr. WALZ, Mr. MCGOVERN, Miss RICE 
of New York, Mr. KEATING, and Mr. 
KENNEDY): 

H.R. 1037. A bill to authorize the National 
Emergency Medical Services Memorial 
Foundation to establish a commemorative 
work in the District of Columbia and its en-
virons, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. GRIFFITH (for himself, Mr. 
WELCH, Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. 
JONES, Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS, Mr. 
BLUM, Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. CARTER of 
Georgia, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
BABIN, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. BARLETTA, 
Mr. MASSIE, Mr. HARPER, Mr. FER-
GUSON, Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. DOGGETT, 
and Mrs. ROBY): 

H.R. 1038. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to prohibit prescription 
drug plan sponsors and MA-PD organizations 
under the Medicare program from retro-
actively reducing payment on clean claims 
submitted by pharmacies; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on Ways and Means, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. REICHERT (for himself and Mr. 
PASCRELL): 

H.R. 1039. A bill to amend section 3606 of 
title 18, United States Code, to grant proba-
tion officers authority to arrest hostile third 
parties who obstruct or impede a probation 
officer in the performance of official duties; 
to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. BURGESS (for himself and Mr. 
FARENTHOLD): 

H.R. 1040. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide taxpayers a flat 
tax alternative to the current income tax 
system; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means, and in addition to the Committee on 
Rules, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS (for himself and Mr. 
JONES): 

H.R. 1041. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to deny the refundable por-
tion of the child tax credit to individuals 
who are not authorized to be employed in the 
United States and to terminate the use of 
certifying acceptance agents to facilitate the 
application process for ITINs; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. GOSAR (for himself, Mr. 
DESJARLAIS, Mr. DUNCAN of South 
Carolina, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, Mr. JONES, Mr. RICE of 
South Carolina, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, and 
Mr. STEWART): 

H.R. 1042. A bill to require that the pre-
vailing wage utilized for purposes of sub-
chapter IV of chapter 31 of title 40, United 
States Code (commonly referred to as the 
Davis-Bacon Act), be determined by the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics; to the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. DEUTCH: 
H.R. 1043. A bill to amend title 18, United 

States Code, to limit the recovery of dam-
ages in a civil action related to the disclo-
sure of certain personal information from 
State motor vehicle records, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. ELLISON (for himself and Mr. 
BLUMENAUER): 

H.R. 1044. A bill to amend the Help Amer-
ica Vote Act of 2002 to require States to pro-
vide for same day registration; to the Com-
mittee on House Administration. 

By Mr. GIBBS (for himself, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. SES-
SIONS, Mr. ROE of Tennessee, Mr. 
LONG, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, Mr. PEARCE, 
Mr. AMODEI, Mr. BOST, Mr. BUCSHON, 
Mr. RENACCI, Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
Mr. TURNER, Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. 
YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. RICE 
of South Carolina, Mr. LAMALFA, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. DUNCAN of South Caro-
lina, Mr. DUNN, Mr. BERGMAN, Mr. 
WENSTRUP, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. 
BRAT, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. 
OLSON, Mr. GAETZ, Mr. BABIN, Mr. 
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. 
JOYCE of Ohio, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Iowa): 

H.R. 1045. A bill to protect the right of in-
dividuals to bear arms at water resources de-
velopment projects administered by the Sec-
retary of the Army, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure. 

By Mr. GUTHRIE (for himself and Ms. 
CASTOR of Florida): 

H.R. 1046. A bill to enable concrete ma-
sonry products manufacturers to establish, 
finance, and carry out a coordinated pro-
gram of research, education, and promotion 
to improve, maintain, and develop markets 
for concrete masonry products; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia (for 
himself, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. GRAVES of 
Georgia, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. 
WEBER of Texas, Mr. DESANTIS, Mr. 
JONES, and Mr. FRANKS of Arizona): 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:40 Feb 15, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00055 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\L14FE7.000 H14FEPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH1184 February 14, 2017 
H.R. 1047. A bill to require the Bureau of 

Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms, and Explosives 
to make video recordings of the examination 
and testing of firearms and ammunition, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary, and in addition to the Committee 
on Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa: 
H.R. 1048. A bill to direct the President to 

impose duties on merchandise from the Peo-
ple’s Republic of China in an amount equiva-
lent to the estimated annual loss of revenue 
to holders of United States intellectual prop-
erty rights as a result of violations of such 
intellectual property rights in China, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN (for himself, Mr. 
COFFMAN, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mrs. 
DAVIS of California): 

H.R. 1049. A bill to enhance the database of 
emergency response capabilities of the De-
partment of Defense; to the Committee on 
Armed Services. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. TONKO, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
SMITH of Washington, Mr. KHANNA, 
Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
KEATING, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. KILMER, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. SPEIER, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. GRIJALVA, Ms. JUDY 
CHU of California, Mr. VARGAS, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. POCAN, Mr. LAN-
GEVIN, Mr. MCNERNEY, Ms. SLAUGH-
TER, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Ms. TITUS, 
Mr. DESAULNIER, Ms. ESTY, Mr. 
NOLAN, Ms. JAYAPAL, Ms. KUSTER of 
New Hampshire, Mr. HECK, Ms. 
ESHOO, Ms. DELBENE, Ms. CASTOR of 
Florida, and Mr. HASTINGS): 

H.R. 1050. A bill to establish a pilot pro-
gram to promote public-private partnerships 
among apprenticeships or other job training 
programs, local educational agencies, and 
community colleges, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself, Mr. 
WITTMAN, Mr. OLSON, Mr. MAC-
ARTHUR, Mr. TIBERI, Ms. JENKINS of 
Kansas, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, Ms. 
SINEMA, and Mr. WEBSTER of Florida): 

H.R. 1051. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the increase in 
the income threshold used in determining 
the deduction for medical care; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Ms. MENG (for herself and Mr. 
MAST): 

H.R. 1052. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to develop best practices for 
caring for high-risk military occupation vet-
erans as part of the evaluation of mental 
health care and suicide prevention programs 
administered by the Secretary; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. NADLER: 
H.R. 1053. A bill to amend chapter 111 of 

title 28, United States Code, relating to pro-
tective orders, sealing of cases, disclosures of 
discovery information in civil actions, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

By Mr. QUIGLEY (for himself and Ms. 
ROS-LEHTINEN): 

H.R. 1054. A bill to promote botanical re-
search and botanical sciences capacity, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Agriculture, Armed Services, 
Transportation and Infrastructure, and 
House Administration, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 

each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. RUSH: 
H.R. 1055. A bill to acknowledge the funda-

mental injustice and the subsequent de jure 
and de facto racial and economic discrimina-
tion against those African-Americans im-
pacted by the ‘‘War on Drugs’’ and the subse-
quent disparate and discriminatory mass in-
carceration, to determine the role that pri-
vate corporations played in the prison indus-
trial complex, to determine the impact of 
these forces on their families, to make rec-
ommendations to the Congress on appro-
priate remedies, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SCHRADER (for himself, Ms. 
BONAMICI, Mr. BLUMENAUER, and Mr. 
DEFAZIO): 

H.R. 1056. A bill to amend the Wild and 
Scenic Rivers Act to designate segments of 
the Molalla River in the State of Oregon as 
components of the National Wild and Scenic 
Rivers System, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. TIBERI (for himself, Mr. NEAL, 
Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. HUNTER, Miss RICE 
of New York, Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl-
vania, and Mr. BUCHANAN): 

H.R. 1057. A bill to amend the Tariff Act of 
1930 to ensure that merchandise arriving 
through the mail shall be subject to review 
by U.S. Customs and Border Protection and 
to require the provision of advance elec-
tronic information on shipments of mail to 
U.S. Customs and Border Protection and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, and in addition to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. WENSTRUP (for himself, Mr. 
ABRAHAM, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, and Mr. RUIZ): 

H.R. 1058. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to clarify the role of podiatrists 
in the Department of Veterans Affairs; to 
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. BUDD (for himself and Mr. HUN-
TER): 

H.J. Res. 72. A joint resolution relating to 
the disapproval of the proposed foreign mili-
tary sale to the Government of Kenya of Air 
Tractor aircraft with weapons, and related 
support; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS (for himself, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. 
MCHENRY, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. POSEY, 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. HUIZENGA, Mr. 
DUFFY, Mr. STIVERS, Mr. HULTGREN, 
Mr. ROSS, Mr. PITTENGER, Mrs. WAG-
NER, Mr. BARR, Mr. ROTHFUS, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. TIPTON, Mr. HOLLINGS-
WORTH, Mr. POLIQUIN, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, Mrs. LOVE, Mr. HILL, Mr. 
EMMER, Mr. ZELDIN, Mr. TROTT, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, Mr. MOONEY of West 
Virginia, Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. DA-
VIDSON, Mr. BUDD, Mr. KUSTOFF of 
Tennessee, Ms. TENNEY, Mr. ROYCE of 
California, and Mr. GRAVES of Geor-
gia): 

H.J. Res. 73. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Bureau of Consumer Finan-
cial Protection relating to prepaid accounts 
under the Electronic Fund Transfer Act and 
the Truth in Lending Act; to the Committee 
on Financial Services. 

By Mr. BURGESS: 
H. Con. Res. 23. Concurrent resolution pro-

viding for a joint session of Congress to re-
ceive a message from the President; consid-
ered and agreed to. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN: 
H. Con. Res. 24. Concurrent resolution es-

tablishing a Joint Committee on Russian In-
terference in the 2016 Election and the Presi-
dential Transition; to the Committee on 
Rules. 

By Mr. LIPINSKI (for himself, Mr. COL-
LINS of New York, Ms. BORDALLO, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Mr. COSTA, Ms. ESTY, Mr. 
AL GREEN of Texas, Ms. JACKSON LEE, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. KILMER, Mr. LARSEN of Wash-
ington, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mrs. MURPHY 
of Florida, Ms. NORTON, Mr. PETERS, 
Ms. ROSEN, Mr. RUSH, Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio, Mr. SWALWELL of California, 
Mr. TONKO, and Ms. CLARKE of New 
York): 

H. Res. 124. A resolution supporting the 
goals and ideals of Engineers Week; to the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, and in addition to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce, for a period to 
be subsequently determined by the Speaker, 
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. HARPER (for himself and Mr. 
BRADY of Pennsylvania): 

H. Res. 125. A resolution providing 
amounts for the expenses of the Committee 
on House Administration in the One Hundred 
Fifteenth Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

By Mr. HENSARLING (for himself and 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California): 

H. Res. 126. A resolution providing 
amounts for the expenses of the Committee 
on Financial Services in the One Hundred 
Fifteenth Congress; to the Committee on 
House Administration. 

f 

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY 
STATEMENT 

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of 
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers 
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or 
joint resolution. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 1029. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The ability to regulate interstate com-

merce and with foreign Nations pursuant to 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3. In addition, the 
Congress has the power to provide for the 
general Welfare of the United States under 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1. 

By Mr. WILSON of South Carolina: 
H.R. 1030. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 and requirements out-

lined in the National Security Act of 1947. 
Article I, section 8 gives Congress the power 
‘‘to . . . provide for the common defense and 
general welfare of the United States.’’ The 
Necessary and Proper Clause of that section 
also grants Congress the power ‘‘[t]o make 
all laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into Execution the foregoing 
Powers and all other Powers vested in this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.’’ Title I, Sec. 101 of the National 
Security Act of 1947, requires the National 
Security Council to ‘‘assess and appraise the 
objectives, commitments, and risks of the 
United States in relation to our actual and 
potential military power, in the interest of 
national security; for the purpose of making 
recommendations . . .’’ 
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By Mr. RATCLIFFE: 

H.R. 1031. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. BYRNE: 
H.R. 1032. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 of the U.S. 

Constitution: The Congress shall have Power 
to make all Laws which shall be necessary 
and proper for carrying into Execution the 
foregoing Powers, and all other Powers vest-
ed by this Constitution in the Government of 
the United States, or in any Department or 
Officer thereof 

By Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: 
H.R. 1033. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 9, Clause 7 of the United 

States Constitution, which states that ‘‘No 
money shall be drawn from the Treasury but 
in consequence of Appropriations made by 
law; and a regular, statement and account of 
the receipts and expenditures of all public 
money shall be published from time to 
time.’’ 

By Mr. ELLISON: 
H.R. 1034. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States, which states: 
The Congress shall have the power to make 

all laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into execution the foregoing 
powers, and all other powers vested by this 
Constitution in the Government of the 
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.’’ 

By Mr. POE of Texas: 
H.R. 1035. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 18 of section 8 of article I of the 

Constitution which states that Congress has 
the power ‘‘to make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into Exe-
cution the foregoing Powers, and all other 
Powers vested by this Constitution in the 
Government of the United States, or in any 
Department or Officer thereof. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1036. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 
The Congress shall have Power to make all 

Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Office there-
of. 

By Mr. LYNCH: 
H.R. 1037. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 section 8 Clause 3 of the United 

States Constitution. 
By Mr. GRIFFITH: 

H.R. 1038. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
This bill is enacted pursuant to the power 

granted to Congress Under Article I, Section 
8 of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. REICHERT: 
H.R. 1039. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
‘‘The constitutional authority of Congress 

to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion, specifically clause 1 (relating to pro-
viding for the general welfare of the United 

States) and clause 18 (relating to the power 
to make all laws necessary and proper for 
carrying out the powers vested in Congress), 
and Article IV, section 3, clause 2 (relating 
to the power of Congress to dispose of and 
make all needful rules and regulations re-
specting the territory or other property be-
longing to the United States).’’ 

By Mr. BURGESS: 
H.R. 1040. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The attached bill falls within Congress’ 

constitutionally enumerated power to enact 
legislation pertaining to an income tax pur-
suant to Article I, Section VIII, ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have power to lay and collect 
Taxes.’’ 

Moreover, Congress was given the author-
ity to tax income at the federal level pursu-
ant to Amendment XVI, ‘‘The Congress shall 
have power to lay and collect taxes on in-
comes, from whatever source derived, with-
out apportionment among the several states, 
and without regard to any census or enu-
meration.’’ 

By Mr. BILIRAKIS: 
H.R. 1041. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
The constitutional authority on which this 

bill rests is the power of Congress to lay and 
collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises as 
enumerated in Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1 
of the United States Constitution. 

By Mr. GOSAR: 
H.R. 1042. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1—This legisla-

tion adjusts the formula the federal govern-
ment uses to spend money on federal con-
tracts and is authorized by the Constitution 
under Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1, which 
grants Congress its spending power. 

By Mr. DEUTCH: 
H.R. 1043. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the U.S. 

Constitution and Clause 18 of Section 8 of 
Article I of the U.S. Constitution. 

By Mr. ELLISON: 
H.R. 1044. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1, Clause 3 and 

Clause 18. 
By Mr. GIBBS: 

H.R. 1045. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution and the Second Amendment, 
which states: A well-regulated Militia, being 
necessary to the security of a free State, the 
right of the people to keep and bear Arms, 
shall not be infringed. 

By Mr. GUTHRIE: 
H.R. 1046. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-

tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes. 

By Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia: 
H.R. 1047. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-

stitution that states that Congress shall 
have Power ‘‘To regulate Commerce with 
foreign Nations, and among the several 
States . . .’’ 

By Mr. KING of Iowa: 
H.R. 1048. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 

Congress’s Power to regulate Commerce 
with foreign Nations under Article I, Section 
8, Clause 3 of the Constitution. 

By Mr. LANGEVIN: 
H.R. 1049. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Pursuant to clause 16 of section 8 of article 

1 of the United States Constitution. 
By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 1050. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
As described in Article 1, Section 1 ‘‘all 

legislative powers herdin granted shall be 
vested in a Congress.’’ 

By Ms. MCSALLY: 
H.R. 1051. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1, ‘‘This Con-

gress shall have Power to lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay 
the Debts and provide for the common De-
fense and general Welfare of the United 
States; but all Duties, Imposts and Excises 
shall be uniform throughout the United 
States.’’ 

By Ms. MENG: 
H.R. 1052. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-

tion. 
By Mr. NADLER: 

H.R. 1053. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
clauses 9 and 18 of section 8 of article I and 

section 1 of article III of the Constitution. 
By Mr. QUIGLEY: 

H.R. 1054. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 

Constitution 
By Mr. RUSH: 

H.R. 1055. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘‘The Con-

gress shall have power to . . . provide for the 
. . . general welfare of the United States 
. . .’’; and 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: ‘‘To make 
all laws which shall be necessary and proper 
for carrying into execution the foregoing 
powers . . .’’ 

By Mr. SCHRADER: 
H.R. 1056. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Congress has the authority to act under 

Article I, § 8, clause 3—the Commerce Clause. 
By Mr. TIBERI: 

H.R. 1057. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 8 of Article 1 of the U.S. Constitu-

tion 
By Mr. WENSTRUP: 

H.R. 1058. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Mr. BUDD: 

H.J. Res. 72. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3, granting au-

thority to regulate commerce with foreign 
nations, and Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18, 
granting authority to make all laws that are 
necessary and proper for executing the fore-
going powers. 

By Mr. WILLIAMS: 
H.J. Res. 73. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-

stitution of the United States—To regulate 
Commerce with foreign Naitons, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 60: Mr. MAST. 
H.R. 80: Mr. SANFORD. 
H.R. 83: Mr. SANFORD. 
H.R. 99: Mr. KEATING, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 

Ms. MOORE, Ms. CLARKE of New York, and 
Mr. PERLMUTTER. 

H.R. 100: Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 104: Ms. JAYAPAL. 
H.R. 106: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 113: Mr. MEEKS, Mr. CURBELO of Flor-

ida, and Mr. ZELDIN. 
H.R. 159: Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ and Mr. 

SCHRADER. 
H.R. 173: Mr. JOYCE of Ohio, Ms. ESTY, and 

Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. 
H.R. 175: Mr. BROOKS of Alabama. 
H.R. 241: Mr. KING of Iowa and Mr. HEN-

SARLING. 
H.R. 303: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska, Mr. 

BERGMAN, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. MEEHAN, 
Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. GALLEGO, 
and Mr. TURNER. 

H.R. 305: Mr. KHANNA and Mrs. BEATTY. 
H.R. 333: Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. DAVID SCOTT 

of Georgia, Mr. YARMUTH, Mr. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY of New York, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, 
Mr. KILMER, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. 
SIMPSON, Ms. DELBENE, Mr. VELA, Mr. 
VEASEY, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. HECK, Ms. 
MCSALLY, Mr. KIND, Mrs. DAVIS of Cali-
fornia, Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. BORDALLO, and Mr. 
DEUTCH. 

H.R. 350: Mr. KINZINGER, Mr. FLEISCHMANN, 
Mr. TROTT, Mr. ROYCE of California, Mr. 
BLUM, and Mr. MESSER. 

H.R. 367: Mr. BARR and Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 371: Mr. WALZ. 
H.R. 400: Mr. COLE, Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY 

of Florida, Mr. MOOLENAAR, Mr. BOST, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 

H.R. 426: Mr. CALVERT. 
H.R. 453: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 482: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
H.R. 483: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina. 
H.R. 519: Mr. LAMBORN. 
H.R. 525: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. 
H.R. 530: Ms. SPEIER. 
H.R. 547: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 548: Mr. PITTENGER, Mr. MULLIN, and 

Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 559: Mr. HENSARLING and Mr. 

RATCLIFFE. 
H.R. 564: Mr. AMODEI, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, 

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mr. CRIST, and Mr. 
GRIFFITH. 

H.R. 591: Mr. HENSARLING. 
H.R. 611: Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Mr. GAR-

RETT, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, Mr. HEN-
SARLING, and Mr. GIBBS. 

H.R. 628: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 
H.R. 632: Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY of Florida. 
H.R. 644: Mr. PETERSON. 
H.R. 662: Mr. GIBBS. 
H.R. 664: Ms. JAYAPAL and Mr. TURNER. 
H.R. 669: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-

sylvania, Ms. JAYAPAL, and Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 676: Mr. RASKIN and Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 683: Mr. CAPUANO and Ms. MENG. 
H.R. 696: Mrs. BUSTOS. 

H.R. 720: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 725: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 747: Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. WELCH, Mr. 

LOEBSACK, and Mr. CHABOT. 
H.R. 754: Mr. BILIRAKIS and Mr. ENGEL. 
H.R. 769: Mr. RATCLIFFE. 
H.R. 770: Mr. LONG, Mr. KATKO, Mrs. 

WALORSKI, and Mr. ZELDIN. 
H.R. 771: Mr. CRIST. 
H.R. 772: Mr. BARR and Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 781: Mr. ABRAHAM, Mr. FLORES, Mr. 

ADERHOLT, Mr. ALLEN, Mr. BUDD, Mr. COLE, 
Mr. COLLINS of Georgia, Mr. CRAMER, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. 
HARRIS, Mr. HENSARLING, Mr. JORDAN, Mr. 
KING of Iowa, Mr. LABRADOR, Mr. 
LOUDERMILK, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. 
ROTHFUS, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of 
Georgia, Mr. WALBERG, Mr. WEBER of Texas, 
Mr. WESTERMAN, and Mr. LUETKEMEYER. 

H.R. 786: Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. POLIS, and Ms. 
ESTY. 

H.R. 787: Mr. SOTO. 
H.R. 790: Mr. COHEN, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. 

DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. KHANNA, and 
Mr. YARMUTH. 

H.R. 801: Mr. FOSTER. 
H.R. 804: Ms. FUDGE, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. 

AL GREEN of Texas, and Ms. KELLY of Illi-
nois. 

H.R. 807: Mr. WITTMAN, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. 
LIPINSKI and Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. 

H.R. 816: Ms. MCSALLY, Ms. LOFGREN, and 
Mr. CICILLINE. 

H.R. 819: Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 821: Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Ms. 

MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New Mexico, 
Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. NORCROSS, Mr. SCOTT of 
Virginia, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. SAR-
BANES, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. TONKO, Mr. LAN-
GEVIN, and Mr. RASKIN. 

H.R. 824: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina and 
Mr. BANKS of Indiana. 

H.R. 833: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida 
and Mr. HASTINGS. 

H.R. 837: Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. TED LIEU of 
California, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mr. 
AGUILAR, Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. MOULTON, and 
Mr. CONYERS. 

H.R. 850: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 
H.R. 854: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 870: Mr. BRIDENSTINE. 
H.R. 872: Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 878: Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. GAETZ, Mr. 

HENSARLING, and Mr. BACON. 
H.R. 881: Mr. RATCLIFFE and Mr. MEEKS. 
H.R. 906: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 909: Mr. UPTON, Mr. LARSON of Con-

necticut, and Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 914: Mr. NADLER, Mr. AL GREEN of 

Texas, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. ADAMS, Ms. 
CLARK of Massachusetts, Ms. LEE, and Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY. 

H.R. 937: Mr. GOSAR. 
H.R. 938: Mr. GUTHRIE. 
H.R. 943: Mr. DIAZ-BALART. 
H.R. 947: Ms. ESHOO, Mr. DEUTCH, Mrs. 

MURPHY of Florida, and Mrs. BEATTY. 
H.R. 973: Mr. YARMUTH. 
H.R. 980: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 
H.R. 985: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 1001: Mr. MCGOVERN and Mr. KEATING. 
H.R. 1004: Mr. SESSIONS and Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 1005: Mr. WALZ. 
H.R. 1006: Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. SOTO, Ms. SCHA-

KOWSKY, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. KILDEE, and Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 1009: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 1017: Mrs. WAGNER and Mr. COLLINS of 

New York. 
H.R. 1022: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia and Mrs. 

BEATTY. 
H.R. 1026: Mr. KATKO and Ms. TENNEY. 
H.R. 1027: Mr. CONYERS, Ms. MOORE, and 

Ms. MATSUI. 

H.J. Res. 27: Mrs. NOEM, Mr. TURNER, and 
Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia. 

H.J. Res. 33: Mr. LOBIONDO and Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ. 

H.J. Res. 43: Mr. TIBERI. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mr. LONG and Mr. PEARCE. 
H.J. Res. 65: Mr. KILDEE and Mr. SOTO. 
H.J. Res. 71: Mr. PEARCE, Mr. GOSAR, Mr. 

CRAMER, Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. LAMBORN, Mrs. 
RADEWAGEN, Mr. STEWART, Mr. CHAFFETZ, 
Mr. BUCK, and Mr. BIGGS. 

H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. REICHERT and Mr. 
HECK. 

H. Res. 28: Mr. VALADAO, Mr. CARSON of In-
diana, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Ms. MOORE, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. LANCE, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Geor-
gia, and Ms. SEWELL of Alabama. 

H. Res. 30: Mr. SIRES, Mr. RUIZ, and Ms. 
BASS. 

H. Res. 44: Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. RASKIN, 
and Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. 

H. Res. 68: Mr. BOST. 
H. Res. 90: Mrs. LOWEY. 
H. Res. 92: Mr. MARINO, Mr. FRANKS of Ari-

zona, Mr. CONNOLLY, Ms. BORDALLO, Mrs. 
HARTZLER, Ms. TITUS, Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. 
SCHNEIDER, Mr. BROOKS of Alabama, Mr. 
DESANTIS, Mr. GAETZ, Mr. DESJARLAIS, Mr. 
BANKS of Indiana, Mr. SHUSTER, Mr. AUSTIN 
SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. BARR, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. 
GOHMERT, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. 
COOK, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. BRAT, Mr. FRANCIS 
ROONEY of Florida, Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. SAM 
JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. OLSON, Mr. WILLIAMS, 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. MURPHY of 
Pennsylvania, Mrs. LOVE, Mrs. ROBY, Ms. 
STEFANIK, Mr. DUNN, Mrs. RADEWAGEN, Mr. 
RICE of South Carolina, Mr. ROYCE of Cali-
fornia, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. BISHOP 
of Utah, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. STEWART, Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. KING of Iowa, Mr. 
BABIN, Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. BERA, Mr. CULBER-
SON, Mr. HUIZENGA, Mr. COLE, Mr. JOHNSON of 
Ohio, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. KELLY of Mis-
sissippi, Ms. HANABUSA, Ms. ROSEN, Mr. 
BACON, and Mr. HILL. 

H. Res. 104: Mr. SOTO. 
H. Res. 105: Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. 
H. Res. 111: Mr. COHEN, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, 

Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. POCAN, Mr. PALLONE, Ms. 
CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
ESPAILLAT, Mr. BEYER, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. 
GUTIÉRREZ, Mr. PERLMUTTER, Mr. QUIGLEY, 
Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. ESHOO, Mr. TED LIEU of 
California, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York, Ms. CLARKE of New York, and Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, petitions 
and papers were laid on the clerk’s 
desk and referred as follows: 

15. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 
the Council of the City of Salem, VA, rel-
ative to Resolution 1308, urging Senate Ma-
jority Leader Mitch McConnell, Senator 
Mark Warner, Senator Tim Kaine, and all 
United States Senators to reintroduce the 
Marketplace Fairness Act into the United 
States Senate during its 2017 session; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

16. Also, a petition of the Board of Super-
visors of Roanoke County, VA, relative to 
Resolution 012417-1, urging Congressional ac-
tion on the Marketplace Fairness Act or 
other legislation to collect and remit sales 
taxes structured on a system of collection 
based upon the purchaser’s location; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 
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