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Senate 
The Senate was not in session today. Its next meeting will be held on Tuesday, March 14, 2017, at 12 p.m. 

House of Representatives 
FRIDAY, MARCH 10, 2017 

The House met at 9 a.m. and was 
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 10, 2017. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable EVAN H. 
JENKINS to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

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

f 

PRAYER 
The Chaplain, the Reverend Patrick 

J. Conroy, offered the following prayer: 
Loving God, thank You for giving us 

another day. 
Be with each of us that we might be 

our very best, and prove ourselves wor-
thy of Your love and Your grace. Bless 
our President and those who work in 
the executive branch and the Supreme 
Court with Your wisdom and good 
judgment. 

Be with the Members of this people’s 
House in their work and deliberations 
this day that they might merit the 
trust of the American people and mani-
fest the strength of our democracy to 
the nations of the world. 

Without You, O Lord, we can do 
nothing. With You and in You, we can 
establish a world of peace, goodness, 
and justice now and into the future. 

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

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

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

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

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

f 

CELEBRATING MARS PETCARE 
FOR TWO MILLION MAN HOUR 
SAFETY AWARD 

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

Mr. WOMACK. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Mars, Incorporated, 
and Mars Petcare’s Fort Smith, Arkan-
sas, facility which was recently hon-
ored with the Two Million Man Hour 

Safety Award from the Arkansas De-
partment of Labor. 

As a family-owned business since its 
founding in 1911, Mars has been a lead-
ing example of corporate responsibility 
practices that benefit their dedicated 
employees and the communities in 
which they operate. 

Since Mars first opened the doors of 
its Petcare facility in Fort Smith in 
2007, they have provided stable employ-
ment to over 200 Mars associates who 
are responsible for making food for our 
pets under the brand names Cesar, 
Nutro, and Sheba. 

Impressively, Mars’ Fort Smith facil-
ity has accumulated 2 million work 
hours over 5 years without a lost day 
away from work due to a work-related 
injury or illness, a direct testament to 
the great workforce in Fort Smith and 
the leadership of the Mars organiza-
tion. 

In addition to their excellent safety 
record, Mars has had a significant im-
pact on my district’s local economy. 
Recently, Mars Petcare announced 
plans to expand the Fort Smith facil-
ity, which is expected to generate an 
additional 130 new jobs over the next 
several years. 

On behalf of everyone in northwest 
Arkansas, I am happy to celebrate this 
important milestone with Mars’ Fort 
Smith facility, and I thank Mars for its 
continued dedication to our commu-
nity. 
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WORKING FAMILIES DESERVE 

BETTER THAN TRUMPCARE 

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, right 
now Republicans are racing to pass 
TrumpCare, legislation that repeals 
and replaces the Affordable Care Act. 

They are racing to pass it to because 
they know when the American people 
find out what is in this bill, they won’t 
support it. 

But let me tell you what TrumpCare 
does, Mr. Speaker. 

It gives huge tax cuts to insurance 
companies and the top 1 percent. 

It allows insurance companies to 
raise premiums by 25 percent for older 
Americans. 

It eliminates funding for Planned 
Parenthood, denying millions of 
women critical care. 

It cuts lifesaving support for the 
most vulnerable: children, Americans 
with disabilities, the frail elderly, and 
nursing home residents. 

And it slashes funding for Medicaid. 
TrumpCare is a great deal for the 

wealthy. TrumpCare is a great deal for 
insurance companies and drug compa-
nies. It is a raw deal for everyone else. 

Millions will lose healthcare cov-
erage. And let’s be clear, people are 
going to die when this happens. Mil-
lions more will end up paying for more 
lower quality care, and Republicans 
don’t even have a plan to pay for their 
proposal. 

After 7 years, this is it. This is the 
best they have got: tax cuts for the 
rich and bad health care for everyone 
else. 

Working families deserve better. 

f 

CONGRATULATING THE GENEVA 
VIKINGS 

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

Mr. HULTGREN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate the Geneva Vi-
kings girls basketball team on winning 
their first Class 4A State championship 
at ISU’s Redbird Arena on Saturday. 

Facing the Edwardsville Tigers, the 
Geneva High School girls fought a 
close back-and-forth game until its 
final minutes. 

Beating an unbeaten team is no 
small feat. With just 3.7 seconds left on 
the clock, junior guard Stephanie Hart 
made a shot to give the Vikings a one- 
point lead. As center Grace Loberg 
then stole the ball from the Tigers to 
run out the clock, the Tigers were un-
able to answer, giving Geneva the win, 
41–40. 

Virtually the same thing had hap-
pened in the semifinal the day before, 
when junior guard Margaret Whitley 
scored the game-winning point with 
just seconds left. 

Clearly, the Vikings do well under 
pressure. I applaud Coach Sarah Mead-

ows and the Geneva Vikings on their 
achievement and their hard work. 

Go, Vikings. 
f 

OPPOSING GOP’S HEALTHCARE 
REPEAL 

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

Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, 
good morning, and listen, America. 

One of the Affordable Care Act’s big-
gest successes was increasing mental 
health services for all the people 
through mental health parity protec-
tions and Medicaid expansion. 

The GOP’s pay-more-for-less bill cuts 
taxes on the wealthy at the expense of 
those who can least afford to pay for 
their health coverage, like low-income 
families. 

One in five of Medicaid’s 70 million 
beneficiaries have a mental health or a 
substance abuse disorder, and reports 
show services are needed especially for 
children. The bill would hurt those peo-
ple by eliminating Medicaid expansion 
and gutting mental health services for 
this group, including the nearly 60,000 
now covered in my district. 

I strongly oppose this repeal effort 
and urge our Republican colleagues to 
work with us to strengthen the Afford-
able Care Act so more Americans can 
have access to lifesaving care. 

Please, please, do that for us. 
f 

HONORING TOP SCHOOLS IN GEOR-
GIA’S FIRST CONGRESSIONAL 
DISTRICT 

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

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to acknowledge the aca-
demic accomplishments of several 
school systems in Georgia’s First Con-
gressional District. 

Niche is a website which analyzes 
data gathered from the Department of 
Education that focuses on academics, 
student life, test scores, and college en-
rollment. With this data, they rank 
each school system and help families 
find the best schools for their children. 

This year, Georgia’s First District 
had the honor of placing 10 school sys-
tems in their top 100 school districts in 
Georgia. It comes as no surprise to me 
that so many of these outstanding 
school districts made this great 
achievement. 

Camden County School District 
ranks as the top school system in the 
district and even cracked the top 10 for 
the State, ranking as the number 7 
overall school system in Georgia. Cam-
den County scored top marks in the 
categories of diversity, teachers, 
health and safety, administration, and 
sports. 

In addition to Camden County, I am 
proud to recognize, today, the other 
school districts to reach the top 100: 
Pierce County, Lowndes County, Ware 

County, Effingham County, Glynn 
County, Bryan County, Bacon County, 
Echols County, and Chatham County. 

Congratulations to each school’s ad-
ministration, teachers, and students 
whose hard work and dedication made 
this accomplishment possible. 

I look forward to the future success 
that will surely come from these 
schools. 

f 

TRUMPCARE IS DESTRUCTIVE 
LEGISLATION 

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

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Speaker, 
President Trump and the Republican 
Congress promised a better plan for 
health care that would be good for all 
Americans. 

Now that we have seen their plan, we 
know the truth. Passage of the Amer-
ican Health Care Act will not improve 
health care or reduce healthcare costs. 
Instead, it will cut critical health ac-
cess and benefits for children, older 
adults, pregnant women, communities 
of color, and people living with disabil-
ities. 

If TrumpCare becomes law, it will de-
stroy Medicaid as we know it, while 
also increasing costs of health care for 
working class families across the coun-
try. 

It is unconscionable that this kind of 
destructive legislation should be 
shoved through Congress without hear-
ings or stakeholder input. 

I urge my Republican colleagues to 
reject this shortsighted bill and work 
with Democrats to strengthen the Af-
fordable Care Act, a healthcare plan 
that is working well for millions of 
Americans. 

f 

HONORING CHARLES GERACI 

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

Mr. WENSTRUP. Mr. Speaker, a 
member of the Ohio Second District 
community passed away this week, and 
our Nation lost a hero. 

Charles Geraci was a beloved resident 
of Norwood, Ohio. He was known as a 
husband of 701⁄2 years, grandfather to 
31, and a great-grandfather to 16. 

But he was also an American hero. 
Charles enlisted in the Army on De-
cember 10, 1942, and, after basic train-
ing, was stationed in England in 1943. 
Just a few months later Charles was in 
the second wave at Omaha Beach in 
Normandy, where he was wounded 
while storming the beaches. After re-
covering and being sent back to his 
unit, Charles was wounded by shrapnel 
and then shot again during combat. He 
was in Normandy for only 5 months 
and credits his survival to God. 

While his courage earned him three 
Purple Hearts and the Bronze Star 
Award, Charles refers to his service 
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during World War II with a deep humil-
ity that defines the Greatest Genera-
tion. He said: ‘‘We were there to do the 
job, and we did it. And I came back.’’ 

Our country can never repay Charles 
for his service and sacrifice, but we can 
stand as a grateful nation to honor his 
life and legacy with our deepest re-
spect. 

Our thoughts and prayers are with 
his wife, Helen, and the rest of the 
Geraci family. 

Truly, it is men and women like 
Charles Geraci whom we can credit for 
the gift of freedom that we are able to 
pass along to our children and grand-
children. They protected and preserved 
that gift with their very lives. For 
that, we remain eternally grateful. 

f 

PRESERVING HEALTH CARE FOR 
VETERANS 

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

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Speaker, today I 
rise as a proud marine on behalf of 
countless veterans across America 
whose healthcare options will vanish if 
House Republicans succeed in repealing 
the Affordable Care Act. The ACA has 
provided an invaluable safety net for 
our Nation’s veterans, fulfilling crit-
ical gaps in coverage within the VA 
system. 

Mr. Speaker, in the first 2 years after 
the ACA’s implementation, the rate of 
uninsured veterans dropped by an as-
tonishing 43 percent. This was largely 
due to the fact that, through the ACA’s 
Medicaid expansion, 7 out of 10 pre-
viously uninsured veterans became eli-
gible for coverage. 

The Republicans’ so-called repeal- 
and-replace plan would slash veterans’ 
options by abandoning our commit-
ment to a more inclusive Medicaid pro-
gram. Democrats refuse to compromise 
on care for our Nation’s heroes, and we 
absolutely refuse to compromise in the 
fight to preserve the lifesaving Afford-
able Care Act. 

f 

THE PEOPLE’S RIGHTS 
AMENDMENT 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, it has 
been 7 years since the dreadful Citizens 
United ruling. 

In upholding the rights of corpora-
tions to donate to political campaigns 
under the First Amendment, the Su-
preme Court created an election sys-
tem that is now corrupted by limitless, 
unregulated donations. Ordinary citi-
zens are left powerless, and politicians 
are increasingly beholden to wealthy 
special interests. 

Since Citizens United, we have seen a 
major telecommunications company, 
oil companies, and the tobacco indus-
try all attempt to dismantle regula-
tions and disclosure rules by claiming 

First Amendment rights. Today, I am 
reintroducing the People’s Rights 
Amendment to overturn Citizens 
United and declare, once and for all, 
that corporations are not people. 

The Constitution was never intended 
to give corporations the same rights as 
the American people. Corporations 
don’t breathe; they don’t have kids; 
they don’t die in wars. 

The Preamble to the Constitution is 
‘‘We the people,’’ not ‘‘We the corpora-
tions.’’ 

Let us hope this Congress doesn’t for-
get that. 

f 

LAWSUIT ABUSE REDUCTION ACT 
OF 2017 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 720. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 180 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 720. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from West Virginia (Mr. JENKINS) to 
preside over the Committee of the 
Whole. 

b 0915 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 720) to 
amend Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure to improve attorney 
accountability, and for other purposes, 
with Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 

GOODLATTE) and the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) each will con-
trol 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

H.R. 720, the Lawsuit Abuse Reduc-
tion Act, would restore mandatory 
sanctions for frivolous lawsuits filed in 
Federal court. 

Many Americans may not realize it, 
but today, under what is called rule 11 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure, 
there is no requirement that those who 
file frivolous lawsuits pay for the un-
justified legal costs they impose on 
their victims, even when those victims 
prove to a judge the lawsuit was with-
out any basis in law or fact. 

As a result, the current rule 11 goes 
largely unenforced because the victims 

of frivolous lawsuits have little incen-
tive to pursue additional litigation to 
have the case declared frivolous when 
there is no guarantee of compensation 
at the end of the day. 

H.R. 720 would finally provide light 
at the end of the tunnel for the victims 
of frivolous lawsuits by requiring sanc-
tions against the filers of frivolous law-
suits, sanctions which include paying 
back victims for the full cost of their 
reasonable expenses incurred as a di-
rect result of the rule 11 violation, in-
cluding attorneys’ fees. 

The bill also strikes the current pro-
visions in rule 11 that allow lawyers to 
avoid sanctions for making frivolous 
claims and demands by simply with-
drawing them within 21 days. This 
change eliminates the ‘‘free pass’’ law-
yers now have to file frivolous lawsuits 
in Federal court. 

The current lack of mandatory sanc-
tions leads to the regular filing of law-
suits that are baseless. So many frivo-
lous pleadings currently go under the 
radar because the lack of mandatory 
sanctions for frivolous filings forces 
victims of frivolous lawsuits to roll 
over and settle the case, because doing 
that is less expensive than litigating 
the case to a victory in court. 

Correspondence written by someone 
filing a frivolous lawsuit, which be-
came public, concisely illustrates how 
the current lack of mandatory sanc-
tions for filing frivolous lawsuits leads 
to legal extortion. That correspondence 
to the victim of a frivolous lawsuit 
states: ‘‘I really don’t care what the 
law allows you to do. It’s a more prac-
tical issue. Do you want to send your 
attorney a check every month indefi-
nitely as I continue to pursue this?’’ 

Under the Lawsuit Abuse Reduction 
Act, those who file frivolous lawsuits 
would no longer be able to get off scot- 
free and, therefore, they couldn’t get 
away with those sorts of extortionary 
threats any longer. 

The victims of lawsuit abuse are not 
just those who are actually sued. Rath-
er, we all suffer under a system in 
which innocent Americans everywhere 
live under the constant fear of a poten-
tially bankrupting frivolous lawsuit. 

As the former chairman of The Home 
Depot company has written: ‘‘An un-
predictable legal system casts a shad-
ow over every plan and investment. It 
is devastating for startups. The cost of 
even one ill-timed abusive lawsuit can 
bankrupt a growing company and cost 
hundreds of thousands of jobs.’’ 

The prevalence of frivolous lawsuits 
in America is reflected in the absurd 
warning labels companies must place 
on their products to limit their expo-
sure to frivolous claims. A 5-inch brass 
fishing lure with three hooks is labeled 
‘‘Harmful if swallowed.’’ A household 
iron contains the warning ‘‘Never iron 
clothes while they are being worn.’’ A 
piece of ovenware warns, ‘‘Ovenware 
will get hot when used in oven.’’ 

And here are just a couple of exam-
ples of frivolous lawsuits brought in 
Federal court, where judges failed to 
award compensation to the victims: 
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A man sued a television network for 

$2.5 million because he said a show it 
aired raised his blood pressure. When 
the network publicized his frivolous 
lawsuit, he demanded the court make 
them stop. Although the court found 
the case frivolous, not only did it not 
compensate the victim, it granted the 
man who filed the frivolous lawsuit an 
exemption from even paying the ordi-
nary court filing fees. 

In another case, lawyers filed a case 
against a parent, claiming the parent’s 
discipline of their child violated the 
Eighth Amendment of the Constitu-
tion, which prohibits cruel and unusual 
punishment by the government, not 
private citizens. One of the lawyers 
even admitted signing the complaint 
without reading it. 

The court found the case frivolous, 
but awarded the victim only about a 
quarter of its legal costs because rule 
11 currently doesn’t require that a vic-
tim’s legal costs be paid in full. The 
Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act would 
change that. 

I thank the former chairman of the 
Judiciary Committee, LAMAR SMITH, 
for introducing this simple, common-
sense legislation that would do so 
much to prevent lawsuit abuse and re-
store Americans’ confidence in the 
legal system. I urge my colleagues to 
support it today. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 720, 
the so-called Lawsuit Abuse Reduction 
Act. 

This bill amends rule 11 of the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure in ways 
that will chill the advancement of civil 
rights claims and increase exponen-
tially the volume and costs of litiga-
tion in the Federal courts. 

These concerns are not hypothetical. 
H.R. 720 restores the deeply flawed 
version of rule 11 in effect from 1983 to 
1993 in two ways: by requiring manda-
tory sanctions for even unintentional 
violations rather than leaving the im-
position of sanctions to the court’s dis-
cretion, as is currently the case; and 
secondly, by eliminating the current 
rule’s 21-day safe harbor provision, 
which allows the defending party to 
correct or withdraw allegedly offending 
submissions. 

Simply put, H.R. 720 will have a dis-
astrous impact on the administration 
of justice in numerous ways. To begin 
with, the bill will chill legitimate civil 
rights litigation, which, to me, of 
course, is very important. 

Civil rights cases often raise novel 
legal arguments, which made such 
cases particularly susceptible to sanc-
tion motions under the 1983 rule. For 
example, a Federal Judicial Center 
study found that the incidence of rule 
11 motions under the 1983 rule was 
‘‘higher in civil rights cases than in 
some other types of cases.’’ 

Another study showed that, while 
civil rights cases comprised about 11 

percent of the cases filed, more than 22 
percent of the cases in which sanctions 
had been imposed were, in fact, civil 
rights cases. 

Under the 1983 rule, civil rights cases 
were clearly disadvantaged. Yet, H.R. 
720 would reserve this problematic re-
gime. 

Although the bill’s rule of construc-
tion is a welcome acknowledgment of 
the problem, it does nothing to prevent 
defendants from using rule 11 as a 
weapon to discourage civil rights plain-
tiffs. Even a landmark case like Brown 
v. Board of Education might not have 
been pursued had H.R. 720’s changes to 
rule 11 been in effect at that time, be-
cause the legal arguments in the case 
were novel and not based on then-exist-
ing law. 

In addition, H.R. 720 will substan-
tially increase the amount, cost, and 
intensity of civil litigation and create 
more grounds for unnecessary delay 
and harassment in the courtroom 
itself. 

By making sanctions mandatory and 
having no safe harbor, the 1983 rule 
spawned a cottage industry of rule 11 
litigation. Each party had a financial 
incentive to tie up the other in rule 11 
proceedings. 

We heard testimony on a previous 
version of this bill that almost one- 
third of all Federal lawsuits during the 
decade that the 1983 rule was in effect 
were burdened by such satellite litiga-
tion, where the parties tried the under-
lying case and then put each side’s 
counsel on trial. 

Finally, H.R. 720 strips the judiciary 
of its discretion and independence. H.R. 
720 overrides judicial independence by 
removing the discretion that rule 11 
currently gives judges in determining 
whether to impose sanctions and what 
type of sanctions would be most appro-
priate. It also circumvents the pains-
takingly thorough Rules Enabling Act 
process that Congress established more 
than 80 years ago. 

For all of these reasons, I urge my 
colleagues to join us in opposing this 
highly problematic legislation. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Lawsuit Abuse 
Reduction Act, known as LARA, is just 
over one-page long, but it would pre-
vent the filing of thousands of frivolous 
lawsuits in Federal courts. These ab-
surd lawsuits cost many innocent fami-
lies their savings and often ruin their 
reputations. 

Frivolous lawsuits have been filed 
against a weather channel for failing to 
accurately predict storms, against tele-
vision shows people claimed were too 
scary, against a university that award-
ed a low grade, and against a high 
school that dropped a member from the 
track team. 

Lawyers who bring these cases have 
everything to gain and nothing to lose 
under current rules, which allow plain-

tiffs’ lawyers to file frivolous suits 
without any penalty. Meanwhile, de-
fendants are often faced with years of 
litigation and substantial attorneys’ 
fees. 

Prior to 1993, it was mandatory for 
judges to impose sanctions, such as or-
ders to pay for the other side’s legal ex-
penses, when lawyers filed frivolous 
lawsuits. Then, the Civil Rules Advi-
sory Committee, an obscure branch of 
the courts, made penalties optional. 
This needs to be reversed by Congress. 

LARA requires lawyers who file friv-
olous lawsuits to pay attorneys’ fees 
and court costs of innocent defendants. 
This will serve as a disincentive to file 
junk lawsuits. 

Further, LARA specifically requires 
that no changes ‘‘shall be construed to 
bar or impede the assertion or develop-
ment of new claims, defenses, or rem-
edies under Federal, State, or local 
laws, including civil rights laws, or 
under the Constitution of the United 
States.’’ 

So civil rights law would not be af-
fected in any way by LARA, and that 
might go a long way to reassuring the 
ranking member’s concerns about its 
impact on civil rights. 

Opponents argue that reinstating 
mandatory sanctions for frivolous law-
suits impedes judicial discretion, but 
this is false. Under LARA, judges re-
tain the discretion to determine wheth-
er or not a claim is frivolous. If a judge 
determines that a claim is frivolous, 
then they must award sanctions. This 
ensures that victims of frivolous law-
suits obtain compensation. But the de-
cision to determine whether a claim is 
frivolous or not remains with the 
judge. 

The American people are looking for 
solutions to obvious lawsuit abuse. 
LARA restores accountability to our 
legal system by reinstating sanctions 
for attorneys who are found by a judge 
to have filed frivolous lawsuits. 
Though it will not stop all lawsuit 
abuse, LARA encourages attorneys to 
think twice before making an innocent 
party’s life miserable. 

b 0930 

These attorneys engage in legalized 
extortion and try to force individuals 
to settle out of court instead of paying 
huge legal costs. There is currently no 
disincentive to deter attorneys from 
filing frivolous claims. By requiring at-
torneys who file junk lawsuits to pay 
the court costs of those they sue, such 
lawsuits will be discouraged. 

I thank Chairman GOODLATTE, the 
chairman of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, for bringing this much-needed 
legislation to the House floor. I ask my 
colleagues who oppose frivolous law-
suits and who want to protect innocent 
Americans from false charges to sup-
port the Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. NADLER), 
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the senior member of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
opposition to H.R. 720, the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act. This bill is sup-
posedly aimed at preventing frivolous 
litigation, but it would, in fact, gen-
erate a whole new set of litigation, fur-
ther clogging our overburdened Federal 
courts. 

Under rule 11 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, a court may impose 
sanctions on a party that files a frivo-
lous case or motion. A party subject to 
a rule 11 violation has a 21-day safe 
harbor period to withdraw or correct 
its filing, and sanctions are purely dis-
cretionary. This rule serves a vital role 
in maintaining the integrity of our 
legal system without creating a 
chilling effect on presenting novel 
claims. Judges, when they see frivolous 
suits, can sanction them and do. 

This bill, however, would restore a 
failed version of rule 11 that was en-
acted by the Judicial Conference in 
1983, but which was repealed 10 years 
later because it led to disastrous re-
sults. Under this bill, sanctions would 
be mandatory whenever a court rules 
that rule 11 has been violated. The safe 
harbor period, when filings can be 
withdrawn or corrected, would be 
eliminated. 

We do not have to speculate about 
what would happen as a result of this 
bill because we have a decade of experi-
ence that shows us how catastrophic it 
would be and was. Under the 1983 rule, 
which this bill would restore, rule 11 
battles became a routine part of civil 
litigation, affecting one-third of all 
cases. Rather than serving as a dis-
incentive, the old rule 11 actually made 
the system even more litigious. 

In the decade following the 1983 
amendments, there were almost 7,000 
reported rule 11 cases, becoming part of 
approximately one-third of all Federal 
civil lawsuits. Civil cases effectively 
became two cases, one on the merits 
and the other on a set of dueling rule 11 
allegations by both parties. The drain 
on the courts and the parties’ resources 
caused the Judicial Conference to re-
visit the rule and adopt the changes 
that this bill would now have us undo. 

More troubling was the 1983 rule’s 
impact on civil rights cases, which are 
often based on novel claims that re-
quire significant discovery to estab-
lish. A 1991 Federal Judicial Center 
study found that whereas civil rights 
cases made up 11.4 percent of Federal 
cases filed, they constituted 22.7 per-
cent of the cases in which sanctions 
were imposed. If we return to the old 
rule, we could see a chilling effect in 
which untested, but no less valid, civil 
rights claims are never brought for fear 
of sanctions. 

The courts have ample authority to 
sanction conduct that undermines the 
integrity of our legal system. But this 
legislation is not just a solution in 
search of a problem. By taking us back 
to a time when rule 11 actually pro-
moted routine, costly, and unnecessary 

litigation, this bill is a cure worse than 
the disease. 

Given that we already know this bill 
will be a failure, one wonders how it 
would survive its own rule 11 motion if 
Congress had such a thing. The courts, 
having tried it for 10 years with disas-
trous results, rightly rejected this ap-
proach 20 years ago, and we should re-
ject it again. I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT), 
a senior member of the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Chairman, I rise in 
strong support of the Lawsuit Abuse 
Reduction Act. I want to commend my 
colleague from Texas (Mr. SMITH) for 
his leadership on this important bill. 
Mr. SMITH, of course, who is now the 
chairman of the Committee on Science, 
Space, and Technology, was, for a num-
ber of years, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary, and he has a 
long reputation, much experience in 
trying to find ways to make the legal 
system work better for more people all 
across the country, and this is part of 
that, because there is a huge cost asso-
ciated with the abusive lawsuits that 
have been filed for many years in this 
country. 

Businesses are a popular target for 
frivolous lawsuits that lack any legal 
or factual basis. These lawsuits can 
easily result in hundreds of thousands 
of dollars in legal fees and discovery 
costs. Small businesses oftentimes 
don’t have the financial resources to 
obtain a dismissal or sometimes even 
good legal counsel, and, therefore, 
their only option, in many cases, is to 
settle the case. In fact, many busi-
nesses and other entities put aside—in-
surance companies do this as well—a 
nuisance value of many of these cases 
because they realize so many cases are 
basically filed for not really legitimate 
reasons, but because there is a cash 
payout at the end of this, and some 
who are able to will actually put that 
in their budget. But these expenses 
don’t just cost small businesses time 
and productivity. Too often they force 
small businesses into bankruptcy, and 
that means real people lose their jobs. 
This happens thousands and thousands 
and thousands of times all across this 
country. 

Mr. Chairman, as chairman of the 
House Committee on Small Business, I 
cannot emphasize enough that we abso-
lutely cannot afford to lose any more 
small businesses in this country and 
the associated jobs that go with them. 

By ensuring that there are penalties 
for lawyers filing frivolous lawsuits, 
H.R. 720 will deter abusive litigation 
practices that pose a real threat to the 
stability of many small businesses all 
across this country. After all, small 
businesses are the backbone of the 
economy. About 70 percent of the new 
jobs created in the American economy 
nowadays are created by small-busi-
ness folks, so we should do everything 
we can to make sure that they are suc-

cessful and able to hire more and more 
Americans so that we can get this 
economy moving again. 

I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 
720. I again thank Mr. SMITH for put-
ting forth this very wise and thought-
ful legislation which I think will go a 
long way toward improving the legal 
system that we have in this country. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 4 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentlewoman from Texas 
(Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the ranking member of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary for his distin-
guished service and my good friend 
from Texas for his managing of this 
bill on which we have a vigorous and 
active disagreement, but realize that 
the role of the Committee on the Judi-
ciary is to enhance justice for all 
Americans, no matter what size busi-
ness, what ethnicity, racial back-
ground, what issue they bring, whether 
they bring a commercial issue or 
whether they are for criminal justice. 

That is why I rise to oppose this leg-
islation, for it is important that we 
monitor, promote, coddle, and respect 
justice. I oppose the legislation that 
aims to restore a long-discredited 
version of Federal Rule of Civil Proce-
dure 11, in effect from 1983 to 1993. I use 
as a premise of my argument a letter 
from the Committee on Rules of Prac-
tice and Procedure of the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States, in par-
ticular written by two distinguished 
Federal judges from Arizona, the chair 
of the Committee on Rules and the 
chair of the Advisory Committee on 
Rules, both Federal district court 
judges. But more importantly, my luck 
was to meet with a series of judges in 
the past week, Federal judges, Repub-
lican appointees and some Democratic 
appointees, and there was a vocal out-
cry of the outrage of this legislation, 
asking and begging that this legisla-
tion not be put in place. 

Let me give you a description from 
the Federal courts, recognizing: ‘‘We of 
course share the desire of the sponsors 
of LARA to improve the civil justice 
system’’—and that is the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act—‘‘in our Federal 
courts, including the desire to reduce 
frivolous filings. But LARA creates a 
cure worse than the problem it is 
meant to solve.’’ 

‘‘Moreover, as we are both Federal 
trial judges, our perspective is in-
formed by our ongoing daily experience 
with the practical operation of the 
rules.’’ 

I, too, am concerned about small 
businesses. That is why we need to pro-
ceed as we are proceeding. It gives 
thoughtful judges the ability to protect 
those entities. The facts do not, ac-
cording to the letter, support any as-
sumption that mandatory sanctions 
deter frivolous filings. 

‘‘A decade of experience with the 1983 
mandatory sanctions provision,’’ they 
go on to say, ‘‘demonstrated that it 
failed to provide meaningful relief from 
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the litigation behavior it was meant to 
address, and instead generated wasteful 
satellite litigation that had little to do 
with the merits of cases.’’ 

What good is that for the small liti-
gant? What good will they have when 
they might be subject to satellite liti-
gation? And so, Mr. Chairman, why 
would we want to return to the failed, 
discredited sanction regime rightly 
abandoned in 1993? H.R. 720 would re-
quire courts to impose monetary sanc-
tions for any rule 11 violation, elimi-
nating the safe harbor provision that 
currently allows attorneys to correct 
or withdraw a filing before rule 11 pro-
ceedings commence. That is justice: I 
made a mistake, I want to withdraw it. 
I am suing a small business, I have a 
different perspective. I know the facts, 
let me withdraw it. 

The cost-shifting provision was 
eliminated by the courts because it en-
couraged satellite litigation, and many 
cases required parallel proceedings. 
Here is the worst of it: Suppose we 
were back in 1954. Would Brown v. 
Board of Education be a frivolous law-
suit subject to sanctions, a landmark 
decision of the United States Supreme 
Court that declared State laws estab-
lishing separate public schools for 
Black and White students unconstitu-
tional? What about Griswold in 1965? It 
would also be judged as a frivolous law-
suit. 

The CHAIR. The time of the gentle-
woman has expired. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
an additional 1 minute to the gentle-
woman. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, 
Griswold was a landmark case in which 
the Supreme Court ruled that we had a 
right to privacy. Or what about the fa-
mous case that was made into a movie, 
Loving v. Virginia? I think for almost 
25 years this mixed-marriage couple 
could not live in their own State. A 
lawsuit would have been considered 
frivolous. Loving was a landmark case 
which decided Virginia’s 
antimiscegenation statute was uncon-
stitutional. 

New York Times Co. v. United States 
in 1971, the question was on the con-
stitutional freedom of the press. It re-
inforced the First Amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, it is impossible to go 
back to the old days. I ask my col-
leagues to support the Jackson Lee 
amendment, to come up and to oppose 
the underlying bill in the name of jus-
tice for all. 

Mr. Chairman, I include in the 
RECORD a list of seven notable cases 
the Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act may 
have barred from a courtroom. 
SEVEN NOTABLE CASES THE ‘‘LAWSUIT ABUSE 

REDUCTION ACT’’ MAY HAVE BARRED FROM A 
COURTROOM 
Contrary to proponents’ claims, LARA 

does not deter frivolous lawsuits. Rather it 
deters meritorious cases by imposing a one- 
size-fits-all mandate for federal judges. Man-
datory sanctions inevitably chill meritorious 
claims particularly in cases of first impres-
sion or involving new legal theories, includ-
ing cases to protect civil rights, the right to 

privacy, the environment, collective bar-
gaining and the First Amendment. Our sys-
tem of justice is a moving body of law, and 
novel legal theories have the ability to shift 
public policy and law. 

Below are seven notable cases that LARA 
may have prevented because the cases pre-
sented what—at the time they were pre-
sented to the court—would have been consid-
ered novel legal theories: 

Brown v. Board of Education of Topeka, 347 
U.S. 483 (1954): Brown was a landmark deci-
sion of the United States Supreme Court 
that declared state laws establishing sepa-
rate public schools for black and white stu-
dents unconstitutional. The decision over-
turned the Plessy v. Ferguson decision of 
1896 which allowed state-sponsored segrega-
tion. The Court’s unanimous decision stated 
that ‘‘separate educational facilities are in-
herently unequal.’’ As a result, de jure racial 
segregation was ruled a violation of the 
Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth 
Amendment of the United States Constitu-
tion. This ruling paved the way for integra-
tion and the civil rights movement. 

Griswold v. Connecticut, 381 U.S. 479 (1965): 
Griswold was a landmark case in which the 
Supreme Court ruled that the Constitution 
protected a right to privacy. The case in-
volved a Connecticut law that prohibited the 
use of contraceptives. By a vote of 7–2, the 
Supreme Court invalidated the law on the 
grounds that it violated the ‘‘right to mar-
ital privacy.’’ 

Lawrence v. Texas, 539 U.S. 558 (2003): In 
Lawrence, the Supreme Court considered the 
issue of whether adult consensual sexual ac-
tivity is protected by the Fourteenth 
Amendment guarantee of equal protection 
under the law. The Court found that the peti-
tioners were free as adults to engage in the 
private conduct in the exercise of their lib-
erty under the Due Process Clause. The deci-
sion decriminalized the Texas law that made 
it illegal for two persons of the same sex to 
engage in certain intimate sexual conduct. 

Massachusetts v. Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, 549 U.S. 497 (2007): In this case, 
twelve states and several cities of the United 
States brought suit against the United 
States Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA) to force the federal agency to regulate 
carbon dioxide and other greenhouse gases as 
pollutants. The Supreme Court found that 
Massachusetts, due to its ‘‘stake in pro-
tecting its quasi-sovereign interests’’ as a 
state, had standing to sue the EPA over po-
tential damage caused to its territory by 
global warming. The Court rejected the 
EPA’s argument that the Clean Air Act was 
not meant to refer to carbon emissions in 
the section giving the EPA authority to reg-
ulate ‘‘air pollution agent[s].’’ 

Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967): Loving 
was a landmark civil rights case in which 
the United States Supreme Court, by a 9–0 
vote, declared Virginia’s anti-miscegenation 
statute, the ‘‘Racial Integrity Act of 1924,’’ 
unconstitutional, thereby ending all race- 
based legal restrictions on marriage in the 
United States. 

New York Times Co. v. United States, 403 
U.S. 713 (1971): This case considered whether 
the New York Times and Washington Post 
newspapers could publish the then-classified 
Pentagon Papers without risk of government 
censure. The question before the Court was 
whether the constitutional freedom of the 
press, guaranteed by the First Amendment, 
was subordinate to a claimed need of the ex-
ecutive branch of government to maintain 
the secrecy of information. The Supreme 
Court ruled that the First Amendment pro-
tected the right of the New York Times to 
print the materials. 

Tennessee Valley Authority v. Hill, 437 
U.S. 153 (1978) (The Snail Darter Case): In 

TVA, the Supreme Court affirmed a court of 
appeals’ judgment, which agreed with the 
Secretary of Interior that operation of the 
federal Tellico Dam would eradicate an en-
dangered species. The Court held that a 
prima facie violation of § 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act, 16 U.S.C. § 1536, occurred, and 
ruled that an injunction requested by re-
spondents should have been issued. 

Mr. Chair, I rise in strong opposition to H.R. 
720, the ‘‘Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 
2017,’’ because it is both unnecessary and 
counterproductive. 

I oppose this legislation that aims to restore 
a long-discredited version of Federal Rule of 
Civil Procedure 11, in effect from 1983 to 
1993. 

The current Rule 11 allows federal courts, in 
their discretion, to impose sanctions for frivo-
lous filings and it encourages litigants to re-
solve such issues without court intervention. 

As written, H.R. 720 would change the 
sanctions for a violation of Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure 11 to a cost-shifting sanction 
payable to the opposing party, an antiquated 
version of the Rule in effect from 1983 until 
1993. 

Why, Mr. Chair would we return to the failed 
and discredited sanction regime rightly aban-
doned in 1993? 

H.R. 720 would require courts to impose 
monetary sanctions for any Rule 11 violation, 
eliminating the safe harbor provision that cur-
rently allows attorneys to correct or withdraw 
a filing before Rule 11 proceedings com-
mence. 

That cost-shifting provision was eliminated 
by the courts because it encouraged satellite 
litigation; many cases required parallel pro-
ceedings—one on the merits of the lawsuit 
and one on the Rule 11 motion. 

The 1983 rule had a particularly negative 
disproportionate impact on plaintiffs, especially 
plaintiffs in civil rights cases, because plaintiffs 
in such cases often raise novel legal argu-
ments, leaving them vulnerable to a Rule 11 
motion by a defendant. 

Reinstating this mandatory fee shifting rule, 
as H.R. 720 does, will again have a chilling ef-
fect on plaintiffs’ claims, especially individual 
plaintiffs taking on large corporate interests. 

Sanctions were more often imposed against 
plaintiffs than defendants and more often im-
posed against plaintiffs in certain kinds of 
cases, primarily in civil rights and certain kinds 
of discrimination cases. 

A leading study on this issue showed that 
although civil rights cases made up 11.4% of 
federal cases filed, 22.7% of the cases in 
which sanctions had been imposed were civil 
rights cases. 

The imposition of mandatory fees and costs 
ultimately shifts the purpose of the Rule from 
deterrence to compensation, encouraging par-
ties to always file Rule 11 motions in the 
hopes of gaining additional compensation. 

Both the Judicial Conference of the United 
States and the U.S. Supreme Court support 
preservation of the current version of Rule 
11(c) and restoring the true balance between 
punishing unwarranted conduct and deterring 
unnecessary litigation. 

Given the highly problematic experience 
under the 1983 rule, which sparked extensive 
and costly litigation, the rule burdened already 
strained federal court system, adversely affect-
ing cases of all types, including civil litigation 
among businesses. 

Congress should be looking for ways to de-
crease, not increase wasteful burdens on 
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courts, and should avoid rule changes that 
have a discriminatory impact on civil rights, 
employment, environmental, and consumer 
cases. 

For these reasons and more, I oppose this 
bill. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, the Judicial Con-
ference, by its own admission, objects 
to any amendments to the Federal 
rules it doesn’t propose itself, but Con-
gress has the constitutional authority 
and responsibility to establish and 
amend the Federal rules. It also has 
the duty to address problems with the 
judicial system that fall within its enu-
merated powers. Reducing frivolous 
lawsuits and ensuring that those who 
face meritless filings are able to re-
ceive compensation for losses caused 
by frivolous claims is a significant im-
provement to our justice system. 

Also, Mr. Chairman, I would ask my 
colleagues, does a bill that grants the 
victims of corporate fraud the right to 
damages create satellite litigation? Of 
course it doesn’t. What it does is create 
a means of guaranteed compensation 
for a wrong suffered. This bill does just 
that. It creates a means of guaranteed 
compensation for a wrong suffered; 
namely, the wrong of a frivolous law-
suit. 

It is the job of judges to apply the 
law. It is the job of Members of Con-
gress to write the law. We are the peo-
ple’s representatives, and all of us have 
constituents who have been the victims 
of frivolous lawsuits. We are respon-
sible for the lack of any redress today 
for the victims of frivolous lawsuits, 
and we aim to remedy that today by 
passing this bill on behalf of the con-
stituents who sent us here. If you deny 
that the victims of frivolous lawsuits 
are real victims, then vote against this 
bill, but if you think the victims of 
frivolous lawsuits should be entitled to 
compensation, just like anyone else 
who proves their legal claims in court, 
you should support this bill. 

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

b 0945 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, it is 
my pleasure to yield 4 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHN-
SON). 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the ranking member for 
yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 720, the Lawsuit Abuse Reduction 
Act of 2017—which is misnamed, just as 
all of the other bills that we have con-
sidered this week that are trying to 
crush the ability of plaintiffs, people 
who have been injured, due to the neg-
ligence or intentional acts of others— 
legislation designed to keep plaintiffs 
out of court and protect wrongdoing 
corporations. 

This bill is misnamed the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act. I would propose 
that we take out the word ‘‘abuse’’ and 

just leave it as it really is, which is the 
Lawsuit Reduction Act of 2017. That is 
what this legislation is designed to do, 
is to stop litigation in its tracks. 

We have been debating the merits of 
a bill that the Judicial Conference 
itself does not find useful, especially 
considering the fact that they have al-
ready been through so-called lawsuit 
abuse reduction reform in the past. The 
Judicial Conference, of course, is the 
group of judges that helps to formulate 
policy for the judiciary, and they are 
the ones who know. We should consult 
with them. Of course, we have, as the 
legislative branch, the ability to legis-
late in those areas; but it doesn’t make 
much sense for us to override or to ig-
nore the views of the Judicial Con-
ference when it comes to their own 
business. 

That is what this legislation does. It 
doesn’t lend itself to the support of the 
Judicial Conference, which is impor-
tant, especially since they have al-
ready been through lawsuit abuse re-
duction reform efforts that were put 
into place by this body, the same ones 
that we are considering today. They 
didn’t work then; they don’t work 
today. 

H.R. 720 ignores the discretion of 
well-versed judges to impose sanctions 
against attorneys engaging in unneces-
sary litigation. Because there have 
been critiques that the pleading stand-
ards in rule 8 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure give parties a license 
to bring a multiplicity of frivolous law-
suits, rule 11 is meant to act like a 
check. 

Under rule 11, judges can sanction at-
torneys when they deem it is appro-
priate to curb unmeritorious lawsuits, 
and they use it. There is no question 
about that. Parties are being sanc-
tioned every day under rule 11. 

H.R. 720 now requires that judges im-
pose mandatory sanctions with mone-
tary compensation and deprive liti-
gants of the opportunity to cure a de-
fective lawsuit. The problem with this 
approach is that it makes the cost of 
litigation skyrocket as litigants are re-
quired to pay for attorneys’ fees and 
other filing fees. 

In addition, it creates a vicious cycle 
of litigation where parties engage in 
many trials over penalties to be paid as 
a result of rule 11 sanction motions 
rather than getting to the actual mer-
its of the case. This approach was tried 
20 years ago. It didn’t work then, and 
there is no compelling reason to think 
that it is going to work today. 

I ask my colleagues to oppose H.R. 
720, just as I ask them to oppose these 
other attacks on the ability of plain-
tiffs to bring cases in court against 
wrongdoing corporate defendants, 
many of them multinationals. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, a few minutes ago, a 
judicial poll was mentioned. But I 
would point out to all of my colleagues 
that only one survey was done that 

consisted mostly of judges who had ex-
perience under both the stronger rule 
with mandatory sanctions. That poll 
showed overwhelming support for man-
datory sanctions. When judges who had 
experience under both the stronger and 
weaker versions of rule 11 were polled, 
they overwhelmingly supported manda-
tory sanctions for frivolous lawsuits. 

The survey of 751 Federal judges 
found that an overwhelming majority 
of Federal judges believed, based on 
their experience under both a weaker 
and stronger rule 11, that a stronger 
rule 11 did not impede development of 
the law: 95 percent; the benefits of the 
rule outweighed any additional re-
quirement of judicial time: 72 percent; 
the stronger version of rule 11 had a 
positive effect on litigation in the Fed-
eral courts: 81 percent; and the rule 
should be retained in its then current 
form: 80 percent. Incredible. 

A 2005 survey was also mentioned. In 
that survey, only 278 judges responded, 
as opposed to the 751 who responded to 
the survey done in 1990. Over half of 
the judges who responded to the 2005 
survey had no experience under the 
stronger rule 11 because they were ap-
pointed to the bench after 1992. So that 
2005 survey tells us very little about 
how judges comparatively view the 
stronger versus the weaker rule 11. 

I would also point out that in the 1990 
survey, roughly twice as many re-
sponded as in the 2005 survey. 

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

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 
These constitute my closing observa-
tions on this measure. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 720 would turn 
back the clock to a time when rule 11 
discouraged civil rights cases, re-
stricted judicial discretion, and engen-
dered vast amounts of time-consuming 
and costly so-called satellite litigation. 

Not surprisingly, the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States, the prin-
cipal policymaking body for the judi-
cial branch charged with proposing 
amendments to the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure under the careful, de-
liberate process specified in the Rules 
Enabling Act, opposes this measure, 
noting that it creates a cure worse 
than the problem it is meant to solve. 

Likewise, the American Bar Associa-
tion opposes this legislation, as do nu-
merous consumer and environmental 
groups, including: Public Citizen, the 
Alliance for Justice, the Center for 
Justice and Democracy, the Consumer 
Federation of America, Consumers 
Union, Earthjustice, the National As-
sociation of Consumer Advocates, and 
six other major organizations. 

Finally, last Congress, the Obama ad-
ministration, strongly opposed a sub-
stantively identical measure, noting 
that the bill was ‘‘both unnecessary 
and counterproductive,’’ and that it 
‘‘actually increases litigation.’’ 

Accordingly, I urge my colleagues in 
this body to reject this flawed bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Let me first point out that this bill is 
being key voted by the United States 
Chamber of Commerce. It has been en-
dorsed by the National Federation of 
Independent Business, and also en-
dorsed by the Physicians Insurance As-
sociation of America. 

Mr. Chairman, let me remind Mem-
bers what the base bill—which is just a 
page long—actually does. It makes it 
mandatory for the victims of frivolous 
lawsuits filed in Federal Court to be 
compensated for the harm done to 
them by the filers of frivolous lawsuits. 
The bill doesn’t change the existing 
standards for determining what is or is 
not a frivolous lawsuit. So under the 
bill, mandatory sanctions would only 
be awarded to victims of frivolous law-
suits when those lawsuits have no basis 
in law or fact. 

The victims of frivolous lawsuits are 
real victims. They have to shell out 
thousands of dollars, endure sleepless 
nights, and spend time away from their 
family, work, and customers, just to 
respond to frivolous pleadings. Few 
would ever claim that judges should 
have the discretion to deny damage 
awards to victims of legal wrongs 
proved in court. 

So why should judges have the dis-
cretion to deny damage awards to vic-
tims of frivolous lawsuits who prove in 
court that the case brought against 
them was, indeed, frivolous? 

A vote against LARA, including a 
vote for the motion to recommit, is a 
denial of the fact that victims of frivo-
lous lawsuits are real victims. But they 
are real victims, and they deserve to be 
guaranteed compensation when they 
prove in court that the claims against 
them are frivolous. This bill would do 
just that, and for these reasons, I urge 
my colleagues to support it. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN). 
All time for general debate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. The bill shall be consid-
ered as read. 

The text of the bill is as follows: 
H.R. 720 

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 ‘‘Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. ATTORNEY ACCOUNTABILITY. 

(a) SANCTIONS UNDER RULE 11.—Rule 11(c) 
of the Federal Rules of Civil Procedure is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘may’’ and 
inserting ‘‘shall’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Rule 5’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘motion.’’ and 
inserting ‘‘Rule 5.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (4), by striking ‘‘situated’’ 
and all that follows through the end of the 
paragraph and inserting ‘‘situated, and to 
compensate the parties that were injured by 
such conduct. Subject to the limitations in 

paragraph (5), the sanction shall consist of 
an order to pay to the party or parties the 
amount of the reasonable expenses incurred 
as a direct result of the violation, including 
reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs. The 
court may also impose additional appro-
priate sanctions, such as striking the plead-
ings, dismissing the suit, or other directives 
of a non-monetary nature, or, if warranted 
for effective deterrence, an order directing 
payment of a penalty into the court.’’. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act or an amendment made by this Act 
shall be construed to bar or impede the as-
sertion or development of new claims, de-
fenses, or remedies under Federal, State, or 
local laws, including civil rights laws, or 
under the Constitution of the United States. 

The Acting CHAIR. No amendment 
to the bill shall be in order except 
those printed in part A of House Report 
115–29. Each such amendment may be 
offered only in the order printed in the 
report, by a Member designated in the 
report, shall be considered read, shall 
be debatable for the time specified in 
the report, equally divided and con-
trolled by the proponent and an oppo-
nent, shall not be subject to amend-
ment, and shall not be subject to a de-
mand for division of the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SOTO 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
part A of House Report 115–29. 

Mr. SOTO: Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, strike line 11 and all that follows 
through line 13, and insert the following: 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) by inserting after ‘‘be presented to the 

court if’’ the following: ‘‘discovery has not 
been completed and if’’ ; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘within 21 days’’ and in-
serting ‘‘within 14 days’’; and 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 180, the gentleman 
from Florida (Mr. SOTO) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment would reinstate the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure rule 11(c)(2) 
safe harbor provision, which allows 
parties to avoid penalties, by with-
drawing or correcting the claims with-
in 14 days from when the alleged viola-
tion of rule 11(b) becomes known, any-
time up until the end of the discovery 
period. 

This bill would force attorneys to as-
sess their case blindly as it stands. 
Every attorney knows to assess their 
case based upon an objective set of 
facts regarding the situation. 

A good attorney would never over-
promise a cause of action, but this bill 
prevents even a fair assessment of a 
case. A full and accurate analysis of 
the merits of the case must be done on 
day one, because this bill requires man-
datory sanctions with no grace period. 
We have tried this already, and it did 
not work. 

This bill will eliminate rule 11(c)(2)’s 
safe harbor provision, which currently 

allows the target of a rule 11 motion 
for sanctions to withdraw or correct 
the paper claim, defense, contention, or 
denial that is the subject of the motion 
for sanctions within 21 days after serv-
ice. 

Between 1938 and 1983, there were 
only 19 rule 11 filings. In 1983, rule 11 
was changed to the standard being pro-
posed by this bill. In the 10 years with-
out this safe harbor provision, nearly 
7,000 motions for sanctions were made. 
A 1989 study showed that roughly one- 
third of all Federal civil lawsuits in-
volved rule 11 satellite litigation, and 
approximately one-fourth of all those 
cases on the docket involved rule 11 ac-
tions that did not result in sanctions. 
Thus, attorneys had a dual job: one to 
try the case, and the other to try the 
opposing counsel. 

We can’t go back to a failed system. 
The amount of sanction litigation that 
clogged the system was so extensive 
that in 1993, a mere 10 years after this 
failed legal experiment began, a safe 
harbor provision was established to 
unclog the system, and it worked. 
Since then, the amount of rule 11 sanc-
tion satellite litigation has come down, 
and the courts are now better able to 
focus on the case at hand. 

In committee, Mr. CICILLINE of Rhode 
Island, recommended the re-
implementation of the 21-day safe har-
bor provision. 

b 1000 
Instead of following this common-

sense proposal, the committee rejected 
it by an 18–4 vote. I believe such an im-
portant provision needs to be revisited, 
but with a compromise. That is why I 
drafted this amendment that offers a 
14-day safe harbor provision; and as a 
measure to protect further abuse, my 
safe harbor amendment is only avail-
able prior to the completion of dis-
covery, yet another attempt to have a 
compromise here. 

The intent for this discovery provi-
sion is that an attorney, during dis-
covery, may realize a flaw in their 
case. Such a revelation should allow an 
attorney to correct or withdraw their 
claim without having the fear of hav-
ing mandatory automatic sanctions 
imposed on them. Instead, this bill, as 
written, immediately places sanctions 
on the mistaken lawyer. This is well- 
intentioned, but it does not acknowl-
edge the realities of litigation or the 
legal process. 

In the real world, clients can easily 
misrepresent a situation to their coun-
sel, and the truth won’t be known until 
discovery. This bill will have a stifling 
effect on the legal community and will 
lead to denied justice because attor-
neys will not be willing to take a case 
unless it is a guaranteed win. 

We should take the lessons learned 
from the 1983 experiment and preserve 
the safe harbor provision to protect 
well-intended plaintiffs’ attorneys and 
not stack the deck against those who 
seek justice. 

Mr. Chair, I urge support for my 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
oppose this amendment which allows 
lawyers who file frivolous claims to es-
cape any sanction. 

It is essential that LARA reverse the 
1993 amendments to rule 11. The cur-
rent rule allows those who file frivo-
lous lawsuits to avoid sanctions by 
withdrawing claims within 21 days 
after a motion for sanctions has been 
filed. This loophole, which LARA 
closes, gives unscrupulous lawyers an 
unlimited number of free passes to file 
frivolous pleadings with impunity. 

Justice Scalia correctly predicted 
that such amendments would, in fact, 
encourage frivolous lawsuits. Opposing 
the 1993 amendments in which the 21- 
day rule was instated, Justice Scalia 
wrote: 

In my view, those who file frivolous suits 
in pleadings should have no safe harbor. The 
rules should be solicitous of the abused and 
not of the abuser. Under the revised rule, 
parties will be able to file thoughtless, reck-
less, and harassing pleadings, secure in the 
knowledge that they have nothing to lose: if 
objection is raised, they can retreat without 
penalty. 

LARA would eliminate the free pass 
lawyers use to file frivolous lawsuits. 
This amendment would eliminate that 
free pass that is so costly to innocent 
Americans. 

Mr. Chairman, I oppose the amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chair, there is a sanc-
tion in place. You have to remove your 
claim or your assertion that is in ques-
tion, and there is the cost of time that 
any attorney has to put in. But at the 
end of the day, we have already been 
down this road and it has failed. Now 
all we are going to see is more litiga-
tion again without the requisite in-
crease in funding to our Federal courts. 

And so what we are going to see is 
anybody who sued—whether you are a 
plaintiff suing or defendant—is going 
to now have far more complex, dual- 
track litigation, and that is going to 
increase costs on businesses and on in-
dividuals who are facing litigation in 
our Federal courts. I believe we need to 
keep the lessons learned from the past, 
and I urge Members to adopt my 
amendment. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SOTO). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chair, I demand a re-
corded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Florida will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
part A of House Report 115–29. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, beginning on line 19, strike ‘‘shall 
consist of an order to pay’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘reasonable expenses incurred’’ 
on line 20, and insert ‘‘may consist of an 
order to pay the reasonable expenses in-
curred by the party or parties’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 180, the gentlewoman 
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, 
let me again emphasize our mutual 
commitment to justice and why I think 
the underlying bill skews justice and 
tips the scale of justice on Lady Jus-
tice. 

I again refer you to the sitting ex-
perts, and that is the Judicial Con-
ference of the United States, comprised 
of Federal judges all across America. I 
can’t help but recite this sentence that 
strikes me as one as strong as possible 
to have been cited in a letter. 

Their referral to LARA, the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act, in this one sen-
tence, recognizing the concern about 
frivolous lawsuits or filings, they say: 

But LARA creates a curse worse than the 
problem it is meant to solve. 

I think that that one sentence says it 
all. We are not here solving a problem. 
We are here creating a problem. 

I am particularly struck by the com-
ments regarding small businesses. My 
amendment improves H.R. 720 by pre-
serving the current law and practice of 
courts awarding attorneys’ fees when 
justice requires. 

As written, H.R. 720 would change the 
sanctions for violation of Federal Rules 
of Civil Procedure 11 to a cost-shifting 
sanction, payable to the opposing 
party, an antiquated version of the rule 
in effect from 1983 until 1993. That cost- 
shifting provision was eliminated by 
the courts because it encouraged sat-
ellite litigation. 

The Jackson Lee amendment would 
preserve the sanctions currently avail-
able under rule 11, which provide the 
correct balance in punishing unwar-
ranted conduct—this is under the 
present status of rule 11—without en-
couraging unnecessary litigation. 

Specifically, my amendment will 
strike a provision of the legislation 
that mandates the award of reasonable 
attorney fees and costs. Instead, it re-
stores judicial discretion to award such 
fees and costs when warranted. 

Take small business A, who is mad at 
big bank XYZ. They mishandled my ac-
count, and they filed a lawsuit. Unfor-
tunately, the bookkeeper—not ac-

countant—bookkeeper that the small 
business used really made the mistake, 
but the judge, recognizing the small 
business had good intentions, would 
not have to mandatorily force them to 
be sanctioned and to pay attorneys’ 
fees but might then have discretion. 
That is how you help small business A. 

I ask my colleagues to support the 
reasonable Jackson Lee amendment. 

Mr. Chair, thank you for this opportunity to 
explain the Jackson Lee Amendment to H.R. 
720. 

My amendment improves H.R. 720 by pre-
serving the current law and practice of courts 
awarding attorney fees when justice so re-
quires. 

As written, H.R. 720 would change the 
sanctions for a violation of Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure (FRCP) 11 to a cost-shifting 
sanction payable to the opposing party, an an-
tiquated version of the Rule in effect from 
1983 until 1993. 

That cost-shifting provision was eliminated 
by the courts because it encouraged satellite 
litigation. 

The Jackson Lee Amendment would pre-
serve the sanctions currently available under 
Rule 11, which provide the correct balance in 
punishing unwarranted conduct, without en-
couraging unnecessary litigation. 

Specifically, my amendment will strike a pro-
vision of the legislation that mandates the 
award of reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, 
and instead restores judicial discretion to 
award such fees and costs when warranted. 

The Jackson Lee Amendment preserves the 
balance found in the current version of Rule 
11, which gives the court discretion to deter-
mine an appropriate sanction. 

H.R. 720 seeks a return to the failed and 
discredited sanction regime rightly abandoned 
in 1993. 

By eliminating the mandatory fee-shifting 
provision, the 1993 Rule discouraged satellite 
litigation and encouraged parties to move for-
ward with the merits of the case. 

Under the prior Rule 11, during the 1983– 
1993 time, mandatory fee-shifting was used to 
discourage plaintiffs from bringing meritorious 
claims using novel legal theories in civil rights 
and employment rights cases. 

Reinstating this mandatory fee shifting rule, 
as H.R. 720 does, will again have a chilling ef-
fect on plaintiffs claims, especially individual 
plaintiffs taking on large corporate interests. 

The Jackson Lee Amendment would pre-
serve the current version of Rule 11(c) and re-
store the true balance between punishing un-
warranted conduct and deterring unnecessary 
litigation. 

The old rule disproportionately affected 
plaintiffs, especially plaintiffs in civil rights 
cases. 

Sanctions were more often imposed against 
plaintiffs than defendants and more often im-
posed against plaintiffs in certain kinds of 
cases, primarily in civil rights and certain kinds 
of discrimination cases. 

A leading study on this issue showed that 
although civil rights cases made up 11.4% of 
federal cases filed, 22.7% of the cases in 
which sanctions had been imposed were civil 
rights cases. 

The imposition of mandatory fees and costs 
shifts the purpose of the Rule from deterrence 
to compensation, encouraging parties to al-
ways file Rule 11 motions in the hopes of 
gaining additional compensation. 
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For these reasons, I urge my colleagues to 

join me in supporting the Jackson Lee Amend-
ment. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES OF PRACTICE 
AND PROCEDURE OF THE JUDICIAL 
CONFERENCE OF THE UNITED 
STATES, 

Washington, DC, April 13, 2015. 
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: We write to present 
the views of the Judicial Conference Rules 
Committees on H.R. 758, the Lawsuit Abuse 
Reduction Act of 2015. 

As the current chairs of the Judicial Con-
ference’s Committee on the Rules of Practice 
and Procedure (the ‘‘Standing Committee’’) 
and the Advisory Committee on the Federal 
Rules of Civil Procedure (the ‘‘Advisory 
Committee’’), we oppose H.R. 758, which 
seeks to reduce lawsuit abuse by amending 
Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure. The bill would reinstate a mandatory 
sanctions provision of Rule 11 adopted in 1983 
and removed as counterproductive in 1993. 
The bill would also eliminate a provision 
adopted in 1993 that allows a party to with-
draw challenged pleadings. Our concerns 
mirror the views expressed by the Judicial 
Conference in 2004 and 2005, and by the 
Standing Committee and Advisory Com-
mittee in 2011 and 2013, in response to similar 
legislation, and reflect our ongoing daily ex-
perience with the practical operation of the 
rules. 

We share the desire of the sponsors of H.R. 
758 to improve the civil justice system in our 
federal courts, including the desire to reduce 
frivolous filings. But legislation that would 
restore the 1983 version of Rule 11 would cre-
ate a cure worse than the problem it is 
meant to solve. Such legislation also con-
travenes the longstanding Judicial Con-
ference policy opposing direct amendment of 
the federal rules by legislation rather than 
through the deliberative process Congress es-
tablished in the Rules Enabling Act, 28 
U.S.C. §§ 2071–2077. 

A decade of experience with the 1983 man-
datory sanctions provision demonstrated 
that it failed to provide meaningful relief 
from the litigation behavior it was meant to 
address, and instead generated wasteful sat-
ellite litigation that had little to do with the 
merits of cases. The 1983 version of Rule 11 
required sanctions for every violation of the 
rule, and quickly became a tool of abuse. Ag-
gressive filings of Rule 11 sanctions motions 
required expenditure of tremendous re-
sources on Rule 11 battles having nothing to 
do with the merits of the case and every-
thing to do with strategic gamesmanship. 
Many Rule 11 motions in turn triggered 
counter-motions seeking Rule 11 sanctions 
as a penalty for filing of the original Rule 11 
motion. 

The 1993 changes to Rule 11 followed years 
of examination and were made on the Judi-
cial Conference’s strong recommendation, 
with the Supreme Court’s approval, and ef-
fective only following a period of congres-
sional review. The 1993 amendments were de-
signed to remedy the major problems with 
the rule, strike a fair balance between com-
peting interests, and allow parties and 
courts to focus on the merits of the under-
lying cases. Since 1993, the rule has included 
a safe harbor, providing a party 21 days with-
in which to withdraw a particular claim or 
defense before sanctions can be imposed. If 
the party fails to withdraw an allegedly friv-
olous claim or defense within that time, a 
court may impose sanctions, including as-
sessing reasonable attorney fees. Under the 
1993 amendments, sanctioning of discovery- 
related abuse remains available under Rules 

26 and 37, which provide for sanctions that 
include awards of reasonable attorney fees. 

Minimizing frivolous filings is vital. The 
current rules give judges tools to deal with 
frivolous pleadings, including the imposition 
of sanctions where warranted. Rule 12(b)(6) 
authorizes courts to dismiss pleadings that 
fail to state a claim. Section 1927 of Title 28 
of the United States Code authorizes sanc-
tions against lawyers for ‘‘unreasonably and 
vexatiously’’ multiplying the proceedings in 
any case. Other tools to address frivolous fil-
ings include 28 U.S.C. § 1915(e), which re-
quires courts to dismiss cases brought in 
forma pauperis that are frivolous, malicious, 
or fail to state a claim, and 28 U.S.C. § 1915A, 
which requires courts to dismiss prisoner 
complaints against governmental entities, 
officers, or employees that are frivolous, ma-
licious, or fail to state a claim. 

Some may ask, why not give courts an-
other tool to deter frivolous filings by rein-
stating the 1983 version of Rule 11? The an-
swer is that the very process Congress estab-
lished to consider rule proposals exposed the 
1983 version of Rule 11 as superficially ap-
pealing, but replete with unintended con-
sequences, chiefly an explosion of satellite 
litigation. Congress designed the Rules Ena-
bling Act process in 1934, and reformed it in 
1988, to produce the best rules possible 
through broad public participation and re-
view by the bench, the bar, and the academy. 
The Enabling Act charges the judiciary with 
the task of neutral, independent, and thor-
ough analysis of the rules and their oper-
ation. The Rules Committees undertake ex-
tensive study of the rules, including empir-
ical research, so that they can propose rules 
that will best serve the American justice 
system while avoiding unintended con-
sequences. Experience has shown that this 
process works well. Direct amendment of 
Rule 11 will not only circumvent the effec-
tive Rules Enabling Act process Congress im-
plemented, but as the careful study of Rule 
11 undertaken by the Rules Committees over 
many years demonstrates, direct amendment 
of Rule 11 as envisioned by H.R. 758 would 
work against the laudable purpose of improv-
ing the administration of justice. 

Before proposing the 1993 amendments, the 
Advisory Committee reviewed several empir-
ical studies of the 1983 version of Rule 11, in-
cluding studies conducted by the Federal Ju-
dicial Center in 1985 and 1988, a Third Circuit 
Task Force report on Rule 11 in 1989, and a 
New York State Bar Committee report in 
1987. In 1990, the Advisory Committee issued 
a call for general comments on the rule. The 
response was substantial and clearly called 
for a change. The Advisory Committee con-
cluded that Rule 11’s cost-shifting provision 
created an incentive for too many unneces-
sary Rule 11 motions. Amendments to Rule 
11 were drafted by the Advisory Committee 
and approved by the Standing Committee 
and Judicial Conference. The Supreme Court 
approved the amendments and transmitted 
them to Congress in May 1993 after extensive 
scrutiny and debate by the bench, bar, and 
public in accordance with the Rules Enabling 
Act process. 

The amended rule has produced a marked 
decline in Rule 11 satellite litigation without 
any noticeable increase in frivolous filings. 
In June 1995, the Federal Judicial Center 
conducted a survey of 1,130 lawyers and 148 
judges on the effects of the 1993 amendments. 
The Center found general satisfaction with 
the amended rule, and that a majority of the 
responding judges and lawyers did not favor 
a return to mandatory sanctions when the 
rule is violated. 

In 2005, the Federal Judicial Center sur-
veyed federal trial judges to get a clearer 
picture of how the revised Rule 11 was oper-
ating. A copy of the study is enclosed. The 

study showed that judges on the front lines— 
those who must contend with frivolous liti-
gation and apply Rule II—strongly believe 
that the current rule works well. The study’s 
findings include the following highlights: 

More than 80 percent of the 278 district 
judges surveyed indicated that ‘‘Rule 11 is 
needed and it is just right as it now stands’’; 

87 percent prefer the existing Rule 11 to 
the 1983 version or the version proposed by 
legislation (e.g., H.R. 4571 (the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act of 2004) or H.R. 420 (the 
Lawsuit Abuse Reduction Act of 2005)); 

85 percent strongly or moderately support 
Rule 11’s safe harbor provisions; 

91 percent oppose the proposed require-
ment that sanctions be imposed for every 
Rule 11 violation; 

84 percent disagree with the proposition 
that an award of attorney fees should be 
mandatory for every Rule 11 violation; 

85 percent believe that the amount of 
groundless civil litigation has not grown 
since the promulgation of the 1993 rule (for 
judges commissioned before 1992) or since 
their first year as a federal district judge (for 
judges commissioned after January 1, 1992); 
and 

72 percent believe that addressing sanc-
tions for discovery abuse in Rules 26(g) and 
37 is better than in Rule 11. 

The findings of the Federal Judicial Center 
underscore the judiciary’s united opposition 
to legislation amending Rule 11. Lawyers 
share this view. The American Bar Associa-
tion has opposed H.R. 758. Indeed, of the 200 
lawyers, litigants, judges, and academics 
who participated in the 2010 conference at 
Duke University Law School convened by 
the Advisory Committee to search for ways 
to address the problems of costs and delay in 
civil litigation, nobody proposed a return to 
the 1983 version of Rule 11. 

Thank you for considering the views of the 
Standing Committee and Advisory Com-
mittee. We look forward to continuing to 
work with you to ensure that our civil jus-
tice system fulfills its vital role. If you or 
your staff have any questions, please contact 
Rebecca Womeldorf, Secretary to the Stand-
ing Committee. 

Sincerely, 
JEFFREY S. SUTTON, 

United States Circuit 
Judge Sixth Cir-
cuit,Chair, Com-
mittee on Rules of 
Practice and Proce-
dure. 

DAVID G. CAMPBELL, 
United States District 

Judge District of Ar-
izona, Chair, Advi-
sory Committee on 
Civil Rules. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
oppose this amendment which would 
strike the provision for penalties for 
frivolous lawsuits and, thus, defeat the 
purpose of the bill. 

Today, there is no guarantee that a 
victim of a frivolous lawsuit will be 
compensated, even when a court finds 
that the lawsuit is frivolous. This leg-
islation gives the victims of frivolous 
lawsuits the ability to receive com-
pensation from those who abuse the 
legal system. The underlying bill en-
ables innocent Americans to protect 
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themselves and their families from ab-
solutely absurd lawsuits, which can 
cost them their reputations and their 
livelihoods. 

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this amendment, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, 
reading again from the Judicial Con-
ference letter, it says: The facts do not 
support any assumption that manda-
tory sanctions under H.R. 720—that is 
what the bill is about—deter frivolous 
filings. All it does, after a decade of ex-
perience, is that it demonstrates that 
it failed to provide meaningful relief 
from the litigation behavior it was sup-
posed to address. 

What it will do is it will punish the 
small business. By eliminating the 
mandatory fee-shifting provision, the 
1993 rule discouraged satellite litiga-
tion. Reinstating this mandatory fee- 
shifting rule, as H.R. 720 does, will 
again have a chilling effect. 

The Jackson Lee amendment would 
give the courts discretion to protect 
against the mom-and-pop business 
from having to pay because they mis-
takenly thought big bank XYZ did 
them in, and it really was a mistake on 
their part. 

Sanctions are more often imposed 
against plaintiffs than defendants, 
more often imposed against plaintiffs 
in certain kind of cases, primarily civil 
rights and certain kinds of discrimina-
tion cases. 

The Brown v. Board of Education of 
Topeka might have been perceived to 
be outrageous—how dare you try to 
strike down the separate but equal— 
and yet it has had an amazing impact 
and a case of moment in history. 

Or the Loving v. Virginia, when two 
individuals who loved each other still 
were kept out of Virginia because they 
were of different races, it was absurd to 
file that lawsuit at that time. Yet, if 
they had not, or if these kinds of pen-
alties were in place, they might be suf-
fering mandatory sanctions and kept 
out of the courthouse. 

A leading study on this issue showed 
that, although civil rights cases make 
up 11.4 percent, 22.7 percent of the 
cases in which sanctions have been im-
posed are civil rights cases. 

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to 
support the Jackson Lee amendment. 
In order to foster justice, support the 
Jackson Lee amendment, which re-
stores to the courts judicial discretion 
on penalties and sanctions, if you will, 
and listen to the Judicial Conference: 
this is a curse worse than the problem. 

Mr. Chair, I urge support of the Jack-
son Lee amendment, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
let me just summarize this bill in one 
sentence, and that is that no reputable 
attorney is going to have any concerns 
with this legislation. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-

tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
part A of House Report 115–29. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I ask 
that my amendment be brought for-
ward at this time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add, at the end of the bill, the following: 
SEC. 3. PROTECTING ACTIONS PERTAINING TO 

CONSTITUTIONAL CLAIMS OR CIVIL 
RIGHTS. 

Nothing in this Act, or the amendments 
made by this Act, shall be construed to apply 
to actions alleging any violation of a right 
protected by the Constitution or any civil 
right protected by law. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 180, the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
very concerned that H.R. 720 may have 
a serious, deleterious impact on the 
ability of individuals to protect their 
civil and constitutional rights in Fed-
eral court. This is a point that has 
been emphasized on this side ever since 
we have started examining, more care-
fully, H.R. 720. Accordingly, my amend-
ment would simply exempt these types 
of cases from the bill. 

Based on a decade of experience with 
the 1983 version of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, we know that the civil 
rights cases were, in fact, dispropor-
tionately impacted because they often 
raised novel arguments. 

For example, a 1991 Federal Judicial 
Center study found that the incidence 
of rule 11 motions was ‘‘higher in civil 
rights cases than in some other types 
of cases.’’ Another study shows that, 
while civil rights cases comprised only 
11 percent of the Federal cases filed, 
more than 22 percent of the cases in 
which sanctions had been imposed 
were, in fact, civil rights cases. 

The bill contains a rule of construc-
tion intended to clarify that ‘‘it not be 
construed to bar the assertion of new 
claims or defenses or remedies, includ-
ing those arising under civil rights 
laws or the Constitution.’’ 

The inclusion of this language is an 
acknowledgment of the dispropor-
tionate impact that the 1983 rule had 
on civil rights cases, and we should ap-
plaud—and I am sure we do—its intent. 

Nevertheless, I fear this rule of con-
struction, by itself, will not prevent de-

fendants from using rule 11 as a weapon 
to dissuade civil rights plaintiffs from 
pursuing their claims. 

b 1015 
My amendment makes an explicit ex-

ception for civil rights and constitu-
tional actions. As a result, litigants 
will be clearly aware of its existence 
and will not be able to force opposing 
parties into satellite litigation when 
the case is brought under a civil rights 
law. 

This amendment is necessary to 
avoid even the possibility of a chilling 
effect that the revisions made by the 
bill to rule 11 could have on those advo-
cating for civil rights and constitu-
tional law protections. As the late Rob-
ert Carter, a former United States 
judge for the Southern District of New 
York, who earlier in his career rep-
resented one of the plaintiffs in the 
Brown v. Board of Education case, said 
of the 1983 version of rule 11: 

‘‘I have no doubt that the Supreme 
Court’s opportunity to pronounce sepa-
rate schools inherently unequal in 
Brown v. Board of Education would 
have been delayed for a decade had my 
colleagues and I been required, upon 
pain of potential sanctions, to plead 
our legal theory explicitly from the 
start.’’ 

For that reason alone, I urge the 
adoption of this amendment. 

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

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
let me say, first of all, that the rank-
ing member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, the gentleman from Michigan 
(Mr. CONYERS), has been a champion of 
civil rights all of his life. I recognize 
and respect that. 

For that reason, I would like to try 
to reassure him that the base bill al-
ready says, as I mentioned in my open-
ing statement: 

‘‘Nothing in this Act or an amend-
ment made by this Act shall be con-
strued to bar or impede the assertion 
or development of new claims, de-
fenses, or remedies under Federal, 
State, or local laws, including civil 
rights laws, or under the Constitution 
of the United States.’’ 

This provision clearly preserves the 
right to assert claims under the civil 
rights laws or the Constitution. I don’t 
know how this language could be more 
clear. 

This amendment would allow frivo-
lous claims to be brought under civil 
rights laws without any of the pen-
alties required in the base bill. If this 
amendment were adopted, the bill 
would invite the filing of frivolous civil 
rights claims without any penalty 
whatsoever. 

I urge my colleagues to oppose this 
amendment, which regrettably would 
expose innocent Americans to abusive 
and frivolous lawsuits. 
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Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance 

of my time. 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 

the balance of my time to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I 
support Representative CONYERS’ 
amendment. 

I include in the RECORD in support of 
our amendment a Judicial Conference 
letter dated April 13, 2015, and letters 
from a number of organizations, in-
cluding the Alliance for Justice and 
the American Association for Justice. 

I also include in the RECORD a letter 
from the American Bar Association, 
who begins their message: 

‘‘On behalf of the American Bar Asso-
ciation, ABA, and its over 400,000 mem-
bers, I am writing to urge you to vote 
against H.R. 720, the Lawsuit Abuse 
Reduction Act . . . which is scheduled 
for a floor vote this week.’’ 
Re Groups Strongly Oppose Attacks on Civil 

Justice. 

Hon. BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, House 

of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
Hon. JOHN CONYERS, Jr., 
Ranking Member, Committee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN GOODLATTE AND RANKING 

MEMBER CONYERS: On February 2, the House 
Committee on the Judiciary is scheduled to 
mark up several bills that collectively would 
make it more difficult for Americans to en-
force their legal rights, and would place un-
reasonable burdens on the federal judiciary 
and federal enforcement officials. The under-
signed organizations strongly oppose these 
bills as harmful and unnecessary. 

H.R. 720: THE LAWSUIT ABUSE REDUCTION ACT 
(LARA) 

LARA would make major, substantive 
changes to Rule 11 of the Federal Rules of 
Civil Procedure, bypassing both the Judicial 
Conference of the United States and the U.S. 
Supreme Court in the process. Rule 11 pro-
vides judges with authority to sanction at-
torneys for filing frivolous claims and de-
fenses. It provides judges with discretion to 
decide, on a case-by-case basis, if sanctions 
are appropriate. LARA would remove this ju-
dicial discretion, mandating sanctions. 
LARA would reinstate a rule put into effect 
in 1983 that was so unworkable it was re-
scinded in 1993 after many problems and 
nearly universal criticism. Among those 
problems were: the rule had a chilling effect 
on the filing of meritorious civil rights, em-
ployment, environmental, and consumer 
cases; the rule was overused in civil rights 
cases as sanctions were sought and imposed 
against civil rights plaintiffs more than 
against any other litigants in civil court; 
and the rule burdened the already strained 
federal court system with satellite litigation 
over compliance with the rule. These bur-
dens adversely affected cases of all types, in-
cluding business-to-business civil litigation. 
Congress should be looking for ways to de-
crease, not increase, wasteful burdens on the 
courts, and should avoid rules changes that 
have a discriminatory impact on civil rights, 
employment, environmental, and consumer 
cases. 
H.R. 725: THE INNOCENT PARTY PROTECTION ACT 

This bill would upend long established law 
in the area of federal court jurisdiction, spe-
cifically addressing the supposed overuse of 
‘‘fraudulent joinder’’ to defeat complete di-
versity jurisdiction in a case. It was pre-
viously known as the ‘‘Fraudulent Joinder 

Prevention Act.’’ However, this bill is not 
about fraud. It is a corporate forum-shopping 
bill that would allow corporations to move 
cases properly brought in state courts into 
federal courts. Corporate defendants support 
this bill because they prefer to litigate in 
federal court, which usually results in less 
diverse jurors, more expensive proceedings, 
longer wait times for trials, and stricter lim-
its on discovery. For plaintiffs, who are sup-
posed to be able to choose their forums, this 
legislation would result in additional time, 
expense, and inconvenience for the plaintiff 
and witnesses. Moreover, there is no evi-
dence that federal courts are not already 
properly handling allegations of so-called 
‘‘fraudulent joinder’’ after removal under 
current laws. The bill would result in need-
less micromanagement of federal courts and 
a waste of judicial resources. While it pur-
ports to fix a non-existent problem, it cre-
ates problems itself. 

H.R. 732: STOP SETTLEMENT SLUSH FUNDS ACT 

Under existing laws, settlement terms that 
result from federal enforcement actions can 
sometimes include payments to third parties 
to advance programs that assist with recov-
ery, benefits, and relief for communities 
harmed by lawbreakers, to the extent such 
payments further the objectives of the en-
forcement action. This bill would cut off any 
payments to third parties other than individ-
ualized restitution and other forms of direct 
payment for ‘‘actual harm.’’ That restriction 
would handcuff federal enforcement officials 
by limiting their ability to negotiate appro-
priate relief for real harms caused to the 
public by illegal conduct that is the subject 
of federal enforcement actions. This bill 
would be a gift to lawbreakers at the expense 
of families and communities suffering from 
injuries that cannot be addressed by direct 
restitution. 

We urge you to oppose each of these bills. 
For more information, please contact Joanne 
Doroshow at the Center for Justice & De-
mocracy or Susan Harley at Public Citizen’s 
Congress Watch. 

Very sincerely, 
Alliance for Justice, American Association 

for Justice, Americans for Financial Reform, 
Asbestos Disease Awareness Organization, 
Brazilian Worker Center, California Kids 
IAQ, Center for Biological Diversity, Center 
for Justice & Democracy, Center for Science 
in the Public Interest, Coal River Mountain 
Watch, Comite Civico, Committee to Sup-
port the Antitrust Laws, Consumer Action, 
Consumer Federation of America, Consumers 
for Auto Reliability and Safety. 

Daily Kos, DMV EJ Coalition Earthjustice, 
East Yard Communities for Environmental 
Justice, Environmental Working Group, 
Farmworker Association of Florida, Home-
owners Against Deficient Dwellings, IDARE 
LLC, Impact Fund, Louisiana Bucket Bri-
gade, M&M Occupational Health and Safety 
Services, Martinez Environmental Group, 
National Association of Consumer Advo-
cates, National Center for Law and Eco-
nomic Justice, National Consumer Law Cen-
ter (on behalf of its low income clients). 

National Consumers League, National Em-
ployment Lawyers Association, Natural Re-
sources Defense Council, New Haven Legal 
Assistance Association, Ohio Citizen Action, 
Ohio Valley Environmental Coalition, Or-
egon Environmental Council, Progressive 
Congress Action Fund, Protect All Children’s 
Environment, Public Citizen, Public Justice 
Center, Public Law Center, RootsAction.org, 
Southern Appalachia Mountain Stewards, 
Texas Watch, The Workers’ Rights Center, 
U.S. PIRG, Western New Council on Occupa-
tional Safety and Health, WisCOSH, Inc., 
Workplace Fairness, Worksafe. 

AMERICAN BAR ASSOCIATION, 
Washington, DC, March 7, 2017. 

ABA URGES YOU TO OPPOSE PASSAGE OF H.R. 
720, THE LAWSUIT ABUSE REDUCTION ACT 

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: On behalf of the 
American Bar Association (ABA) and its 
over 400,000 members, I am writing to urge 
you to vote against H.R. 720, the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act of 2015, which is sched-
uled for a floor vote this week. 

Even though this legislation may seem 
straightforward and appealing on initial re-
view, a thorough examination of the con-
cerns the bill is designed to address provides 
compelling evidence that, rather than reduc-
ing frivolous lawsuits, H.R. 720 will encour-
age civil litigation abuse and increase court 
costs and delays. 

H.R. 720 seeks to amend Rule 11 of the Fed-
eral Rules of Civil Procedure by rolling back 
critical improvements made to the Rule in 
1993. The legislation would reinstate a man-
datory sanction provision that was adopted 
in 1983 and eliminated a decade later after 
experience revealed its unintended, adverse 
consequences. It also would eliminate the 
‘‘safe harbor’’ provision, added in 1993, which 
has helped reduce frivolous lawsuits by al-
lowing parties to withdraw claims within 21 
days after a motion for sanctions is served. 

The ABA urges you to oppose enactment of 
H.R. 720 for three main reasons. First, the 
legislation was drafted in an empirical and 
historical vacuum without the input of the 
judicial branch. Second, there is no dem-
onstrated evidence that the existing Rule 11 
is inadequate and needs to be amended. And 
third, by ignoring the lessons learned from 
ten years of experience under the 1983 man-
datory version of Rule 11, Congress incurs 
the substantial risk that the proposed 
changes will harm litigants by encouraging 
additional litigation and increasing court 
costs and delays. 
I. AMENDMENTS TO THE FEDERAL RULES 

SHOULD BE VETTED THROUGH THE RULES ENA-
BLING ACT PROCESS 
The Rules Enabling Act was established by 

Congress to assure that amendment of the 
Federal Rules occurs only after a com-
prehensive and balanced review of the prob-
lem and proposed solution is undertaken by 
the Judicial Conference of the United States, 
the policy-making arm of the federal judici-
ary, in consultation with lawyers, scholars, 
individuals, and organizations devoted to im-
proving the administration of justice. Prior 
to submission to Congress, a proposed 
amendment undergoes extensive review and 
public comment, a process that often takes 
over two years and offers Members assurance 
the proposed amendment is necessary and 
wise. 

In stark contrast, H.R. 720 proposes to 
amend the Federal Rules over the objections 
of the Judicial Conference and despite com-
pelling evidence that it will adversely affect 
the administration of justice. 
II. THERE IS NO EMPIRICAL EVIDENCE THAT 

RULE 11 IS INADEQUATE AND NEEDS TO BE 
AMENDED 
Proponents state that the legislation is 

needed to stem the growth in frivolous law-
suits that, according to the written state-
ment of the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Business, has ‘‘created a legal cli-
mate that hinders economic growth and 
hurts job creation.’’ 

There simply is no proof that problems cre-
ated by frivolous lawsuits have increased 
since 1993 or that the current Rule 11 is inef-
fective in deterring frivolous filings. In fact, 
it is more likely that problems have abated 
since 1993 because Rule 11’s safe harbors pro-
vision provides an incentive to withdraw 
frivolous filings at the outset of litigation. 
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In addition, according to Professor Danielle 
Kie Hart and other researchers, after the 
current version of Rule 11 went into effect, 
there was an increased incidence of sanc-
tions’ being imposed under other sanction 
rules and laws, including 28 U.S.C. § 1927, as 
well as pursuant to the court’s inherent 
power. Judges have numerous tools at their 
disposal to impose sanctions and prevent 
frivolous lawsuits from going forward. 
III. THERE IS SUBSTANTIAL RISK THAT H.R. 758 

WOULD IMPEDE THE ADMINISTRATION OF JUS-
TICE BY ENCOURAGING ADDITIONAL LITIGA-
TION AND INCREASING COURT COSTS AND 
DELAYS 
Most importantly, there is no evidence 

that the proposed changes to Rule 11 would 
deter the filing of non-meritorious lawsuits. 
In fact, as stated earlier, past experience 
strongly suggests that the proposed changes 
would encourage new litigation over sanc-
tion motions, thereby increasing, not reduc-
ing, court costs and delays. This is a costly 
and completely avoidable outcome. 

IV. CONCLUSION 
The 1983 version of Rule 11 was ill-con-

ceived and created significant unintended 
adverse consequences that harmed litigants 
and impeded the administration of justice. 
We urge you to avoid making the same mis-
take and to oppose passage of H.R. 720. 

If you have any questions concerning the 
ABA’s position on this bill, please feel free to 
contact me or Denise Cardman, Deputy Di-
rector of the Governmental Affairs Office. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS M. SUSMAN. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Michigan (Mr. CONYERS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Michigan will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. JEFFRIES 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in 
part A of House Report 115–29. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Chairman, I have 
an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add, at the end of the bill, the following: 
SEC. 3. PROTECTING ACTIONS PERTAINING TO 

WHISTLEBLOWERS. 
Nothing in this Act, or the amendments 

made by this Act, shall be construed to apply 
to actions brought by an individual, or indi-
viduals, under Federal whistleblower laws, 
Federal anti-retaliation laws, or any Federal 
laws which protect reporting government 
misconduct or malfeasance. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 180, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank my distinguished colleagues in 
government and the lead Democrat on 
the House Judiciary Committee for 
their continued leadership. 

My amendment would amend from 
the underlying bill all actions where 
whistleblowers allege misconduct or 
malfeasance in connection with the 
Federal Government. A whistleblower 
is defined as one who reveals wrong-
doing within an organization in the 
hope of stopping it. 

Our country has long recognized the 
importance of affording legal protec-
tions to whistleblowers. Under the pro-
tection and umbrella of these laws, 
whistleblowers have helped expose cor-
ruption, government waste, fraud, un-
constitutional practices, and abuses of 
the public trust. They have risked, in 
many cases, their livelihoods to do 
what is right for this country and de-
fend our democracy. 

It should not be our objective to cre-
ate barriers that will stop people in 
good faith from coming forward by sub-
jecting them or their representatives 
to mandatory sanctions, but that is ex-
actly what this bill is designed to do. 

This amendment will ensure that 
whistleblowers are still protected 
under current law when they bring an 
action through our judicial system. 
The need for this amendment is clear 
now more than ever. 

Donald Trump and his team appear, 
at times, to be paranoid about the in-
formation that comes out of 1600 Penn-
sylvania Avenue. If the 45th President 
of the United States chooses to run the 
White House and the government in 
the same way that he ran many of his 
businesses, their fear may be well- 
founded. He does not have a great 
track record. 

Donald Trump has been sued by the 
Department of Justice for violating 
Federal antidiscrimination laws, refus-
ing to rent apartments to people based 
on their race. I note that that lawsuit 
in the early 1970s was brought by the 
Nixon Justice Department. 

He was forced to shut down Trump 
University, an apparent scam that he 
used to rip off students, swindling 
them out of tens of thousands of dol-
lars. And he has repeatedly failed to 
pay his workers and contractors for 
their services—hardworking Ameri-
cans. 

He created a fake charity, the Trump 
Foundation, which apparently has been 
used to pay for a portrait of himself 
and pay off fines and bills. He has de-
clared bankruptcy four times in his ca-
reer after losing billions of dollars. 

Now, as President, this is the first 
time that Donald Trump has had to act 
in the best interest of someone other 
than himself or his family. 

His Cabinet, however, consists of the 
superwealthy, many of whom are unfa-
miliar with the programs that their de-
partments oversee and who are inexpe-
rienced in handling billions and bil-
lions of taxpayer dollars. Many others 
seem more concerned about helping out 

interests that are corporate in nature, 
not the people’s interests. 

In the words of the legendary Su-
preme Court Justice Louis Brandeis: 

‘‘Sunlight is the best of disinfectants, 
electric light the most efficient police-
man.’’ 

Putting whistleblower protections at 
risk puts our democracy at risk, and 
for that reason, I urge adoption of this 
amendment. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re-
minded to refrain from engaging in 
personalities toward the President. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
appreciate the Chair pointing out that 
it is improper to impugn the integrity 
or damage the reputation of the Presi-
dent of the United States or others. I 
thank the Chair for pointing that out. 

Mr. Chairman, the Lawsuit Abuse 
Reduction Act makes three important 
changes to rule 11 to limit lawsuit 
abuse by imposing sanctions for bring-
ing frivolous lawsuits. These changes 
apply to all cases brought in Federal 
district courts. 

However, this amendment would 
change that. If this amendment is 
adopted, the changes to rule 11 made 
by LARA would not apply to lawsuits 
brought in relation to whistleblower 
claims. There is no reason to make this 
or other exceptions. 

The changes made by the Lawsuit 
Abuse Reduction Act should apply uni-
formly throughout the Federal courts. 
Because this amendment excludes cer-
tain cases from the bill’s coverage and 
thereby allows frivolous lawsuits to be 
filed without any of the penalties re-
quired by the bill, I oppose the amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Chairman, I 
would add that, in a democracy, the 
ability to use the Article III Federal 
court system is incredibly important 
as it relates to the chance for indi-
vidual citizens who recognize that 
wrongdoing is taking place to do some-
thing about it and save taxpayers from 
the waste, fraud, and abuse that so 
many in this Chamber appear to often 
be concerned about. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. SMITH of Texas. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, proponents of this 
amendment want to allow lawsuits 
with no basis in law or fact to proceed 
without penalty if the lawsuit relates 
to whistleblowers. Think about that. 
The proponents of this amendment sup-
port lawsuits that apparently have no 
basis in law or fact, and they want 
those frivolous lawsuits to proceed 
without penalty. 
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Let me remind Members what the 

base bill—which is just one page long— 
actually does. It makes it mandatory 
for the victims of frivolous lawsuits 
filed in Federal court to be com-
pensated for the harm done to them by 
the filers of frivolous lawsuits. The bill 
doesn’t change the existing standards 
for determining what is or is not a friv-
olous lawsuit. So under the bill, man-
datory sanctions would only be award-
ed to victims of frivolous lawsuits 
when those lawsuits, as determined by 
the judge, have no basis in law or fact, 
including cases related to whistle-
blowers that have no basis in law or 
fact. 

This amendment would allow legally 
frivolous whistleblower cases to go 
without penalty and leave their vic-
tims uncompensated, so I urge all of 
my colleagues to oppose it. 

Once again, I don’t know how any 
reputable attorney would have any 
concerns with this legislation. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. JEFFRIES. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from New York will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part A of House Report 115– 
29 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. SOTO of 
Florida. 

Amendment No. 2 by Ms. JACKSON 
LEE of Texas. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. CONYERS of 
Michigan. 

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. JEFFRIES of 
New York. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. SOTO 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Florida (Mr. SOTO) on 
which further proceedings were post-
poned and on which the noes prevailed 
by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 181, noes 225, 
not voting 23, as follows: 

[Roll No. 153] 

AYES—181 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
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 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Maloney, 

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

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

Schultz 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—225 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 

Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
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 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
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 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 

Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nunes 
Olson 
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. 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
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 

NOT VOTING—23 

Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Bishop (UT) 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Buck 
Carter (GA) 
Comstock 

Davis (CA) 
DeSaulnier 
Duffy 
Jones 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Lynch 
Moore 

O’Halleran 
Palazzo 
Richmond 
Rush 
Sinema 
Titus 
Walz 
Waters, Maxine 

b 1049 

Messrs. BOST, LUETKEMEYER, 
BUDD, and BISHOP of Michigan 
changed their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. LANGEVIN. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 

153, I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted ‘‘Aye.’’ 

Stated against: 
Mrs. COMSTOCK. Mr. Chair, I was unavoid-

ably detained. Had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘Nay’’ on rollcall No. 153. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I was 
unavoidably detained. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘Nay’’ on rollcall No. 153. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON 
LEE 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON 
LEE) on which further proceedings were 
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 

has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2037 March 10, 2017 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 185, noes 225, 
not voting 19, as follows: 

[Roll No. 154] 

AYES—185 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
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 
Griffith 
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 
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 
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) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

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

NOES—225 

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

Buchanan 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 

Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 

Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
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 
McCaul 
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. 
Roskam 
Ross 

Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
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 

NOT VOTING—19 

Amash 
Barletta 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Buck 
Castro (TX) 
Davis (CA) 

Duncan (SC) 
Faso 
Gaetz 
Jones 
Kuster (NH) 
McClintock 
Moore 

Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sinema 
Titus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1053 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. Mr. Chair, I was un-

avoidably detained. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 154. 

Stated against: 
Mr. AMASH. Mr. Chair, had I been present, 

I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on rollcall No. 154. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONYERS 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 

has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 190, noes 227, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 155] 

AYES—190 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

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

Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
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 
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) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

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

NOES—227 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
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 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2038 March 10, 2017 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson, Sam 
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 
McCaul 
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. 

Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce (CA) 
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 

NOT VOTING—12 

Barletta 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Castro (TX) 
Davis (CA) 

Johnson (OH) 
Jones 
Kuster (NH) 
McClintock 
Richmond 

Rush 
Sinema 
Titus 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 

There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1058 
So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. JEFFRIES 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. 
JEFFRIES) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 
The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 

has been demanded. 
A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 189, noes 229, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 156] 

AYES—189 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Fitzpatrick 
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, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
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) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

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

NOES—229 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
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 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 

Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
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 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 

McCarthy 
McCaul 
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. 
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 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—11 

Barletta 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Davis (CA) 

Johnson (GA) 
Jones 
Kuster (NH) 
Richmond 

Rush 
Sinema 
Titus 
Yoho 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1102 

Mr. DOGGETT changed his vote from 
‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. YOHO. Mr. Chair, I was unavoidably de-

tained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘Nay’’ on rollcall No. 156. 

The Acting CHAIR. There being no 
further amendments, under the rule, 
the Committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WOMACK) having assumed the chair, 
Mr. HULTGREN, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 720) to amend Rule 
11 of the Federal Rules of Civil Proce-
dure to improve attorney account-
ability, and for other purposes, and, 
pursuant to House Resolution 180, he 
reported the bill back to the House. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the bill. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2039 March 10, 2017 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 
Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 

motion to recommit at the desk. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the 

gentlewoman opposed to the bill? 
Ms. LOFGREN. I am opposed in its 

current form. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Ms. Lofgren moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 720 to the Committee on the Judiciary 
with instructions to report the same back to 
the House forthwith with the following 
amendment: 

Add, at the end of the bill, the following: 
SEC. 3. PROTECTING AMERICANS FROM FOREIGN 

GOVERNMENT INTERFERENCE. 
Nothing in this Act or the amendments 

made by this Act may be construed to apply 
to a civil action that implicates the foreign 
emoluments clause of the United States Con-
stitution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from California is recognized 
for 5 minutes. 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the final amendment to the bill, which 
will not kill the bill or send it back to 
committee. If adopted, the bill will im-
mediately proceed to final passage, as 
amended. 

As has been amply discussed, the 
mandatory sanctions and fees in this 
bill would have a chilling effect on cut-
ting-edge litigation. One type of cut-
ting-edge litigation to suffer would be 
citizen lawsuits seeking enforcement of 
the foreign Emoluments Clause. The 
amendment proposed in this motion 
would exempt civil actions that impli-
cate foreign emoluments. 

Article I, section 9, clause 8 of the 
Constitution says: ‘‘No person holding 
any office of profit or trust . . . shall, 
without the consent of the Congress, 
accept of any present, emolument, of-
fice, or title, of any kind whatever, 
from any king, prince, or foreign 
state.’’ 

Why did the Founding Fathers write 
this? Concern that foreign govern-
ments might try to control America. 
They wanted to make sure that noth-
ing—no gifts, no payments, no advan-
tages of any kind—could be received by 
officers of the United States, including 
the President, unless Congress ap-
proved it. They wanted to make sure 
that loyalty was completely to Amer-
ica, not divided by obligations to for-
eign powers. So receipt of emoluments 
is a serious breach of the requirements 
of the Constitution unless Congress ap-
proves the payment. 

Congress has not voted to approve 
payments by foreign governments to 
our President. Some Americans are 
considering legal action to protect 
America from a Presidential violation 
of the Emoluments Clause. 

President Trump took the symbolic 
step of resigning from his businesses, 
but he still gets the income. Letting 
his family run his businesses doesn’t 
solve the emoluments violations. 

Here are some of the potential prob-
lems: 

In February, China gave provisional 
approval for 31 new trademarks for The 
Trump Organization, which have been 
sought for a decade, to no avail, until 
he won the election. This is a benefit 
the Chinese Government gave to the 
President’s business. 

At Trump Tower in New York, the 
Industrial and Commercial Bank of 
China’s large tenant, the United Arab 
Emirates, leases space, and the Saudi 
mission to the U.N. makes payments. 
Money from these foreign countries 
goes to the President. 

The President is part owner of a New 
York building carrying a $950 million 
loan, partially held by the Bank of 
China. He literally owes the govern-
ment of China. 

The Embassy of Kuwait held its 600- 
guest National Day celebration at 
Trump Hotel in Washington, D.C., last 
month, proceeds to Trump. 

The President has deals in Turkey. 
When he announced the Muslim ban, 
Turkey’s President called for President 
Trump’s name to be removed from 
Trump Towers Istanbul. His company 
is currently involved in major licens-
ing deals for that property. 

Shortly after the election, the Presi-
dent met with former U.K. Independent 
Party leader Nigel Farage, to get help 
to get the view from his golf resorts in 
Scotland resolved. Both golf resorts he 
owns there are promoted by Scotland’s 
official tourism agency. 

Foreign government-owned broad-
casts in several countries air the Presi-
dent’s television program ‘‘The Ap-
prentice,’’ resulting in royalties and 
other payments from these govern-
ments. 

There may be many more business 
violations to the Emoluments Clause 
that are unknown due to the Presi-
dent’s refusal to disclose his tax re-
turns. 

Congress could move to approve 
these questionable payments and bene-
fits under Article 1, section 9 to solve 
the constitutional violation, although, 
in my view, that would not resolve con-
cerns about divided loyalties. 

But Congress has done nothing—nei-
ther enforce the clause nor authorize 
the payments. That is why patriotic 
citizens are returning to the third 
branch of government to defend the 
Constitution and the country. 

America has never faced this situa-
tion before, and any litigation will, of 
course, be breaking new ground and, 
therefore, be more susceptible to the 
mandatory rule 11 fees required by the 
bill. 

Citizens who seek a President free 
from foreign influence by bringing ac-
tions in court should not be penalized 
with the mandatory fees required by 
this bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to vote for this motion to re-
commit, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia is recognized for 
5 minutes. 

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I will 
be brief. 

Proponents of the motion to recom-
mit want to allow lawsuits with no 
basis in law or fact to proceed without 
penalty in the area covered by their 
motion. Let that sink in for a mo-
ment—and just a brief moment. 

The proponents of the motion to re-
commit support certain lawsuits that 
apparently have no basis in law or fact. 
Otherwise, they have no relevance to 
this bill. If they are relevant motions, 
they won’t have to worry about it. 
They want those frivolous lawsuits to 
proceed without penalty. 

Every time a judge decides a com-
pany made a defective product that 
ended up hurting people, damages are 
awarded. When a lawyer makes up a 
lawsuit that has no basis in law or fact, 
that lawsuit is a defective product. The 
victims harmed by that defective prod-
uct should be compensated just like ev-
eryone else. 

Oppose this motion to recommit, 
pass the base bill, and let’s show Amer-
ica where we stand on frivolous law-
suits and on the compensation right-
fully owed to the victims of frivolous 
lawsuits. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. LOFGREN. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair 
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum 
time for any electronic vote on the 
question of passage. 

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

vice, and there were—ayes 186, noes 232, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 157] 

AYES—186 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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, Danny 

DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
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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 
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) 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 

Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

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

NOES—232 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
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 
Duffy 
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 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 

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

NOT VOTING—11 

Barletta 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (TX) 

Davis (CA) 
Jones 
Kuster (NH) 
Richmond 

Rush 
Sinema 
Titus 
Walden 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

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

b 1118 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

Stated against: 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on roll-

call No. 157, I was unavoidably detained to 
cast my vote in time. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘No.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Speaker, I was unavoidably detained. Had I 
been present, I would have voted ‘‘Yea’’ on 
rollcall No. 153, ‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall No. 154, 
‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall No. 155, ‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall No. 
156, and ‘‘Yea’’ on rollcall No. 157. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the bill. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CONYERS. 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 230, noes 188, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 158] 

AYES—230 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 

Bost 
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 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 

Donovan 
Duffy 
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) 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 

Knight 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
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 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
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) 
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 
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 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
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 
Courtney 
Crist 
Crowley 

Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
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 
Griffith 
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) 
Kustoff (TN) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
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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 

Pingree 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Rice (NY) 
Rosen 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Sires 

Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Soto 
Speier 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

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

NOT VOTING—11 

Barletta 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (TX) 

Davis (CA) 
Jones 
Lawrence 
Richmond 

Rush 
Sinema 
Titus 
Walden 

b 1129 

Ms. ROSEN changed her vote from 
‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Mr. MARCHANT changed his vote 
from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on roll-

call No. 158, I was unavoidably detained to 
cast my vote in time. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘Yes.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. Mr. 
Speaker, on Friday, March 10, 2017, I missed 
the following rollcall votes to H.R. 720: number 
153 the Soto Amendment, number 154 the 
Jackson-Lee amendment, number 155 the 
Conyers amendment, number 156 the Jeffries 
amendment, number 157 on the Democratic 
motion to recommit and number 158 on final 
passage. Had I voted, I would have voted 
‘‘Aye’’ on rollcall vote 153, ‘‘Aye on rollcall 
vote 154, ‘‘Aye’’ on rollcall vote 155, ‘‘Aye’’ on 
rollcall vote 156, ‘‘Aye’’ on rollcall vote 157 the 
Democratic motion to recommit, and ‘‘Nay’’ on 
rollcall vote 158 on final passage of H.R. 720. 

f 

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM 

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

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
MCCARTHY), my friend, for the purpose 
of inquiring of the majority leader the 
schedule for the week to come. 

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

Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, on Monday, no votes 
are expected in the House. On Tuesday, 
the House will meet at noon for morn-
ing hour and 2 p.m. for legislative busi-
ness. Votes will be postponed until 6:30. 

On Wednesday and Thursday, the 
House will meet at 10 a.m. for morning 
hour and noon for legislative business. 
On Friday, the House will meet at 9 
a.m. for legislative business. Last votes 
of the week are expected no later than 
3 p.m. 

Mr. Speaker, the House will consider 
a number of suspensions next week, a 
complete list of which will be an-
nounced by close of business today. 

In addition, the House will consider 
several important bills from the Vet-
erans’ Affairs Committee. 

First, H.R. 1181, the Veterans Second 
Amendment Protection Act, sponsored 
by Chairman PHIL ROE, which ensures 
that the Second Amendment rights of 
VA beneficiaries are not restricted 
without due process. 

Next, H.R. 1259, the VA Account-
ability First Act, also sponsored by 
Chairman ROE, which grants the VA 
Secretary increased discretion to re-
move or suspend VA employees due to 
poor performance. 

Finally, H.R. 1367, sponsored by Rep-
resentative BRAD WENSTRUP, which en-
hances the VA’s ability to recruit and 
retain highly qualified employees. 

The failures of the VA are well-docu-
mented and completely unacceptable. 
These bills are a step in the right direc-
tion towards creating greater account-
ability at the VA, and keeping our 
promise to Americans’ veterans who 
have sacrificed so much for us. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that information. 

I would now like to ask him, we 
passed the DOD Appropriations bill and 
sent that to the Senate. We have al-
ready done the MILCON bill. And I am 
wondering—there are ten remaining 
bills—whether the majority leader 
could give me some idea, in light of the 
fact that the CR, which once it goes to 
April 28, we will either have to do those 
bills individually or in some sort of an 
omnibus, whether the gentleman has 
any idea how soon we might be consid-
ering the balance of the year’s appro-
priation to September 30? 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I am pleased that we were able to 

pass the FY17 Defense Appropriations 
bill on a bipartisan basis this week. It 
is my hope that we can continue to 
pass the appropriation bills on a bipar-
tisan basis as well. 

As for future legislation, I would 
refer my friend to the Appropriations 
Committee, and, as always, I will keep 
Members posted of any scheduling up-
dates. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that insightful com-
ment. 

Let me say this, Mr. Leader, if, as we 
did in the Defense Appropriations bill, 
if we follow the template where we will 
reach bipartisan agreement on those 
bills in committee without any poison 
pills language in them—which you did 
on the appropriation bill, and, as you 
saw, we appreciated that, and we were 

overwhelmingly supportive of that ef-
fort—I would hope that, Mr. Leader, 
you would urge—and I think, very 
frankly, I am a big fan of Mr. FRELING-
HUYSEN, who is the chairman of the 
committee. I think he is a Member 
that I have worked well with over the 
years, and I think he is somebody who 
is going to do the committee proud as 
its chairman—but I am hopeful that we 
can do, as we did with the appropria-
tion bill for the Defense Department, a 
similar procedure. So I think that the 
majority leader will be pleased with 
our support if, in fact, that can happen. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I have great trust in Chairman 

FRELINGHUYSEN. I think you will con-
tinue to see that behavior. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, on a less 
happy collegial note, it comes as no 
surprise to the majority leader at the 
height of our displeasure and dis-
appointment as it relates to what is 
going on, back to the consideration of 
the reconciliation process for the re-
peal or modification of the Affordable 
Care Act with the American Health 
Care Act. The bill was posted this Mon-
day, this past Monday night, it was 
marked up on Wednesday, there were 
no hearings, there were no opportuni-
ties for witnesses to come forward. And 
as the gentleman knows, he is abso-
lutely correct, I like these quotes, but 
I like these quotes because they point 
out theoretically what I would have 
great agreement with in terms of proc-
ess. 

Particularly, I call your attention to 
a quote of Speaker PAUL RYAN: ‘‘Con-
gress is moving fast to rush through a 
healthcare overhaul that lacks a key 
ingredient: the full participation of 
you, the American people.’’ 

That quote was July 19, 2009. That 
quote was referring to the process in-
volved in the adoption of the Afford-
able Care Act. 

As the gentleman knows, the Afford-
able Care Act had 79 hearings. As the 
gentleman knows, there were 181 wit-
nesses who testified about the Afford-
able Care Act. As the gentleman 
knows, that process took approxi-
mately 11⁄2 years, 8 months of which 
was waiting to see whether Senator 
GRASSLEY would participate in a bipar-
tisan way in forging healthcare reform 
in this country. 

The gentleman is well aware, not 
only have we had literally hundreds of 
thousands of people around the country 
come to townhall meetings, many that 
his Members have held, and express 
their deep concern about the loss of 
healthcare security if the Affordable 
Care Act is repealed. So there is no 
doubt that the American public—I am 
not saying it is 100 percent—but a large 
number of the American public are 
very concerned. 

The gentleman further knows, I am 
sure, because I am sure he has seen the 
letters, the American Medical Associa-
tion, the American Hospital Associa-
tion, the American Nurses Association, 
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even the Consumers Union, and hun-
dreds of other groups representing pro-
viders, patients, even insurance compa-
nies, have expressed deep, deep concern 
about the adverse consequences of the 
passage of the American Health Care 
Act that was marked up in the dead of 
night. We were criticized. The gen-
tleman apparently doesn’t agree with 
that. But the facts are the facts. They 
are not alternative facts. 

You started marking them up on 
Wednesday morning, there was some 
delay during the day, as you know, be-
cause we were very concerned about 
how fast you were moving that. Less 
than 48 hours after it was introduced, 
it was marked up. No hearings, no wit-
nesses, no ability to read the bill. 

As a matter of fact, shockingly, Mr. 
BRADY voted against an amendment 
which said: Read the bill. Now, what 
was shocking about that is that was 
Mr. BRADY’s amendment that he of-
fered back in 2010. He voted against the 
amendment that said: Read the bill. I 
don’t think anybody really had much 
opportunity to read the bill before it 
was marked up. 

GREG WALDEN, who is chairman of 
the Energy and Commerce Committee, 
said also, in July of 2009: 

On a bill of this significance, you would 
think that we would at least allow people to 
come in who are affected by the extraor-
dinary changes in this bill and have a chance 
to let us know how it affects them. 

That was GREG WALDEN, now the 
chairman of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee, July 9, 2009. He is now in 
charge of that committee. Not a single 
witness testified on the bill that was 
marked up in his committee. And it 
was marked up through the dead of the 
night, if we want to parse our words, 
because it started in the morning of 
Wednesday. But it didn’t end until the 
morning, 26 hours later, on Thursday. 
Which meant that Mr. WALDEN kept his 
members in their seats marking up a 
bill, except when they were voting 
coming over here, for 26 hours straight 
on one of the most consequential bills 
this House will consider and that the 
Senate will consider, affecting, as I 
said, millions and millions and mil-
lions of people. 

Now, I understand the Budget Com-
mittee is scheduled to mark that bill 
up on Wednesday, just a week later. 
Again, I don’t know whether there are 
going to be hearings and if those hear-
ings will be open to the witnesses that 
should be called to testify on a bill of 
such impact. 

Let me do one additional quote, be-
cause the chairman of the Ways and 
Means Committee had an interesting 
quote as well. He said: ‘‘The Demo-
cratic Congress and White House sim-
ply aren’t listening. Democrats are 
ramming it through over the public’s 
objections.’’ 

That was on March 17, 2010, some 
year after the bill had been introduced. 
Thousands of meetings had been held 
by Republicans and Democrats around 
the country on the bill. And, as I said, 

79 hearings and 181 witnesses later. 
That is what Chairman BRADY said. 

And, of course, Chairman BRADY, in 
less than 48 hours, had a markup. Now, 
he did not have quite as long a markup. 
It ended at 4:30 a.m. Thursday morning. 
So that was the dead of night. Or, if 
you want to parse words, perhaps, the 
dead of the early morning. But, never-
theless, most of my public wasn’t up 
watching. I presume even at 4:30, which 
would have been 1:30 for your public, 
they weren’t up watching. 

So this was done out of the sight of 
the public and is inconsistent, I sug-
gest to my friend, Mr. Speaker, the ma-
jority leader, inconsistent with the 
pledge of transparency, openness, and 
those three quotes that I just read you 
that said the American people should 
have the opportunity to express their 
opinion on legislation generally, but 
certainly on legislation of this con-
sequence. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend. 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman for yielding. 
I always look forward to these dis-

cussions. I know they are about the 
schedule, but I always look forward to 
what quotes you are going to bring up 
next. 

Let me see if I can answer all of 
those questions that you raised. 

First, my friend did inform me, last 
week and again today, that the Demo-
crats have held 79 hearings over 2 years 
on ObamaCare. Well, we have spent the 
last 6 years. 

I promised you that I would see how 
many hearings we had. When I went 
back and checked, the Republicans 
have held 113 hearings on the ways to 
repeal and replace ObamaCare. We had 
expert witnesses on both sides of the 
aisle on everything from the individual 
mandate and Medicaid sustainability, 
to the medical device tax, and 
ObamaCare’s failing co-ops. 

We have been committed to repealing 
and replacing this law for years, and I 
am sure you will find a lot of quotes 
from almost everybody on this side of 
the aisle saying that same thing. We 
have done the work, we have listened 
to the American people, and we believe 
now it is time to act. 

You did bring up about the commit-
tees. You brought up about reading the 
bill. So what we put forth is we put a 
website together for the patient-cen-
tered healthcare bill, and it is avail-
able online at readthebill.gop. Now, 
this is only 123 pages. That is a dif-
ference from your bill of 2,700 pages for 
ObamaCare. 

Now, we remember what the Demo-
crats said when they were passing 
ObamaCare, that you had to pass the 
bill to see what is in it. So I went back 
and checked how many people were un-
able to visit the website. We had over 
350,000 visitors visit our website in just 
36 hours, and 100,000 downloaded the 
legislative text. 

b 1145 
Now, when you talk about dead of 

night, I was on this floor, you were on 

this floor, and I know people on both 
sides of the aisle have used it before, 
but the dilatory activity on the other 
side of the aisle to slow this process 
down put us into nighttime. 

And then let’s think about how this 
process went. It was an open process. 
Why did it go so long? We debated 
hours of Democrats’ amendments be-
cause we weren’t going to shut it down. 
We never called the question. We kept 
going as long as people wanted to go. 
And we spent hours on one amendment 
that just wanted to change it to a 
hashtag of a different name. That was 
a Democratic amendment to somehow 
change the bill. We didn’t stop with 
that. We let everybody talk, and we let 
everybody have their voice because we 
believe in regular order. 

Yes, we spent 27 hours on it because 
we were not going to deny anybody the 
ability to talk or offer their amend-
ment. And that is exactly what we did, 
and that is what the American people 
expect to have happen. 

So, 113 hearings, I congratulate you 
on your 79; 123 pages compared to 2,700. 
I believe this is a great first step in 
three phases. For too long this health 
care of ObamaCare has failed. 

In that 2,700 pages they created 23 co- 
ops and provided more than $2 billion. 
In this short amount of time, 18 of 
them have collapsed. They had the 
quote that, if you like your health 
care, you could keep it, but millions of 
Americans found out that wasn’t true. 
They said your premiums would go 
down. Millions of Americans have 
found out that is not true either. 

Now, across this country, one-third 
of the entire country only has one pro-
vider. And the very sad part of this, 
just within the last month, Humana 
announced that they are going to pull 
out. That is leaving 16 counties, and I 
see my good friends from Tennessee, 
with no provider at all. 

We can do so much better. That is 
why we spent the years; we spent the 
hearings; we have had the witnesses. 

And I know it is your right to come 
and ask to adjourn so somehow we 
couldn’t get to the bill, it is your right 
to continue to ask to adjourn so Mem-
bers can’t offer their amendments, but 
you know what? If we had to spend 
through the dead of night and stay up 
so we made sure, even if it is on the 
other side of the aisle, a Democrat 
could offer an amendment, just a 
hashtag to change the name, that is 
your right, and we would spend the 
time and do it. And we spent hours at 
it. 

If you ask me, personally, I didn’t 
think that amendment changed any-
body’s health care in America. But you 
have a right to do it, and we made sure 
we kept that right, and we had regular 
order. 

I thank the gentleman for his quotes. 
Mr. HOYER. I thank the gentleman 

for his comments. 
Mr. Speaker, we have had, literally, 

tens of thousands of hearings that have 
dealt with almost every issue that this 
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House considers. I suppose I should 
take from the majority leader’s discus-
sion that, if we have had those hear-
ings in previous Congresses, in the last 
Congress, the Congress before that, the 
Congress before that, and we have a 
substantial number of new Members in 
this House, and we have millions and 
millions of voters who are counting on 
this, we will just simply tell them: 
Read the transcript of 2002 or of 2009 or 
of 2013. That is not regular order, Mr. 
Speaker. 

Regular order is you introduce a bill. 
It is referred to a committee, which in 
turn refers it to a subcommittee, and, 
even if it keeps it in the bosom of the 
full committee, it has a hearing. It 
posts the bill. It tells citizens through-
out this country: If you have an inter-
est, come in and tell us what your in-
terest is, what your perspective is, 
what you think the ramifications of 
this bill are. The subcommittee marks 
it up, if it was referred to a sub-
committee, then the full committee 
marks it up, and then it is referred to 
the floor. That is regular order, Mr. 
Speaker. 

To rationalize a procedure which has 
a bill introduced Monday night and is 
subjected to 26 hours, straight, of 
markup on the following Wednesday, 
less than 48 hours later, no matter how 
you dress it up, that is not, Mr. Speak-
er, regular order. 

What it is is trying to jam through a 
bill before the American public has an 
opportunity to tell us what they think 
about the bill. What it is is jamming 
through a bill and not allowing the 
providers, the doctors, the patients, 
the insurance companies, all of the 
stakeholders, to have an opportunity 
to read that bill introduced about 72 
hours ago now—a little more than 
that, maybe close to 96. 

That, Mr. Speaker, is not regular 
order. And I will tell my friend for 
whom I have a great deal of respect, I 
think he puts the best face on it, but 
nobody believed the Republicans had a 
bill, Mr. Speaker, until Monday night. 
Well, actually, I believed they had a 
bill at the last colloquy, and I looked 
for it all over this Capitol. I couldn’t 
find it. It wasn’t posted. The ranking 
member on the committee didn’t have 
it. No committee Democrat had the 
bill. They couldn’t read it. 

So to pretend, Mr. Speaker, that 
hearings on some other bill at some 
other time in some other Congress suf-
fices for regular order is something, 
Mr. Speaker, I cannot agree with. And 
if the situations were reversed, as I 
have experienced over the last 36 years, 
that side of the aisle would have torn 
this place apart. Why do I think that? 
Because I have seen it. 

Yes, we had some delaying, four mo-
tions to adjourn, so that we had some 
time to figure out what this bill was 
about and some time to hear from the 
American people. It certainly wasn’t 
enough time. We are going to be hear-
ing more from the American people, I 
think, Mr. Speaker. 

I appreciate the gentleman trying to 
say that, well, we only had 48 hours. 
Sometimes, Mr. Speaker, we do that in 
a hurry. And the reason is because we 
are about to go on a break. We are 
about to go on an August break or a re-
cess or something of that nature. That 
is not the case. These committees 
didn’t have to meet through the night. 
They could have met Thursday. They 
could have met today. They could meet 
next week. But this bill is being rushed 
through too fast with too much adverse 
consequence to the American people. 

I would hope the majority leader 
would slow this bill down. I hope the 
Rules Committee has full hearings on 
this bill and that it does not have just 
attenuated hearings with few wit-
nesses, because there are a lot of people 
who want to tell us, their Representa-
tives, what their view is of this bill. 

I know the Speaker has said there 
are going to be three phases to this 
bill, and the majority leader said so as 
well, and there will be additional legis-
lation. I hope, Mr. Speaker, that my 
friend, the majority leader, will urge 
the committees not to consider addi-
tional legislation either in the middle 
of the night or with no notice and no 
opportunity for witnesses and no hear-
ings. 

Previous hearings will not suffice, 
Mr. Speaker. Other Congresses had 
hearings. This Congress has a responsi-
bility to hear from the American peo-
ple. That is what Speaker RYAN said; 
that is what Mr. BRADY said; that is 
what Mr. WALDEN said. They said it at 
a time when they were in the minority, 
but it ought to apply when they are in 
the majority. And if we are in the ma-
jority, it ought to apply to us as well. 
I hope that happens, Mr. Speaker, for 
the country’s sake, for our people’s 
sake. 

I will yield to the majority leader, 
Mr. Speaker, if he would like to speak. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I appreciate 
the gentleman’s comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I do want to remind 
people, when you use reconciliation, 
what is the process? Well, the process 
states you have the authorizing com-
mittee post and they mark up. We did 
that. Budget Committee marks up. 
They will do that next week. Rules 
Committee will meet, then it comes to 
the House floor. 

I will never apologize for having 113 
hearings on repealing and replacing 
ObamaCare. I will never apologize for 
having all the witnesses in. 

And I love that you bring a lot of 
quotes of people inside that are elect-
ed, but I will be very frank. The quotes 
I love and the quotes I care most about 
are the ones that come from my con-
stituents. 

For some reason, this idea that this 
is a complex issue but you had hearings 
before so you are going to forget all 
about those hearings, why do we have 
committees? Why do you keep Mem-
bers on your own side of the aisle on 
the same committees? To build exper-

tise, to solve big problems. So, no, they 
don’t forget what they learned in those 
hearings. 

But let me read you quotes from a 
few constituents. 

‘‘Dear Kevin, thank you for your dili-
gence in these disruptive political 
times. I have several concerns. 

‘‘ObamaCare blew us out of the 
water. I retired early as an RN due to 
health problems, so I have to pay for 
my entire health insurance. I am not 
complaining about that, but I am tired 
of having premiums go through the 
roof. I lost my doctor and my plan. 

‘‘In 2017 there were few options with-
out a $5,000 deductible. If I have to pay 
that much first, then why pay for in-
surance? Our income is not huge. We 
cannot afford this.’’ 

Or from another constituent: ‘‘Dear 
Kevin, I just wanted to convey that I 
strongly feel legislative action is need-
ed to fix the ACA. 

‘‘My family deductible has increased 
over $3,000 a year—it used to be $1,000 8 
years ago—and I practically only have 
health insurance in case a catastrophic 
accident were to occur. 

‘‘Also, my sister-in-law can no longer 
work more than 29 hours a week since 
her employer does not want to have to 
provide insurance. That is ridiculous.’’ 

Or: ‘‘Dear Kevin, I just got my 2017 
health insurance renewal notice, $650 
per month, up 20 percent. I am 60 years 
old, have worked and saved all my life, 
so I don’t qualify for subsidies. I can’t 
go without insurance, but I can’t pay 
for it either. Something needs to be 
done. I am so upset that I am crying 
right now.’’ 

But my friend, Mr. Speaker, on the 
other side of the aisle says to wait to 
help these people. Forget about the 113 
hearings, even though it is more than 
the 70-some that ObamaCare had, or 123 
pages is too much instead of 2,700. 

I will never apologize for having the 
wisdom to listen and, now, the courage 
to lead. But I will promise you this, 
Mr. Speaker, and my friend on the 
other side of the aisle: I have never 
come to this floor to offer to adjourn 
just to disrupt the process. 

And, yes, I had Members on our side 
of the aisle that would get frustrated 
that Democrats would offer an amend-
ment that just dealt with a hashtag. 
No, let’s let them have their say. If 
they feel that is important for Amer-
ican health care, to put a hashtag 
name change, then let’s spend hours on 
it. Because we believe in the process, 
we will defend your right to have that 
process even though it will not help 
one constituent of mine or yours. 

But you want to spend your time 
doing that? We will do that. And we did 
do that. That is why we worked 
through the night. But we will not give 
up on the American people. That is 
why we are doing what we are doing, 
and I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate the remarks of the majority lead-
er. I presume that he has heard from— 
I don’t have the quotes in front of me, 
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but maybe I will bring them next 
week—the thousands of people who 
have said their lives have been saved 
by the Affordable Care Act; the thou-
sands of parents with a child with a 
preexisting condition that, if the Re-
publicans had succeeded in their 65 
votes to repeal it, would not have been 
protected; the millions of seniors who 
are paying less for their prescription 
drugs because of the Affordable Care 
Act. 

b 1200 
I could read all those letters. 
Why do I read the letters of Mr. WAL-

DEN, Mr. BRADY, and Speaker RYAN? 
Because they are in charge. 
All our constituents, on either side, 

had no opportunity to testify on this 
bill. But Speaker RYAN, Mr. WALDEN, 
and Mr. BRADY could have given them 
that opportunity, and they chose not 
to. They rationalize it apparently be-
cause, well, we had hearings in the 
past. 

Does this bill have the subject mat-
ter of the ACA? 

It does. But this bill was offered just 
some, as I said, 90-or-so hours ago. And 
the leader says: Well, that is okay. It is 
based on all those hearings we had. 

The fact is this bill has not been 
brought forward for the last 7 years 
while there was a repeal for ACA. 

Why? 
We all know why. Mr. Speaker, it is 

because the majority could not come to 
an agreement, and they are not in 
agreement now. Perhaps, if this bill 
stands out there a little bit, it is so 
flawed they won’t be able to get the 
votes on their side of the floor. 

I was here—I don’t think the major-
ity leader was here—when we adopted 
the part D prescription drug program. 
It was called up by the majority, the 
Republican Party at the evening hour; 
and we voted from 3 a.m. until 6 a.m. 
And when I say we voted, that vote was 
kept open for 3 hours while they 
opportuned their Members: You have 
got to vote for this. President Bush 
wants it. You have got to vote for this. 

We voted against it. But the vote was 
held open 3 hours, I tell my friend. 
That was not regular order. 

Now, our side has held a vote open 
from time to time—never for 3 hours, 
but from time to time. That is why it 
is being rushed. It is not because they 
had a lot of hearings before, not be-
cause witnesses had testified they 
didn’t like the Affordable Care Act. We 
understand that. 

The issue is not whether people like 
or dislike the Affordable Care Act. It is 
how are we going to provide what the 
President has promised: access for ev-
erybody to health care at a lower cost 
and a better price. 

I told the majority leader last week— 
and I repeat my comments, Mr. Speak-
er, to the majority leader this week—if 
they bring such a bill to the floor, I 
will support it. This bill does not do 
that. 

So what President Trump promised 
during the election and what he prom-

ised from that podium just a few days 
ago is not what this bill represents. It 
is not what they promised to the Amer-
ican people. 

What I asked the majority leader 
was—they are apparently going to have 
some additional bills—whether or not 
they will be also rushed through with-
out hearings on the premise that there 
were hearings in the past. 

I repeat that there are a lot of new 
Members in this body that didn’t have 
the opportunity to have those hearings 
and weren’t in this body. I don’t know 
how many there are because I don’t 
know how many Congresses we are 
talking about if we adopted this bill 7 
years ago and then there were hearings 
subsequent. 

So I don’t know where we are going, 
Mr. Speaker, but I think the American 
people expect an opportunity to be 
heard. Yes, I may quote some next 
week. 

The people who were elected by the 
American people to do their job have 
the power to open up the doors and 
open up the windows and pull back the 
curtains so that the American people 
could come in and testify. There were 
all those witnesses who testified in the 
last Congress and the Congress before 
that, but I am talking about the people 
who testified during a Congress in 
which we considered the bill. We 
haven’t had an open rule this year, Mr. 
Speaker. We have had structured rules. 
We have had no open rule. 

So in terms of the majority leader 
telling me, Mr. Speaker, that we want 
everybody to have their opportunity, 
and he caricatures one amendment 
that was—I think I would agree with 
him—more to show that not a single 
Republican would vote. And Mr. 
BRADY, as I pointed out, didn’t vote for 
his own amendment that he offered 
when the Affordable Care Act was 
marked up to say read the bill. 

Time was not given to read the bill. 
Mr. Speaker, I understand we are not 

going to come to any conclusion today; 
but I am hopeful that the process that 
was perpetrated on not only the minor-
ity but also the majority this week will 
not be repeated, and that the represen-
tations that have been made by the 
Speaker, by the young guns, and by so 
many others would be a process that is, 
in fact, open, thoughtful, and demo-
cratic. 

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

f 

ADJOURNMENT FROM FRIDAY, 
MARCH 10, 2017, TO TUESDAY, 
MARCH 14, 2017 
Mr. MCCARTHY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet on Tuesday, March 14, 2017, when 
it shall convene at noon for morning- 
hour debate and 2 p.m. for legislative 
business. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BERGMAN). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Cali-
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
f 

SNAP INTEGRITY 

(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, I rise to continue the dis-
cussion on the Agriculture Commit-
tee’s findings from hearings conducted 
to ensure that SNAP—or the Supple-
mental Nutrition Assistance Pro-
gram—is meeting the needs of those it 
is intended to serve. After individual 
resources, family support, and commu-
nity programs, SNAP is critical to sup-
porting nutritional needs. 

The program integrity within SNAP 
is critical for both the functioning and 
the long-term sustainability of the pro-
gram. Jessica Shahin of the USDA 
Food and Nutrition Service emphasized 
in testimony: 

‘‘As vital as the program is to so 
many, and as well as it operates, we 
can all agree that it can do even better. 
And it is up to all of us—the Federal 
Government, the States, and the local 
providers—to work together to improve 
it by holding ourselves accountable. 
FNS is committed to continually im-
proving the integrity of SNAP.’’ 

Mr. Speaker, opportunities for SNAP 
program integrity improvements in-
cludes defining clear program goals 
and metrics that generate program im-
provement and reduce SNAP fraud 
rates through innovative State and 
Federal strategies and technologies. 

f 

UNIVERSAL COVERAGE NOT 
UNIVERSAL CHAOS 

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

Mr. LARSEN of Washington. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in strong opposi-
tion to the American Health Care Act. 

Over the past several weeks, I have 
held six townhalls where I have dis-
cussed health care with more than 800 
of my constituents. Thousands more 
have called or contacted my office. 

Erica, from my hometown of Arling-
ton, told me that, thanks to the Af-
fordable Care Act, her family can now 
keep their house and pay their mort-
gage. 

Nancy from Bellingham told me she 
works with families who rely on Med-
icaid to avoid bankruptcy due to extra 
medical costs that come with caring 
for babies with disabilities. 

So many Washingtonians support the 
Affordable Care Act and benefit from 
it. And of my constituents who oppose 
the Affordable Care Act, none of them 
have asked me to support legislation 
that would cover fewer people. None of 
my constituents have asked Congress 
to make poor people pay more for in-
surance. And not one of my constitu-
ents have asked Congress to give the 
rich a massive tax break, but that is 
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what the American Health Care Act 
will do. 

This bill, Mr. Speaker, will hurt peo-
ple—women, seniors, individuals with 
disabilities, and middle class families. 
It will result in universal chaos, not 
universal coverage. 

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose this measure. 

f 

AN EXERCISE IN SMOKE AND 
MIRRORS 

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

Mr. LAWSON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, the Republican plan to repeal and 
replace the Affordable Care Act is an 
exercise in smoke and mirrors. 

This proposal would give tax breaks 
to the wealthiest Americans while bur-
dening the hardworking families with 
higher healthcare costs. The Repub-
lican plan also allows soaring new 
healthcare costs for our seniors and 
shortens the life of the Medicare trust 
fund, endangering seniors and disabled 
Americans who depend on Medicaid 
coverage. This is completely unaccept-
able to Floridians. 

We need to hear from the Congres-
sional Budget Office about what this 
bill would really mean in numbers. The 
American people deserve to understand 
what the Republicans are trying to do 
with their health care. 

I will continue to fight to ensure that 
Floridians with preexisting conditions 
don’t have to worry about losing their 
healthcare coverage, and that young 
adults can stay on their parents’ insur-
ance until they reach age 26, and that 
we are going to do all we can to make 
health care affordable and accessible 
for all Americans and not just for a se-
lect few. 

f 

WORST OF TIMES 

(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, when 
President Trump was campaigning, he 
said that these were the worst of times 
for African Americans, conveniently or 
ignorantly forgetting slavery and Jim 
Crow. He said it couldn’t get any 
worse. 

Well, it is getting worse with a Jus-
tice Department that has already re-
treated on voting rights and that has 
empowered private prisons to take ad-
vantage of people which are disparately 
proportionate to African Americans for 
prison incarceration; a HUD depart-
ment where the Secretary has said 
slavery was akin to immigration and 
where $6 billion is to be cut from the 
budget; an education department that 
doesn’t believe in public education that 
has given African Americans a chance 
for the American Dream; and a 
healthcare bill that takes away health 
care from the poorest and makes it to 
where many will not have health care, 

and Medicaid will be decimated and 
possibility eliminated. 

These are the worst of times and 
President Trump, Mr. Speaker, is 
showing African Americans things can 
get worse. They are getting worse, and 
they are on a daily basis. 

f 

MORE HEALTH OPTIONS FOR 
FAMILIES 

(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, we see 
more and more that ObamaCare or the 
Affordable Care Act is, indeed, 
unsustainable. 

Today I rise, once again, to share an-
other story or two about some of the 
highlights that some of my constitu-
ents are feeling back at home. 

Last night, I hosted a telephone 
townhall to have an opportunity to 
hear from people in my district, once 
again, about some of the 
unsustainable, horrible stories that 
they have to tell about the experiences 
they have had with the ACA: sky-high 
premiums; poor access to health care; 
options that are less and less, espe-
cially in rural California and rural 
America; deductibles that have risen so 
high that insurance isn’t really afford-
able for them to use at all. 

Recently a physician within my dis-
trict contacted my office and said that, 
after more than 30 years of a successful 
practice with happy clients, he is no 
longer able to provide the type of care 
his patients need due to the over-
burdensome paperwork requirements. 
This is providing less choices for peo-
ple, especially the middle-income fami-
lies that have to choose between the 
things they want to save for for their 
future and for their dreams and now 
happen to have much higher premiums, 
less choices, and a deductible that 
makes their insurance almost useless 
to them. 

The American Health Care Act will 
give back more options for families and 
other Americans that desperately need 
this help and to meet all the goals that 
we are setting out to do. 

f 

MEND THE LAW, NOT END THE 
LAW 

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

Ms. ROSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to voice my opposition to the re-
peal and replacement of the Affordable 
Care Act. 

I will be the first to admit that 
ObamaCare has its flaws, but we should 
mend the law, not end the law. Because 
of the ACA, we have seen the uninsured 
rate in Nevada and in my district re-
duced by half. 

The GOP replacement would not only 
drop 15 million Americans from their 
insurance and raise healthcare costs on 
hardworking Nevada families, but it 

would end funding for Planned Parent-
hood, taking away affordable 
healthcare services that so many 
women in my district rely on. 

Recently I received a letter from a 
constituent whose family has a history 
of breast cancer. She is so concerned 
that she and her daughter will stop re-
ceiving the regular cancer screenings 
that they need to survive. 

Mr. Speaker, it is unconscionable for 
us to vote on a bill that would create a 
life-or-death situation for millions of 
Americans across the country. 

f 

b 1215 

MEDICAID EXPANSION 

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

Mr. KIHUEN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
new name for the process Republicans 
are using to destroy the Affordable 
Care Act. Instead of repeal and replace, 
how about we name it ‘‘we cut and 
gut’’? Cut taxes for millionaires and 
billionaires, and gut coverage for hard-
working Americans. 

The bill would also undermine the 
Medicaid expansion in the Affordable 
Care Act. In Nevada, our own Governor 
Brian Sandoval, a Republican, made 
the decision to work with Democrats 
and expand the Medicaid program. Be-
cause we expanded Medicaid, 320,000 
Nevadans now have health coverage, 
and Nevada’s uninsured rate has 
dropped from 23 percent to 12 percent, 
one of the largest declines in the entire 
country. 

So, Mr. Speaker, I would ask my Re-
publican colleagues: Do you really 
want to turn your backs on hard-
working families just to give billion-
aires a tax cut that they don’t need or 
deserve? 

Mr. Speaker, the silence is deafening. 
f 

THERE ARE RADICAL ISLAMISTS 
WHO WANT TO DESTROY OUR 
WAY OF LIFE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GOHMERT) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the majority 
leader. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
the end of another week in session. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to revisit an im-
portant issue. It seems that what some 
of us were trying to point out for 8 
years under the Obama administration 
fell on deaf ears, that there really are 
radical Islamists who want to destroy 
our way of life in the United States, 
who look at us as infidels, and not just 
Christians, Jews, secularists, and oth-
ers, but even Muslims who do not adapt 
and accept the radical Islamic ways. 

That works to the advantage of some 
because we have seen for 8 years CAIR, 
Muslim Brotherhood-affiliated groups, 
groups that were listed as co-conspira-
tors in the Holy Land Foundation trial 
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back in 2008, where the named defend-
ants were convicted of many counts, 
and they were supporting terrorism. 
They have ties all over the United 
States and they have ties to people 
who constantly had access to President 
Obama’s White House, the State De-
partment, and so many other areas. 

We saw time and time again the 
Obama administration looking the 
other way as serious matters arose in-
volving radical Islamists, both in the 
United States and abroad. The Obama 
administration’s approach was: If we 
can just teach these racist, bigoted, 
Americans to love all Islamists. Be-
cause they wouldn’t point out that 
some are radicals, as my Muslim 
friends don’t hesitate to point out. 

But this administration didn’t want 
to point out that there are radical 
Islamists, that they are part of Islam, 
that many of them are experts in 
Islam, like Baghdadi, who heads up the 
Islamic State. He has a Ph.D. in Is-
lamic studies, so it is kind of difficult 
to say that he has nothing to do with 
Islam when that is the basis for every-
thing he said and did. 

If one goes and looks at the pleading 
that the judge declassified from 2008 of 
testimony given by Khalid Sheikh Mo-
hammed in a court at Guantanamo 
Bay, he makes very clear that he is not 
insane, that he is very lucid. He files a 
very impressive document explaining 
himself. 

For everything that he said, for ex-
ample, about the need to kill Chris-
tians and Jews, he had a direct quote, 
not from the Koran. Like where often 
Members of Congress, if you bring 
something up on the floor about Islam 
or the Koran, then it is amazing. It 
hasn’t happened in a while, but Mem-
bers who bring something like that up, 
they frequently find themselves being 
presented a Koran. Somebody drops off 
a Koran. 

But, as an expert in the field pointed 
out to me when I showed him the 
Koran that was dropped off at my 
House, he says, that is a Koran, it is 
not a Holy Koran; because what they 
have done is they have taken what 
they call the Holy Koran and they have 
eliminated the verses that support ter-
rorism and the killing of Jews and 
Christians. So if you read from cover to 
cover this Koran, you don’t see any of 
the verses that the most radical 
Islamists rely on for their killing, their 
beheading, their betraying, their lies. 
And it is okay, they believe, to lie if it 
ends up supporting the cause of their 
radical beliefs about Islam. 

One of the reasons that I contend 
with so many others here that Egypt 
ought to be one of our dearest friends 
is because they have an elected presi-
dent. Yes, he was a former general, like 
Eisenhower, like George Washington, 
like Andrew Jackson, like so many 
who had been generals before they be-
came President. They understand war-
fare. 

But the radical Islamists in the 
United States, so many of them, Mus-

lim Brotherhood-related groups, they 
pointed out time and again: Look, we 
know we are going to have to get to vi-
olence at some point. But for now, we 
are making so much progress in taking 
over the United States without using 
violence that right now violence dis-
tracts from what we are trying to do. 

Some of us continue to point out 
that what the Obama administration 
constantly used as their fight against, 
not radical Islam—they couldn’t say 
that like President Trump does—but 
they would say against violent extre-
mism: We have got to spend millions 
and millions, and hundreds of millions 
of dollars fighting violent extremism. 

They believed what the often Muslim 
Brotherhood-affiliated individuals 
would say: Yes, if we spend that money 
teaching people to love and accept 
Islam, then the problem goes away and 
there is no more violence. 

Which is, in and of itself, a complete 
lie. 

So the Obama administration has 
been spending money on things. I am 
told by someone who was looking at 
the ways that the Obama administra-
tion spent hard-earned taxpayer dollars 
paid to the government, and then the 
Obama administration would turn 
around and spend it. I am told by some-
one in Homeland Security—I haven’t 
seen it—but they even had a project 
spending taxpayer dollars to fight rad-
ical Islam by teaching schoolchildren 
pro-Islamic songs to sing. It is one of 
the reasons I am so glad we have had a 
change of President. 

I know that there are so many people 
across the aisle, not necessarily people 
here in this body, but across the coun-
try, who keep saying: Oh, there is so 
much prejudice against Muslims, and 
that is the whole problem. If we can 
eliminate the prejudice against Islam, 
against Muslims, there will be no more 
violence. 

There are those that are in this body 
here who have gone so far to show how 
open-minded they are and how much 
they embrace the ideals of Islam, and 
are in no way bigoted, that they have 
exposed this body to criminals, to 
hacking; and who knows just how far 
the security breaches go. 

Mr. Speaker, we brought this up, but 
it is important to take note that this 
body—there were no Republicans that 
hired them, but Imran Awan seemed to 
be the ring leader, Abid Awan, Jamal 
Awan, Hina Alvi, Natalia Sova, each 
making $160,000-plus from the House of 
Representatives. The Awan brothers 
are of Pakistani descent. I am told the 
leader is now back in Pakistan while 
they are being investigated, but their 
immigration status appears unclear 
right now. They had been hired as IT 
specialists, computer specialists, to 
help some of my Democratic friends 
with their computer systems. And as 
suspicious activity continued to mount 
over the last 12 years, it was dismissed. 

And I am reading from an article 
that Luke Rosiak, March 8, from The 
Daily Caller wrote. 

b 1230 
I’m reading from an article that 

Luke Rosiak, March 8, of the Daily 
Caller wrote: 

It was dismissed because these five individ-
uals were being unfairly picked on because 
they are Muslim. 

Well, some of us don’t care what 
their religious beliefs are unless their 
religious beliefs happen to cause them 
to believe that our Constitution needed 
to be eliminated and replaced by noth-
ing but sharia law, and our elected 
leaders needed to be replaced by what 
they believe is a holy appointment of a 
caliph or an imam. 

This article from March 8 says that 
congressional staffers suspected of im-
properly accessing sensitive data alleg-
edly controlled their stepmother with 
violent threats in a plan to use her to 
access assets stored in the Middle East 
in their father’s name. 

So just when we thought this whole 
matter could not get any more bizarre, 
these five, according to one of their 
employers here in this House, he says— 
and I have no reason to doubt him— 
that they are Muslim. But I know my 
friends. They don’t want to ever be per-
ceived as being bigoted because they 
are not. But they have gone so far 
overboard in trying to show how open- 
minded they are, they have exposed 
this body to security breaches that are 
really unbelievable. 

I understand from my friend, DEVIN 
NUNES, that these individuals were not, 
best they can tell, ever given access to 
the classified material in the separate 
classified system that the intel com-
munity has. 

Talking about running the Demo-
cratic House Members’ computer net-
works, this article says: ‘‘Days before 
U.S. Capitol Police told House Mem-
bers three Pakistani brothers who ran 
their computer networks may have sto-
len congressional data, their step-
mother called Fairfax County, Vir-
ginia, police to say the Democratic 
staffers were keeping her from her hus-
band’s deathbed.’’ 

A relative described her situation as 
being kept in captivity by the brothers 
for months while they schemed to take 
their father’s life insurance. 

The brothers, as IT professionals— 
computer experts—for Congress, could 
read House Members’ emails and also 
had full access to their calendars: who 
they were meeting with and where they 
were meeting. 

Anyway, the article says they ‘‘alleg-
edly used wiretapping devices on their 
own stepmother and threatened to 
abduct loved ones in Pakistan if she 
didn’t give them access to money 
stowed away in that country. 

‘‘On February 2, House officials 
banned Imran, Abid, and Jamal Awan 
from the House of Representatives net-
work as part of a Capitol Police crimi-
nal investigation into House computer 
security.’’ 

But longtime employers, including— 
and it has been in the news—our friend, 
Congresswoman DEBBIE WASSERMAN 
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SCHULTZ, and others are named have 
stood by these suspected criminals. But 
they did say they had access to their 
data. 

They say we have ‘‘ ‘seen no evidence 
that they were doing anything that 
was nefarious’ like steal or hack, and 
were being unfairly picked on for being 
Muslim. 

‘‘But a Fairfax police report obtained 
by The Daily Caller News Foundation 
Investigative Group says that sepa-
rately from that investigation, on 
Thursday, on January 5 at 2 p.m., 
‘Samani Galani called police after her 
stepchildren were denying her access to 
her husband of 8 years, Muhammad 
Shah, who is currently hospitalized,’ 
and police responded to the Springfield 
home she shared with him. 

‘‘ ‘I made contact with her stepson, 
Abid, who responded to location and 
was obviously upset with the situation. 
He stated he has full power of attorney 
over his father and produced an un-
signed, undated document as proof,’ of-
ficers wrote.’’ 

Then the officer said: ‘‘He refused to 
disclose his father’s location.’’ 

So he didn’t even have a signed power 
of attorney yet continued to assert— 
and, again, this is someone who is 
given access to the privileged computer 
material of people here on Capitol Hill. 
I am told by other IT professionals 
that do work here that, if you know 
what you are doing and you have ac-
cess to even one Congress Member’s 
computer, which means their calendar, 
their emails, and notes taken and 
stored on the computer about meet-
ings, then it is very easy—you are 
good—to access virtually anybody 
else’s information here in Congress. 

I was told some time back by one of 
my friends in Intelligence that at one 
time there was concern about positions 
I had taken like in support of Egypt 
against the Muslim Brotherhood and 
that there were those who were moni-
toring people that came to my office. I 
was told that they know everybody 
that walks into your office. 

So when you see these kinds of re-
ports, Mr. Speaker, it is a little dis-
concerting. It is disconcerting that 
people are not more concerned here in 
this body about the potential for the 
kind of breach that is being stated 
here. 

Anyway the article goes on: ‘‘The fa-
ther died days later, with his children 
denying him a final moment with his 
loved one, and the body was taken to 
Pakistan, where there were significant 
assets in their father’s name. Galani 
was shocked to learn that his death 
certificate’’—that of her husband— 
‘‘listed him as divorced, according to a 
relative of Galani’s. The relative spoke 
only on condition of anonymity. 

‘‘ ‘They kept their stepmother in sort 
of illegal captivity from October 16, 
2016, to February 2,’ the relative said, 
telling her they were in charge of her 
life and said she was not allowed to 
speak to anyone. The fact that she did 
not speak English made it easy for 
them to take advantage of her. 

‘‘As Shah laid hospitalized, ‘they 
would not let the father communicate 
with the wife, they would say he’d be 
meeting her when they said so.’ 

‘‘The brothers bugged her house with 
hidden listening devices and told her 
‘her movements were under constant 
surveillance and conversations within 
the house and over the telephone were 
being listened to. They would repeat 
what she had told people to prove that 
they were really listening.’ 

‘‘ ‘This happened in the United States 
of America, can you believe it?’ the rel-
ative asked. 

‘‘Galani obtained a secret cellphone 
and stood in the yard to communicate 
with relatives, who encouraged her to 
call the police. . . . 

‘‘After she did, Abid ‘threatened her 
very severely, made her fearful, they 
told her they are going to abduct or 
kidnap her family back in Pakistan, 
and she had to apologize.’ ’’ 

Imran is the individual who had done 
computer work here for so many of our 
Democratic friends here in the House. 

‘‘Imran then tried ‘to manipulate 
her. She said to him, ‘‘if you say you 
are my son, then why are you keeping 
my phone conversations listened to?’’ 
So he said he would remove the de-
vices. He came into the house and she 
saw him remove a couple,’ including 
under the kitchen counter.’’ 

So it is interesting. We have these 
guys who Members of Congress said: 
They don’t need a background check. 
We can trust them. We are open-mind-
ed. They are Muslims, but we are not 
prejudiced. We don’t even require a 
background check because we know we 
can trust them. 

Mr. Speaker, we don’t know what 
they did here in the House, but in their 
stepmother’s house they planted listen-
ing devices. Apparently, they knew 
where to get them, and they knew how 
to use them in the home. It still leads 
one to wonder: What all did they do 
during the 12 years they were working 
on computer systems here on Capitol 
Hill? 

Still, we know the allegations have 
been talked about at length in the 
media about the hacking of the Demo-
cratic National Committee, but I keep 
asking: Are these the guys that set up 
the Democratic National Committee’s 
computers, guys that are good at 
planting listening devices and who are 
good at setting up cameras to monitor 
movement and what is going on? Did 
these guys help the Democratic Na-
tional Committee set up their system 
without any background checks? Are 
these the guys that made it so vulner-
able to being hacked by Russians or 
most anyone else who cared to try? 

‘‘Galani learned from a life insurance 
executive that ‘a few days before the 
father’s death, the beneficiary was 
changed and Abid became the bene-
ficiary,’ the relative said. On top of 
that, the Springfield house where she 
lived would go to Abid. 

‘‘Galani fled from the brothers and 
has filed a second police complaint 

with Fairfax County over insurance 
fraud and other abuses. 

‘‘Abid did not return a request for 
comment from’’ the Daily Caller. 

It also pointed out that, after Mr. 
Shah passed away, these people that 
were doing computer work for Members 
of Congress without background checks 
came into her house. She said that 
whatever documents were there they 
stole, along with a couple of laptops 
that were their father’s property, and 
they left for Pakistan. 

Now, I heard somebody that should 
have known that the ringleader here 
that headed up the computer company 
that serviced so many of the—well, this 
article talks about a handful of Demo-
crats, but I have been hearing that at 
one time, over the years, over the last 
12 years, they may have serviced as 
many as 80 different Democratic Mem-
bers of Congress’ computers. 

But the relatives are coming forward 
now, according to the article, because 
Members of Congress have attempted 
to downplay the brothers’ potential 
crimes and have limited the investiga-
tion to just the Capitol Police, who 
lack the ability to investigate cyber 
breaches and international crimes, and 
despite naming the brothers as sus-
pects, have not even arrested them. 
This is, apparently, a Muslim woman 
who says that she is fighting to protect 
the country—talking about the United 
States—these are very bad people. 

This kind of reminds one of the fa-
ther who came forward to point out 
that his son had become radicalized 
and was a terrorist threat because, 
under the Obama administration, they 
purged the training documents so FBI 
agents, State Department officials, and 
intelligence officials would not know 
what to look for to spot radical 
Islamists. 

We know most Muslims are not ter-
rorists. They are not radicalized. Most 
are loving people and want to live in 
peace. That includes friends of mine 
who have lived all their lives in Af-
ghanistan and were glad to fight 
against the Taliban in Afghanistan be-
cause they didn’t want radical Islam. 
They are Muslim. They didn’t want 
radical Islamists running the country. 

b 1245 
Radical Islamists hate moderate 

Muslims as much as they do Christians 
and Jews. 

So, this lady says she is trying to 
protect our country because Members 
are not realizing how exposed Congress 
has been. As she says—she is the step-
mother: These are very bad people. 

Politico reported that Imran and his 
wife, Hina Alvi, are personal friends 
with the former DNC chair, Ms. 
WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, when she was 
subject to an email hack that was 
blamed on the Russians. 

This article is dated March 8. Appar-
ently, Imran still hasn’t been fired, 
even though he was banned from the 
House network, but that has been cir-
cumvented by having him serving as an 
adviser. 
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Well, Imran began working for her in 

2005, the article says, and soon after, 
his two brothers and two of their wives 
all appeared on the congressional pay-
roll, collecting more than $4 million. 
That is over this period of time, of 
course. 

The brothers had numerous addi-
tional sources of income, all of which 
seemed to disappear. While they were 
supposedly working for the House, the 
brothers were running a car dealership 
full time that didn’t pay its vendors. 
After one Rao Abbas threatened to sue 
them, he began receiving a paycheck 
from another Democratic member of 
the House of Representatives, also 
from Florida. 

While they were working for House 
Members—and it should be pointed out, 
not any Republican Members—they 
were working for House Members, in-
cluding members of the Homeland Se-
curity and Foreign Affairs Commit-
tees—the dealership took and never re-
paid a $100,000 loan from Dr. Ali Al- 
Attar, who is a fugitive from U.S. au-
thorities and is linked to Hezbollah. 

This is perfectly consistent with 
what was going on for 8 years under 
President Obama. You had Imam 
Majid, who had been president of an or-
ganization that was listed as a cocon-
spirator. 

So, whatever happened to all of those 
coconspirators named by the U.S. De-
partment of Justice? 

Well, I understood from a former 
member of DOJ under the Bush admin-
istration that they took this first case, 
and if they were successful in getting 
convictions, then they would turn 
around and go after the other co-
conspirators. 

But the interesting thing that hap-
pened immediately after that convic-
tion in late 2008, we had a new Presi-
dent, and Eric Holder became Attorney 
General. Eric Holder had no interest in 
prosecuting the named coconspirators 
of those convicted of supporting ter-
rorism. 

So, we spent 8 years with the Obama 
administration listening to people who 
identified not just being part of, but 
leading coconspirator groups and sup-
porting terrorism. 

Of course, he was an American cit-
izen by birth. His parents were both 
from Yemen. They came here on visas. 
He was born. They went back and 
trained him to hate America, as I first 
pointed out, had been occurring 7 years 
ago, after a friend in an international 
setting advised me that this person 
knew of radical Islamic leaders who 
sent their wives to the United States 
to have babies so they can bring them 
back, teach them to hate America, and 
they would be American citizens. They 
could come in and out at will. 

I know CNN refused to do a proper in-
vestigation. They like name calling 
better than doing proper investiga-
tions. 

Our Nation is threatened by people 
that hate us. Different countries had 
what many referred to as birth right 
travel programs. 

China was bragging that they had the 
best birth right travel programs. You 
pay money to this travel group, they 
would get you a visa to come to the 
United States. Of course, you would 
want to come during the third tri-
mester of pregnancy so you can have a 
child in the United States. 

Then, some of them would advise: We 
will even help you make sure your 
child has an American passport before 
he or she leaves the U.S. so that your 
child can never be denied entrance, 
whether it is for college, for work, for 
whatever, they can come in and out as 
they pleased. 

That is how a man named Anwar al- 
Awlaki, an American citizen, helped 
the Clinton administration, helped the 
Bush administration. 

I had someone who was working at 
one time for the administration advise 
me that the Obama administration was 
really upset because they thought 
Anwar al-Awlaki was helping them as 
kind of a double or maybe triple agent. 
When they found out that he was not 
actually helping the United States, he 
was still helping radicalize individuals, 
was behind some of the radicalization 
of people that went on to kill Ameri-
cans in the United States. 

With all of those ties, in fact, there 
are photographs of him leading right 
here in this building in which I stand, 
Mr. Speaker, Friday prayers with Mus-
lim staffers here on Capitol Hill; lead-
ing those prayers. 

President Obama thinks that with all 
his ties to people in his administration, 
to people on Capitol Hill, this guy, an 
American citizen, free to come in and 
go as he wishes, was so dangerous, we 
could not possibly allow him to come 
back and have a trial where he could 
testify about all his connections to 
people in the Obama administration, or 
Bush or Clinton administration. This 
guy is so dangerous, we better blow 
him up in Yemen; silence him forever. 
We don’t want to give this guy a trial. 
Silence him forever—the first Amer-
ican citizen to be ordered killed by a 
President without a trial, with a drone 
strike. That was Anwar Al-Awlaki. 
There are so many others. 

A Muslim brother, the former Presi-
dent of Egypt who was ordered re-
moved by the largest gathering of 
peaceable demonstrators in the history 
of the world, these were incredible 
Egyptian people—Muslims, Christians, 
Jews, secularists—all joined together 
to demand the removal of this corrupt, 
evil Morsi. 

Even though we did have Senator 
MCCAIN fly over there and demand the 
Egyptians release this Muslim brother 
and put him back in charge, he was on 
his way to becoming what Chavez was 
to Venezuela, he was about to be to 
Egypt. 

So it wasn’t just Democrats that 
were fooled. But thank God—I do 
thank God—that the Egyptian people 
would not have it. Morsi claimed to 
have had 13 million or so votes, but the 
Egyptians tell me, when I have been 

over there visiting with friends, that 
they knew there was a lot of fraud and 
that he probably did not get elected 
with a majority of the votes. But the 
Muslim Brotherhood made clear to his 
opponents and those who wanted him 
removed: If you try to remove Morsi, 
we will burn this country down. 

When Morsi was removed, the Mus-
lim Brotherhood tried to do that. They 
burned many churches—dozens of 
them—attacked synagogues, and then 
they tried to blame this on the army 
and others in Egypt, but it was very 
clear it was the Muslim Brotherhood 
carrying out their threat that, if you 
remove the Muslim brother leader 
Morsi from Presidency before he took 
all control, all while he was taking his 
commands from an imam, a religious, 
holy, radicalized Islam. I am told they 
had him on video taking orders from 
such an imam. 

Well, he didn’t get back into power, 
and they recognized the Muslim Broth-
erhood as a terrorist group. 

My friend, TED CRUZ, has filed a bill 
with many cosponsors, as I understand, 
and we filed one here in the House, to 
recognize the Muslim Brotherhood as 
the terrorist organization that it is. 

I know that replacing ObamaCare as 
a system for taking care of people’s 
health is a priority for so many of us, 
but we have got to multitask and not 
lose sight of the fact that we are still 
under the threat of radical Islam. They 
still want to kill us. They still want to 
eliminate our way of life here in the 
United States. 

So, while we are, hopefully, about to 
create a better healthcare system in 
the United States, we have got to make 
sure the United States is protected. 
And for those who are so open-minded 
that they want to make sure that no 
Muslim ever suspects them of being 
prejudiced, they would allow people to 
get into our computer system con-
stantly, without a background check, 
we are being put at risk. 

We were put at risk when the Obama 
administration listened to CAIR, the 
Council on American-Islamic Rela-
tions, the group you hear from imme-
diately after there is a terrorist at-
tack, basically challenging people: How 
dare you say this was a Muslim. Well, 
it was a radical Islamic. Oh, so you are 
an Islamophobe. 

I kept hearing from people inside 
homeland security that we were spend-
ing more time and effort training our 
officers to spot Islamophobes than we 
were training them to understand rad-
ical Islam. But that is exactly why 
Tsarnaev was never stopped, was never 
picked up and prevented from killing 
and maiming people in Boston. 

The FBI agents, doing the best that 
they could, being deprived of Kim Jen-
sen’s 700-plus pages of radical Islam 
that the Obama administration did not 
want FBI trainees to see and to know. 

They finally brought it back toward 
the end, but most FBI trainees never 
got any training on what radical Islam 
looks like. They never knew what ques-
tions to ask. They never knew what 
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questions to ask at a mosque. And yes, 
if somebody is suspected of being a rad-
ical Islamist, you should go to the 
mosque and talk to their friends, find 
out how they were acting, find out 
what their new religious practices 
were. There are people that understood 
and have studied radical Islam. They 
knew. Kim Jensen knew. 

b 1300 

So I am very hopeful that people like 
Kim Jensen will be given free rein to 
once again fully train our Justice De-
partment officials, people like Phil 
Haney. I am hopeful and prayerful that 
Phil, after he had so much information 
that was deleted under Secretary 
Napolitano establishing ties to ter-
rorism—they wanted them deleted be-
cause many of them had ties with the 
White House and it would make the 
White House look bad. 

But when Secretary Napolitano 
talked about, Yeah, we get pinged and 
then we connect the dots, well, she 
oversaw the elimination of dots, she 
oversaw the elimination of the ability 
to ping, as she said, and she exposed 
our country to dangers that were com-
pletely unnecessary if proper training 
had been given to our people in the 
Justice Department, in our Homeland 
Security Department, in our intel-
ligence agencies and groups. 

It really is clear from what has been 
going on. I have only been here under 
two Presidents—President George W. 
Bush, President Obama—and now the 
third, President Trump. But under the 
first two administrations that I served 
with, we were told repeatedly that use 
of the section 215 program or the 702 
program that allows wiretapping of for-
eign agents, we were assured that if an 
American citizen were picked up, no-
body knows the name, it is imme-
diately masked, the conversation is 
minimized, so you don’t have access to 
that. 

We were told a lot of things that 
turned out to be lies. And it does ap-
pear that Snowden was guilty of trea-
son from what we have seen. He should 
be tried and, if convicted, punished se-
verely. But I sure learned a lot from 
what got released. I learned that we 
were lied to during the Obama years 
about what was or wasn’t being done in 
surveilling American citizens, and at 
least the last part of the Bush adminis-
tration. It could be the Presidents 
didn’t know. But somebody knew. If we 
do not, in this body, give President 
Trump the ability to do what he be-
came famous for—and that is say 
‘‘You’re fired’’—then this country is 
not going to get back on a sound basis. 
There will continue to be people who 
will monitor others illegally, improp-
erly, unconstitutionally, and use that 
information to get rid of leaders who 
don’t play ball with them. That is dan-
gerous. 

We hear of foreign intelligence people 
who are corrupt spy on their own peo-
ple, and they are impressed with what 
was going on under the Obama admin-

istration and feel like that was a 
dream come true for anyone in intel-
ligence, to be able to monitor the peo-
ple of a country, like has been going 
on. I mean, it has got to be cleaned up 
or we lose our freedoms. Once you have 
the ability to reach in to people’s pri-
vate lives, that completely—you don’t 
even have to have a case. You can de-
stroy their lives. 

A good example was Senator Ted Ste-
vens of Alaska. Somebody should have 
gone to prison for what happened to 
that man. As a former prosecutor, 
judge, and chief justice—I prosecuted 
people as a prosecutor, I sentenced peo-
ple who were convicted when I was a 
judge, I ruled on convictions when I 
was a Chief Justice—I had to make 
sure due process was followed and the 
people got a fair trial, evidence was not 
obtained illegally. But in Ted Stevens’ 
case, I know when I read that he had 
had this addition—I can’t remember 
now; I am going strictly off recollec-
tion, but like 700,000 or so improve-
ments to his home, and I thought, oh, 
come on, you have got to know, Sen-
ator, you can’t have that kind of im-
provement free to your home. You 
can’t do that. 

But they came in with search war-
rants, took all of his documentation. 
They got all of his bank records, they 
got all of his computers, his flash 
drives, anything that had memory on 
it. They took all of his documentation. 
The man could not defend himself. He 
had, as it turns out, proof that he over-
paid, maybe by half a million dollars, 
and that the prosecutor had material— 
a note, as I recall—from the contractor 
saying something like: Look, you are 
overpaying me. 

Senator Stevens said: Yeah, I have 
got to overpay you because they will 
look closely at everything I do. I guess 
I am overpaying you, but I want the 
addition, and I have got to do this so I 
never get in trouble. Don’t even cause 
the least suspicion. I have got to over-
pay you, so just take the overpayment. 

He didn’t have those documents, and 
he was not allowed to testify about 
documents that were not producible. 
He couldn’t produce them because the 
prosecutors or the FBI, somebody kept 
those and refused to turn them over, 
which is a violation of the law, and it 
is a crime to unfairly prosecute some-
body when you know they have evi-
dence to prove they are innocent. 

You don’t even give it back to him so 
he can use it and show the truth? 

Thank God there was a whistleblower 
who finally exposed—if I recall cor-
rectly, I believe it was an FBI agent. 
The judge hit the roof, of course. Any 
judge. I would have. You deceived us? 
You caused this prosecution, had the 
trial right before the election so he 
would lose? You changed the election? 

You talk about the Russians, for 
heaven’s sake. That was an intentional 
invasion, and it wasn’t by Russians. It 
was by Americans. They ran that Re-
publican Senator out of his office, basi-
cally destroyed his life. If he had been 

in the Senate, he wouldn’t have been in 
that airplane when it went down. 

But that is what a corrupt govern-
ment can do. They can come after any-
body. We have got to clean out the 
Federal Government of people who 
have become dizzy with their power. I 
always thought it interesting, one of 
the most powerful dictators in history 
responsible for killing, starving mil-
lions of people, Stalin, one of his 
quotes was: With power, dizziness. 

We have got a lot of dizzy people 
working in the Federal Government. 
Thank God that there are not more of 
those than there are people who love 
America, who really do keep their oath 
to the Constitution. But it has become 
very dangerous, and we have got to get 
to the bottom of this. 

I have had people say: Louie, aren’t 
you worried? I mean, you are talking 
about people who can destroy a Sen-
ator, can destroy all kinds of people. 
Aren’t you worried they will come 
after you, try to destroy you the same 
way? 

I am more concerned about my coun-
try. We have got to salvage this coun-
try’s freedoms from the brink that it 
came to under the Obama administra-
tion 

Then we have a report, March 6, Paul 
Bedard, Washington Examiner: 300 Ref-
ugees Probed As Terrorists. 

‘‘In a bid to bolster President 
Trump’s new executive order sus-
pending travelers from six nations into 
the U.S., federal law enforcement offi-
cials revealed that they are inves-
tigating 300 refugees for terrorist ties. 

‘‘While U.S. officials would not pro-
vide details on the FBI investigations, 
they did say that they are refugees 
‘who either infiltrated with hostile in-
tent or radicalized’ since coming into 
the United States.’’ 

So these investigations are ongoing. I 
heard yet again this week a number of 
times, some of my friends across the 
aisle would say: Look, these refugees 
are not a problem. They are vetted for 
2 years. We don’t have to worry about 
them. 

Yes, we do. We have already seen peo-
ple who came in as refugees, people 
who were granted asylum. A couple of 
them, I believe it was Tennessee or 
Kentucky where they got asylum. They 
had not bothered to check or notice 
that their fingerprints were on IEDs 
that were set up to kill Americans. 

So this 2-year vetting, oh, no, no, it 
is a long, tedious process to make sure 
they are okay. Well, I found out this 
week from an official with Homeland 
Security who said he wanted to know 
just how thorough the 2-year investiga-
tion and vetting was by the U.N. be-
cause he knew Homeland Security 
didn’t do 2 years of vetting on these 
refugees. And, of course, the judges— 
who don’t know ‘‘sic ‘em’’ from ‘‘come 
here’’—out in the 9th Circuit think 
they have the right under the Constitu-
tion to be dictators, and for them, 
without proper knowledge of what is 
and isn’t a threat to this country, to 
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just dismiss orders that the President 
had the authority to make and just 
say, oh, they are unconstitutional, 
even though from their own statements 
they proved their own ignorance. 

So we have got refugees coming in. 
Thank God somebody at the Homeland 
Security Department wanted to get to 
the bottom of exactly what occurs dur-
ing the 2 years that the United Nations 
refugee program does in vetting people. 
So he went straight to the person in 
charge of the refugee program at that 
time. He said: I would like to get a de-
scription of the processes of vetting 
that refugees go through from these 
countries they allege they are coming 
from. What all does the U.N. do to vet 
these refugees? 

And the answer came back: Well, ac-
tually, we don’t do any vetting of the 
refugees. It is a long 2-year process 
most of the time, as we are trying to 
convince countries to take these peo-
ple. We are not spending any of that 
time looking into their background. 
The 2 years is what it usually takes to 
get a country to accept them, figure 
out where they are going to go. No, 
somebody else must do that. We don’t 
worry about that. We are just trying to 
find a place for them. 

Mr. Speaker, the next time you hear 
somebody say, Oh, no, this is a very 
thorough 2-year process of vetting 
these refugees of making sure they are 
not a threat, then I hope it will come 
to your mind that a representative of 
the U.N. talking to one of our top 
Homeland Security people—and I am 
not going to give his name, but he was 
told: We don’t do any vetting. We are 
just trying to find a place to put them. 
When we find somebody who will take 
them, we feel like we have done a great 
thing. 

Well, maybe, if they are not terror-
ists. 

b 1315 

But we have seen the data that indi-
cates that for the amount of money it 
costs to bring a refugee from the Mid-
dle East to the United States and take 
care of them for a year, what happens 
to the money actually spent, you could 
take care of 12 refugees if they were 
kept in the area and provided a safe 
area. That is what the Obama adminis-
tration should have done. Instead of 
drawing red lines that it couldn’t find 
after it drew them, the Obama adminis-
tration should have said: We are going 
to participate in creating a safe area, 
provide flyover and provide people 
there. We are going to provide a safe 
area for refugees to come to until the 
war is over and people can return to 
their homes. 

Rather than create a system that 
will allow our enemies, the Islamic 
State and others, to do as they prom-
ised us they have been doing and will 
continue to do, and that is putting 
their terrorists in amongst the refu-
gees, instead of doing that, putting our 
country at risk, let’s let them stay 
near to their home, provide them safe-

ty, help provide them with what they 
need. Because when the greatest coun-
try, strongest country, most charitable 
country in the history of the world be-
comes so self-righteous that they feel 
like they don’t need to do vetting, 
when they become so taken with ap-
pearing to be open-minded that they 
don’t even protect themselves by doing 
what used to be called due diligence 
and checking on people to make sure 
they are not a threat to others around 
them, instead of doing that, we show 
irresponsibility when it comes to pro-
tecting America as when you are at 
risk of losing the country. 

But Americans, by a huge majority 
of electors, electoral college, elected 
President Trump. They wanted a 
change. When you look at a map that 
shows all of the counties that voted for 
President Trump and those that voted 
for Hillary Clinton, you see that our 
friends across the aisle, part of a party 
that has really become a fringe party, 
has the fringes of the country. But the 
massive interior—most, except for 
some big cities here and there—is peo-
ple that want to preserve and protect 
the most blessed place to raise a family 
that there has ever been. 

I am sure Solomon’s Israel was ap-
parently an amazing place, but the peo-
ple didn’t have our freedoms. But we 
are in danger of losing them when we 
become so cocky that we think we 
don’t have to check on people to make 
sure they are not a threat. That actu-
ally is a form of bias. They are so 
afraid that people might say that you 
are closed-minded that they don’t even 
do a background check, but they would 
for someone who is not Muslim, then 
that is a form of bias. 

We have got to use commonsense, we 
have got to protect America, or we will 
be cursed when we are gone and our 
children see what we have done. 

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

f 

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO 
THE UNITED STATES HOLO-
CAUST MEMORIAL COUNCIL 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to 36 U.S.C. 2302, 
and the order of the House of January 
3, 2017, of the following Members on the 
part of the House to the United States 
Holocaust Memorial Council: 

Mr. DEUTCH, Florida 
Mr. SCHNEIDER, Illinois 

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. JONES (at the request of Mr. 
MCCARTHY) for today on account of 
personal reasons. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 1 o’clock and 20 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until Tuesday, March 
14, 2017, at noon for morning-hour de-
bate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

763. A letter from the Acting Secretary, 
Army, Department of Defense, transmitting 
a letter indicating that one active Army 
military musical unit accepted services val-
ued at $9,160, pursuant to 10 U.S.C. 974(d)(3); 
Public Law 110-181, Sec. 590(a)(1) (as amended 
by Public Law 113-66, Sec. 351); (127 Stat. 742); 
to the Committee on Armed Services. 

764. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory 
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s 
final NUREG — Operator Licensing Exam-
ination Standards for Power Reactors 
(NUREG-1021, Rev. 11) received March 6, 2017, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

765. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six- 
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to significant malicious 
cyber-enabled activities that was declared in 
Executive Order 13694 of April 1, 2015, pursu-
ant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); Public Law 94-412, 
Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257) and 50 U.S.C. 
1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec 204(c); (91 Stat. 
1627); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

766. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a semi-
annual report detailing telecommunications- 
related payments made to Cuba pursuant to 
Department of the Treasury licenses during 
the period from July 1 through December 31, 
2016, pursuant to 22 U.S.C. 6004(e)(6); Public 
Law 102-484, Sec. 1705(e)(6) (as amended by 
Public Law 104-114, Sec. 102)(g)); (110 Stat. 
794); to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOULTIONS 

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. ROE of Tennessee: Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. H.R. 1181. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to clarify the 
conditions under which certain persons may 
be treated as adjudicated mentally incom-
petent for certain purposes (Rept. 115–33). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee: Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. H.R. 1259. A bill to amend 
title 38, United States Code, to provide for 
the removal or demotion of employees of the 
Department of Veterans Affairs based on per-
formance or misconduct, and for other pur-
poses (Rept. 115–34 Pt. 1). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee: Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. H.R. 1367. A bill to improve 
the authority of the Secretary of Veterans 
Affairs to hire and retain physicians and 
other employees of the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, and for other purposes (Rept. 
115–35 Pt. 1). Referred to the Committee of 
the Whole House on the state of the Union. 
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DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform discharged from further 
consideration. H.R. 1259 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 
Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform discharged from further 
consideration. H.R. 1367 referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

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. LAMALFA: 
H.R. 1491. A bill to reaffirm the action of 

the Secretary of the Interior to take land 
into trust for the benefit of the Santa Ynez 
Band of Chumash Mission Indians, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
H.R. 1492. A bill to amend the Controlled 

Substances Act to direct the Attorney Gen-
eral to register practitioners to transport 
controlled substances to States in which the 
practitioner is not registered under the Act 
for the purpose of administering the sub-
stances (under applicable State law) at loca-
tions other than principal places of business 
or professional practice; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committee on the Judiciary, for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. DENHAM: 
H.R. 1493. A bill to amend the Americans 

with Disabilities Act of 1990 to impose notice 
and a compliance opportunity to be provided 
before commencement of a private civil ac-
tion; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas (for himself, 
Mr. DEUTCH, Mr. CHABOT, Mr. GAETZ, 
Mr. FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. MARINO, 
Mr. RASKIN, Mr. JEFFRIES, Mr. 
FARENTHOLD, Mr. TED LIEU of Cali-
fornia, Mr. NADLER, Mr. COHEN, and 
Mr. SWALWELL of California): 

H.R. 1494. A bill to revise section 48 of title 
18, United States Code, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mrs. LOVE (for herself, Mr. DEUTCH, 
Mr. HILL, Mr. CURBELO of Florida, 
Mr. PEARCE, Mr. CHAFFETZ, Mr. 
YODER, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. 
RYAN of Ohio, Mr. ROUZER, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. 
KING of New York, and Mr. ZELDIN): 

H.R. 1495. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to adjust the effective date of 
certain reductions and discontinuances of de-
pendency and indemnity compensation under 
the laws administered by the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Ms. BASS (for herself, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Ms. LEE, Ms. PLASKETT, Mrs. 
NAPOLITANO, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. EVANS, Mr. SWALWELL of 
California, Mr. NADLER, Mr. COSTA, 
Ms. BROWNLEY of California, Mr. 
TAKANO, and Mrs. DINGELL): 

H.R. 1496. A bill to designate the facility of 
the United States Postal Service located at 
4040 West Washington Boulevard in Los An-
geles, California, as the ‘‘Marvin Gaye Post 

Office’’; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York (for her-
self, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
HASTINGS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
VEASEY, Ms. LEE, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE 
JOHNSON of Texas, Ms. BASS, Mr. 
RICHMOND, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN, Mr. EVANS, Mr. AL GREEN of 
Texas, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, 
Mr. SOTO, and Ms. KELLY of Illinois): 

H.R. 1497. A bill to require all deportation 
officers of U.S. Immigrations and Customs 
Enforcement to wear body cameras when en-
gaged in field operations and removal pro-
ceedings, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CONYERS (for himself, Ms. 
BASS, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. BEYER, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. BLUMENAUER, 
Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Mr. CART-
WRIGHT, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Ms. CLARK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. COHEN, Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DANNY K. 
DAVIS of Illinois, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. 
DELAURO, Mr. DEUTCH, Mrs. DINGELL, 
Mr. EVANS, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. GRIJALVA, Mr. HASTINGS, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Ms. JAYAPAL, Mr. 
JEFFRIES, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHN-
SON of Texas, Mr. JOHNSON of Geor-
gia, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mr. KEN-
NEDY, Mr. KILMER, Mrs. LAWRENCE, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. MOORE, 
Mr. NADLER, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. 
NORTON, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. PETERS, Mr. 
RASKIN, Mr. RICHMOND, Mr. RUSH, Mr. 
SARBANES, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of Wash-
ington, Mr. SWALWELL of California, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi, Mr. 
VEASEY, Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Ms. MAXINE WATERS of 
California, and Ms. CLARKE of New 
York): 

H.R. 1498. A bill to eliminate racial 
profiling by law enforcement, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. COURTNEY (for himself and 
Mr. WOODALL): 

H.R. 1499. A bill to provide penalties for 
countries that systematically and unreason-
ably refuse or delay repatriation of certain 
nationals, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition 
to the Committee on Foreign Affairs, 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. CROWLEY (for himself, Mr. 
THOMAS J. ROONEY of Florida, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania, Miss RICE of New York, and 
Mr. MCGOVERN): 

H.R. 1500. A bill to redesignate the small 
triangular property located in Washington, 
DC, and designated by the National Park 
Service as reservation 302 as ‘‘Robert Emmet 
Park’’, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois (for 
himself, Ms. ESTY, Mr. PALAZZO, and 
Mr. PANETTA): 

H.R. 1501. A bill to amend title 49, United 
States Code, with respect to apportionments 
to small transit intensive cities, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa (for himself and 
Mr. GOHMERT): 

H.R. 1502. A bill to terminate the EB-5 pro-
gram; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. LOFGREN (for herself, Ms. 
ADAMS, Mr. AGUILAR, Ms. BARRAGÁN, 
Ms. BASS, Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. BERA, 
Mr. BEYER, Mr. BISHOP of Georgia, 
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Ms. BLUNT ROCH-
ESTER, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. BRENDAN F. 
BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. BRADY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. BROWN of Mary-
land, Ms. BROWNLEY of California, 
Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
CAPUANO, Mr. CARBAJAL, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, 
Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Ms. CASTOR of Flor-
ida, Mr. CASTRO of Texas, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Ms. JUDY CHU of Cali-
fornia, Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, 
Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. 
COHEN, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. CONYERS, 
Mr. COOPER, Mr. CORREA, Mr. COURT-
NEY, Mr. CRIST, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
CUELLAR, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. DANNY 
K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mrs. DAVIS of 
California, Mr. DEFAZIO, Ms. 
DEGETTE, Mr. DELANEY, Ms. 
DELAURO, Ms. DELBENE, Mrs. 
DEMINGS, Mr. DESAULNIER, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mrs. DINGELL, Mr. DOGGETT, 
Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. ELLISON, Mr. ENGEL, Ms. 
ESHOO, Mr. ESPAILLAT, Ms. ESTY, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. FOSTER, Ms. FRANKEL of 
Florida, Ms. FUDGE, Ms. GABBARD, 
Mr. GALLEGO, Mr. AL GREEN of Texas, 
Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. 
HANABUSA, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. HECK, 
Mr. HIGGINS of New York, Mr. HIMES, 
Mr. HOYER, Mr. HUFFMAN, Ms. JACK-
SON LEE, Ms. JAYAPAL, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. KEATING, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, 
Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KHANNA, Mr. 
KIHUEN, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. KILMER, Mr. 
KIND, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Ms. 
KUSTER of New Hampshire, Mr. LAN-
GEVIN, Mr. LARSEN of Washington, 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut, Mrs. 
LAWRENCE, Mr. LAWSON of Florida, 
Ms. LEE, Mr. LEVIN, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. TED LIEU of California, 
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mrs. LOWEY, Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of New 
Mexico, Mr. LYNCH, Mrs. CAROLYN B. 
MALONEY of New York, Ms. MATSUI, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. MCEACHIN, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Mr. MCNERNEY, Mr. 
MEEKS, Ms. MOORE, Mr. MOULTON, 
Mrs. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. NADLER, 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. 
NORCROSS, Ms. NORTON, Mr. 
O’ROURKE, Mr. PANETTA, Mr. PAL-
LONE, Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, Ms. PINGREE, Ms. 
PLASKETT, Mr. POCAN, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. 
RASKIN, Mr. RICHMOND, Miss RICE of 
New York, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. 
RUIZ, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. RYAN 
of Ohio, Mr. SABLAN, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, 
Mr. SARBANES, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. 
SCHRADER, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. SCHNEI-
DER, Mr. SCOTT of Virginia, Mr. 
SERRANO, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mr. 
SHERMAN, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SIRES, 
Mr. SMITH of Washington, Mr. SOTO, 
Ms. SPEIER, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. THOMPSON of 
Mississippi, Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia, Ms. TITUS, Mr. TONKO, Mrs. 
TORRES, Ms. TSONGAS, Mr. VARGAS, 
Mr. VEASEY, Mr. VELA, Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Ms. 
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WASSERMAN SCHULTZ, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Ms. WILSON of 
Florida, and Mr. YARMUTH): 

H.R. 1503. A bill to provide that the Execu-
tive Order entitled ‘‘Protecting the Nation 
from Foreign Terrorist Entry into the 
United States‘‘ (March 6, 2017), shall have no 
force or effect, to prohibit the use of Federal 
funds to enforce the Executive Order, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary, and in addition to the Committees 
on Foreign Affairs, Homeland Security, and 
Intelligence (Permanent Select), for a period 
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York (for himself and Mr. 
ENGEL): 

H.R. 1504. A bill to amend the Act popu-
larly known as the Rivers and Harbors Ap-
propriation Act of 1915 to prohibit the estab-
lishment of certain anchorage grounds with-
in five miles of a nuclear power plant, a loca-
tion on the national register of historic 
places, a superfund site, or critical habitat of 
an endangered species, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself and Mr. 
ABRAHAM): 

H.R. 1505. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to authorize the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to increase the maximum 
market pay of physicians and dentists in the 
Veterans Health Administration who work 
in health professional shortage areas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself, Mr. 
BOST, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, 
and Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire): 

H.R. 1506. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to increase the maximum 
amount of education debt reduction avail-
able for health care professionals employed 
by the Veterans Health Administration, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Vet-
erans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself, Ms. 
BROWNLEY of California, Mr. GENE 
GREEN of Texas, Ms. KUSTER of New 
Hampshire, Mr. RICE of South Caro-
lina, Ms. SINEMA, Ms. TITUS, Mr. 
WALZ, Mr. RUIZ, Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. 
SWALWELL of California, and Mr. 
YOHO): 

H.R. 1507. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Veterans Affairs to conduct annual surveys 
of veterans on experiences obtaining hospital 
care and medical services from medical fa-
cilities of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself, Mr. 
CONYERS, Ms. KUSTER of New Hamp-
shire, Ms. STEFANIK, Ms. TITUS, and 
Mr. YOUNG of Alaska): 

H.R. 1508. A bill to amend title 38, United 
States Code, to improve the recruitment of 
physicians in the Department of Veterans 
Affairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. O’ROURKE (for himself, Mr. 
JONES, and Mr. KNIGHT): 

H.R. 1509. A bill to direct the Secretary of 
Defense and the Secretary of Veterans Af-
fairs to post at certain locations the average 
national wait times for veterans to receive 
an appointment for health care at medical 
facilities of the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Veterans’ Affairs, and in addition 
to the Committee on Armed Services, for a 
period to be subsequently determined by the 
Speaker, in each case for consideration of 
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. ROUZER (for himself and Mr. 
CHAFFETZ): 

H.R. 1510. A bill to provide for the elimi-
nation of the Department of Education, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ (for himself, Mr. 
BISHOP of Utah, Mr. STEWART, and 
Mrs. LOVE): 

H.J. Res. 87. A joint resolution providing 
for congressional disapproval under chapter 8 
of title 5, United States Code, of the rule 
submitted by the Environmental Protection 
Agency relating to ‘‘Approval, Disapproval 
and Promulgation of Air Quality Implemen-
tation Plans; Partial Approval and Partial 
Disapproval of Air Quality Implementation 
Plans and Federal Implementation Plan; 
Utah; Revisions to Regional Haze State Im-
plementation Plan; Federal Implementation 
Plan for Regional Haze’’; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. MCGOVERN (for himself, Mr. 
LYNCH, Mr. COHEN, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
WELCH, Mr. KEATING, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Mr. TAKANO, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. CAPU-
ANO, Mr. COOPER, Mr. GRIJALVA, and 
Mr. LOEBSACK): 

H.J. Res. 88. A joint resolution proposing 
an amendment to the Constitution of the 
United States to clarify the authority of 
Congress and the States to regulate corpora-
tions, limited liability companies or other 
corporate entities established by the laws of 
any State, the United States, or any foreign 
state; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. GARAMENDI (for himself, Mr. 
MEEHAN, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, 
and Mr. VALADAO): 

H. Res. 189. A resolution recognizing the 
historic, cultural, and religious significance 
of the festival of Vaisakhi, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. BRAT: 
H. Res. 190. A resolution recognizing the 

50th anniversary of Lake of the Woods Asso-
ciation of Orange County, Virginia; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. ESPAILLAT (for himself, Mr. 
TED LIEU of California, and Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia): 

H. Res. 191. A resolution opposing fake 
news and alternative facts; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

By Ms. JAYAPAL (for herself, Mr. 
CROWLEY, Ms. BARRAGÁN, Mr. BERA, 
Mr. BEYER, Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER, 
Ms. BONAMICI, Ms. BROWNLEY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. CARBAJAL, Mr. CARSON of 
Indiana, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, 
Mr. CICILLINE, Ms. CLARKE of New 
York, Mr. COHEN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. 
COSTA, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. DELAURO, 
Ms. DELBENE, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
ELLISON, Mr. EVANS, Mr. FOSTER, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. 
HANABUSA, Mr. HECK, Mr. JEFFRIES, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. KAPTUR, 
Mr. KEATING, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, 
Mr. KHANNA, Mr. KIHUEN, Mr. KIL-
MER, Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire, 
Mr. LARSEN of Washington, Mrs. 
LAWRENCE, Ms. LEE, Mr. LEWIS of 
Georgia, Mr. TED LIEU of California, 
Ms. MCCOLLUM, Ms. MENG, Ms. 
MOORE, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Ms. NOR-
TON, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. POCAN, Mr. 
POLIS, Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. RASKIN, Mr. 
RUSH, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mr. DAVID 
SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. SHEA-POR-
TER, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Mr. SMITH of 
Washington, Mr. SOTO, Ms. SPEIER, 
Mr. SWALWELL of California, Mr. 
TAKANO, Mr. TONKO, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, 
and Mr. YARMUTH): 

H. Res. 192. A resolution expressing the 
deepest sympathy and condolences to the 
family of Srinivas Kuchibhotla, as well as to 
Alok Madasani, Ian Grillot, and all victims 
of hate crime throughout the United States, 
and calling on the Department of Justice and 
the President to take appropriate actions; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI (for him-
self, Mr. EVANS, Mr. RASKIN, Mrs. 
TORRES, Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. 
ESPAILLAT, Mr. CICILLINE, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. PAYNE, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. BRADY 
of Pennsylvania, Mr. KILDEE, Mr. 
PERLMUTTER, Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN 
GRISHAM of New Mexico, Ms. EDDIE 
BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. ELLI-
SON, Mr. SUOZZI, Mr. CLAY, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. SOTO, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
YARMUTH, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, and Mr. 
KHANNA): 

H. Res. 193. A resolution protecting health 
coverage for all Americans; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LATTA: 
H. Res. 194. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
any comprehensive plan to reform our na-
tional energy policy must promote American 
energy security and develop the abundant re-
sources of the United States; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology, 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. 

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. LAMALFA: 
H.R. 1491. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution pro-

vides Congress with the authority to regu-
late commerce with Indians in the United 
States. 

By Mr. SESSIONS: 
H.R. 1492. 
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. DENHAM: 
H.R. 1493. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution: The Congress shall have the 
power to . . . make all laws which shall be 
necessary and proper for carrying into execu-
tion the foregoing powers, and all other pow-
ers vested by this Constitution in the gov-
ernment of the United States, or in any de-
partment or officer thereof. 

By Mr. SMITH of Texas: 
H.R. 1494. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3, known as the 

Commerce Clause, provides Congress with 
the authority regulate interstate and foreign 
commerce. 

By Mrs. LOVE: 
H.R. 1495. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution 
By Ms. BASS: 

H.R. 1496. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, clause 7 provides Con-

gress with the power to establish post offices 
and post roads 

By Ms. CLARKE of New York: 
H.R. 1497. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
the power granted to Congress under Arti-

cle I of the United States Constitution and it 
subsequent amendments, and further clari-
fied and interpreted by the Supreme Court of 
the United States. 

By Mr. CONYERS: 
H.R. 1498. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Pursuant to Section 5 of the Fourteenth 

Amendment to the United States Constitu-
tion, Congress shall have the power to enact 
appropriate laws protecting the civil rights 
of all Americans. 

By Mr. COURTNEY: 
H.R. 1499. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8 

By Mr. CROWLEY: 
H.R. 1500. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section VIII 

By Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 1501. 
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 as stated 
in Article I, Section 8, Clause 7 of the United 
States Constitution. 

By Mr. KING of Iowa: 
H.R. 1502. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I Section 8 Clause 4 

By Ms. LOFGREN: 
H.R. 1503. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, clause 4 provides Con-

gress with the power to establish a ‘‘uniform 
rule of Naturalization.’’ 

AND 
Article I, Section 8, clause 1 provides Con-

gress with the power to ‘‘lay and collect 
Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises’’ in order 
to ‘‘provide for the . . . general Welfare of 
the United States.’’ 

By Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of 
New York: 

H.R. 1504. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1505. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 
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. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1506. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 
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. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1507. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 
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. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1508. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 
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. O’ROURKE: 
H.R. 1509. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: 
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. ROUZER: 
H.R. 1510. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 of the United 

States Constitution states that ‘‘The Con-
gress shall have Power To make all Laws 
which shall be necessary and proper for car-
rying into Execution the foregoing Powers, 
and all other Powers vested by this Constitu-
tion in the Government of the United States 
or in any Department of Officer thereof.’’ 

By Mr. CHAFFETZ: 
H.J. Res. 87. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 1 and Article I, Section 

8, clause 18 
By Mr. MCGOVERN: 

H.J. Res. 88. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article V of the Constitution. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 60: Mr. ROSS. 
H.R. 66: Mr. AGUILAR. 
H.R. 76: Mr. BRAT. 
H.R. 246: Mr. GOTTHEIMER, Mr. 

FITZPATRICK, and Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 265: Mr. HUDSON. 
H.R. 299: Mrs. RADEWAGEN, Mrs. WATSON 

COLEMAN, Mr. COOK, Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, 
and Mr. LYNCH. 

H.R. 371: Mr. BERA. 
H.R. 372: Mr. TIPTON. 
H.R. 392: Mr. FRANKS of Arizona and Ms. 

BONAMICI. 
H.R. 394: Mr. ROUZER. 
H.R. 400: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 442: Mr. LEWIS of Minnesota. 
H.R. 448: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. DELANEY. 
H.R. 462: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida 

and Mr. EMMER. 
H.R. 476: Mr. COLE and Mrs. MURPHY of 

Florida. 

H.R. 478: Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. COOK, 
Mr. ROHRABACHER, and Mr. DUNCAN of South 
Carolina. 

H.R. 479: Mr. WEBER of Texas and Mr. 
YOHO. 

H.R. 544: Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. 
H.R. 553: Mr. GOODLATTE and Mr. AUSTIN 

SCOTT of Georgia. 
H.R. 564: Mr. ROKITA. 
H.R. 598: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 631: Mr. FERGUSON, Mr. KUSTOFF of 

Tennessee, Mr. GRAVES of Georgia, Mr. BOST, 
Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania, Mrs. COM-
STOCK, Mr. BACON, Mr. BARR, Mr. THOMAS J. 
ROONEY of Florida, Mr. ROKITA, Mr. KING of 
New York, Mr. MESSER, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, 
Mr. AUSTIN SCOTT of Georgia, and Mr. KING 
of Iowa. 

H.R. 664: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 676: Ms. BASS. 
H.R. 721: Mr. STEWART. 
H.R. 785: Mrs. COMSTOCK. 
H.R. 789: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida. 
H.R. 800: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 804: Mrs. BUSTOS, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. 

PLASKETT, Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. and Mr. 
YARMUTH. 

H.R. 816: Mrs. MURPHY of Florida and Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida. 

H.R. 820: Mr. KEATING, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. 
LAHOOD, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. SCHIFF, Mr. BLUM, 
and Mr. MARINO. 

H.R. 821: Mr. GARAMENDI. 
H.R. 831: Mr. LAHOOD. 
H.R. 846: Ms. PINGREE. 
H.R. 848: Mr. LUCAS, Mr. FASO, Mr. LAB-

RADOR, and Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 849: Ms. SINEMA. 
H.R. 871: Mr. HOLLINGSWORTH. 
H.R. 910: Mr. GOTTHEIMER and Mr. SHER-

MAN. 
H.R. 911: Ms. LOFGREN, Mrs. LAWRENCE, Mr. 

MOULTON, Mr. BERGMAN, Ms. SHEA-PORTER, 
Mr. CORREA, and Ms. ROSEN. 

H.R. 919: Mr. LOEBSACK and Mrs. MURPHY of 
Florida. 

H.R. 930: Mr. O’HALLERAN, Mr. SWALWELL 
of California, Mrs. COMSTOCK, Mr. KILMER, 
Mrs. WALORSKI, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. NUNES, 
Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER, Mr. SCOTT of Vir-
ginia, Mr. MOULTON, Ms. CLARK of Massachu-
setts, Mr. POCAN, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr. COOPER, 
Mr. KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. PRICE of 
North Carolina, Mr. CARSON of Indiana, Ms. 
JACKSON LEE, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, Mr. 
HENSARLING, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. CICILLINE, 
Ms. MOORE, Mr. DELANEY, Mr. YODER, Mr. 
DEUTCH, Mr. ENGEL, Mr. SEAN PATRICK 
MALONEY of New York, Ms. FRANKEL of Flor-
ida, Mr. GRIFFITH, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. 
DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. LEWIS of Geor-
gia, Mr. GOHMERT, and Mr. TURNER. 

H.R. 931: Mr. STEWART and Mr. HOYER. 
H.R. 939: Mrs. LAWRENCE. 
H.R. 968: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 997: Mr. STEWART and Mr. GIBBS. 
H.R. 1002: Mrs. LAWRENCE and Mr. TROTT. 
H.R. 1005: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H.R. 1026: Mr. HUIZENGA. 
H.R. 1038: Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-

sylvania. 
H.R. 1076: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 1101: Mr. GROTHMAN, Mrs. RADEWAGEN, 

Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. 
MESSER, Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina, and 
Mr. HULTGREN. 

H.R. 1134: Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. CARBAJAL, 
and Mr. DESAULNIER. 

H.R. 1148: Mr. DAVID SCOTT of Georgia, Mr. 
NUNES, and Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 

H.R. 1153: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1163: Mr. RASKIN. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia and 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 
H.R. 1169: Mr. TIPTON. 
H.R. 1173: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. JONES, Mr. 

SOTO, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and 
Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
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H.R. 1179: Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. MARCHANT, 

Mr. VALADAO, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska, Mr. WEBER of Texas, Mr. PITTENGER, 
Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. CAL-
VERT, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr. BRIDENSTINE, Mr. 
ROSS, Mr. FLORES, Mr. SMITH of Missouri, 
Mr. JONES, Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. COLE, Mr. 
MEADOWS, Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mr. 
PALAZZO, and Mr. ADERHOLT. 

H.R. 1203: Mr. RUSSELL. 
H.R. 1243: Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. TITUS, Ms. 

ROYBAL-ALLARD, Mr. KEATING, Mr. GALLEGO, 
and Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1244: Mr. POE of Texas. 
H.R. 1259: Mr. TIPTON and Mr. SAM JOHNSON 

of Texas. 
H.R. 1273: Mr. SMITH of Missouri. 
H.R. 1274: Mr. GOODLATTE. 
H.R. 1281: Mr. FASO. 
H.R. 1295: Ms. MCCOLLUM. 
H.R. 1307: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H.R. 1314: Mr. SANFORD and Mr. BYRNE. 
H.R. 1315: Mr. ROSS and Mr. BYRNE. 
H.R. 1326: Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 1343: Mr. TROTT and Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 1366: Mr. SHERMAN and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.R. 1380: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi. 
H.R. 1384: Mr. MOULTON, Mr. JONES, Ms. 

SINEMA, and Mr. ELLISON. 
H.R. 1393: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. 
H.R. 1399: Mr. PEARCE. 

H.R. 1406: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. MAC-
ARTHUR. 

H.R. 1448: Mr. HUFFMAN. 
H.R. 1454: Mr. WESTERMAN, Mr. BABIN, Mr. 

FARENTHOLD, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. DUNCAN of 
South Carolina, Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. ABRA-
HAM, Mr. MCCLINTOCK, Mr. HIGGINS of Lou-
isiana, Mr. VALADAO, Mr. JODY B. HICE of 
Georgia, Mr. SCHRADER, Mr. JONES, Ms. PIN-
GREE, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. NOLAN, Mr. COOK, and 
Mr. SIMPSON. 

H.R. 1468: Mr. KINZINGER. 
H.R. 1473: Ms. JAYAPAL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 

Mr. NOLAN, and Mr. GRIJALVA. 
H.J. Res. 31: Ms. JAYAPAL. 
H.J. Res. 48: Ms. ADAMS. 
H.J. Res. 51: Ms. SINEMA. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mr. BOST. 
H. Con. Res. 10: Mr. STIVERS. 
H. Con. Res. 15: Mr. SERRANO and Mr. ELLI-

SON. 
H. Con. Res. 20: Mr. DONOVAN and Mr. 

MCGOVERN. 
H. Res. 28: Mr. VARGAS, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, and 

Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H. Res. 30: Mr. HIMES, Mr. KILMER, Mr. 

MCEACHIN, Mr. MACARTHUR, and Ms. TENNEY. 
H. Res. 78: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER. 
H. Res. 92: Mr. TURNER, Mr. GROTHMAN, and 

Mr. BISHOP of Georgia. 
H. Res. 135: Mr. SENSENBRENNER and Mrs. 

HARTZLER. 

H. Res. 136: Mr. PERLMUTTER. 
H. Res. 162: Mr. HIGGINS of New York and 

Mr. BOST. 
H. Res. 172: Mr. KEATING, Mr. SIRES, Mr. 

MCGOVERN, and Mr. ESPAILLAT. 
H. Res. 178: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia and Mr. 

CARSON of Indiana. 
H. Res. 183: Mr. RASKIN. 
H. Res. 186: Ms. DELAURO, Ms. CLARK of 

Massachusetts, Mr. POCAN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Mr. WELCH, Mrs. WATSON COLE-
MAN, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. LARSON 
of Connecticut, Mr. KIND, Mr. NADLER, Mr. 
CUMMINGS, Mr. COHEN, Mr. HIGGINS of New 
York, Mr. CAPUANO, and Mr. PERLMUTTER. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
21. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

the Botetourt County, VA, Board of Super-
visors, relative to a resolution urging Con-
gress to enact legislation in 2017 that will en-
able state and local governments to collect 
Internet sales taxes; which was referred to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 
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