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House of Representatives 
The House met at noon and was 

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

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
March 20, 2017. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable DAN 
NEWHOUSE to act as Speaker pro tempore on 
this day. 

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

f 

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE 

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

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

f 

WHAT CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET 
OFFICE SAYS ABOUT AMERICAN 
HEALTH CARE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, after 7 
years of railing against the Affordable 
Care Act, a little less than 2 weeks ago 
we finally got an opportunity to see 
what the Republican repeal-and-re-
place plan actually looks like. 

President Trump described it on 
March 7, again, a little less than 2 
weeks ago, as our wonderful new 
healthcare bill. 

The new Secretary of Health and 
Human Services, Tom Price, solemnly 
promised that no one will be worse off 
financially as part of this bill known as 
the American Health Care Act. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, as President John 
Adams once said a long time ago, facts 
are stubborn things; and over the last 2 
weeks, we have had an opportunity to 
see what the Congressional Budget Of-
fice says about the American Health 
Care Act. Again, this is the neutral 
body that advises the Congress and the 
Nation with budgetary analysis both in 
terms of taxes and spending and also in 
terms of healthcare coverage. 

What it has told us is that 24 million 
Americans will lose their health cov-
erage between now and 2024. In fact, it 
will go up by 14 million just in the first 
couple of years under this bill, which, 
again, after 7 years, we never got a 
chance to see it, but now we are finally 
getting that opportunity. 

Mr. Speaker, sometimes it is a little 
sort of too much to talk about these 
large numbers and top-line numbers. 
What I want to share with you and my 
colleagues and also anyone watching 
this speech is that the Kaiser Family 
Foundation, which is, again, one of the 
most respected healthcare, nonprofit, 
educational institutions in our coun-
try, has produced an interactive 
website which basically gives any 
American the opportunity to scroll 
across a map of America, find the coun-
ty where you live, punch in what their 
income level and age is, and then com-
pare the existing law with the Amer-
ican Health Care Act. Again, that 
website is kff.org/interactive/tax-cred-
its. Again, kff.org. 

I had an opportunity to use that 
website for my district in eastern Con-
necticut, a district I proudly represent, 
the home of the UConn Women Huskies 
and the home of the Groton submarine 
base, the oldest submarine base in 
America. What it showed is that, for 
people living in New London County, in 

Windham County, in Tolland County, 
in Middlesex County, if you are 60 
years old and you are making $50,000 a 
year, you lose $3,230—in terms of pre-
mium tax credits compared to existing 
law—in the proposal which, again, was 
finally unveiled 2 weeks ago. 

If you make only $30,000 a year and 
you are 60 years old, you lose $5,850, a 
59 percent reduction in terms of your 
income assistance to buy health cov-
erage. Again, the prior number was 45 
percent. 

Unlike what Mr. Price said, this, in 
fact, is much worse off financially for 
people in those age groups and where 
they live. It is far worse off financially 
in terms of where they stand. In fact, it 
makes it impossible for people to af-
ford health insurance. 

That is why the Congressional Budg-
et Office, looking at that kind of data, 
has made the conclusion that, if we 
pass this bill—and the vote is sched-
uled on Thursday—we will see, again, 
millions of Americans who will basi-
cally be priced out of the opportunity 
to buy health insurance. 

And when you are 60 years old—as 
someone who is 63, I can tell you—that 
is not a good place to be in terms of 
your health status and the risk that 
you carry when you get older in life in 
terms of the need to be able to access 
healthcare coverage. 

Mr. Speaker, it is that reason why, 
when you look at what the stake-
holders that deliver health care in 
America—the American Nurses Asso-
ciation, the American Hospital Asso-
ciation, the AARP, and, finally, the 
American Medical Association—who 
have looked at this bill over the last 2 
weeks, they have universally pleaded 
with Congress to block this measure, 
to slow down the rush to judgment 
which is going to deprive people of one 
of the most elemental, basic needs that 
all of us share. 

We are not immortal. We are not im-
mune to getting illness and disease. It 
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is something that affects every single 
American. 

To pass a bill which will wreak that 
kind of havoc, again, is irresponsible 
and takes this country in the absolute 
wrong direction. 

So, again, I would plead with Mem-
bers and I would ask anybody watching 
this speech, go to the Kaiser Founda-
tion website, find where you live, think 
about your uncle or your children or 
people that you know in your neighbor-
hood, and really plug in that data and 
information and think about what, in 
fact, we are being told is, in fact, a 
wonderful healthcare bill and some-
thing that won’t hurt people and won’t 
make them worse off financially. 
Again, the opposite is true. CBO is tell-
ing us this, the doctors are telling us 
this, the nurses are telling us this, the 
hospitals are telling us this, those who 
advocate for older Americans are tell-
ing us this. 

Again, it is not too late. This vote is 
coming up on Thursday. It is time to 
listen to the people who are closest to 
the system and stop this rush to harm-
ing millions of Americans. 

f 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE DAY 

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

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, in rec-
ognition of National Agriculture Day, I 
rise to honor and thank the men and 
women who feed our Nation. 

Agriculture is one of the most impor-
tant sectors in our economy. It is cul-
tivated and maintained by our Nation’s 
farmers who rise before the sun every 
day and work long hours 7 days a week 
so that Americans can have safe, qual-
ity food to feed their families. It is not 
an easy job, but it is certainly an im-
portant one. 

In order to fully honor and appre-
ciate our farmers and their devotion to 
the agriculture industry, we must do 
more than recognize their hard work 1 
day a year. We must also invest in and 
work to better the agriculture industry 
every day of the year. That is why, for 
as long as I serve in Congress, I will 
continue to meet with, work for, and 
advocate on behalf of our farmers. 

Happy National Agriculture Day, and 
a huge thank-you to every American 
farmer. 

CELEBRATING JEFF AMACHER’S 20 YEARS OF 
SERVICE WITH THE CENTENNIAL FIRE DISTRICT 
Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to celebrate Jeff Amacher of Cir-
cle Pines, Minnesota, for more than 20 
years of service with the Centennial 
Fire District. 

Fighting fires and protecting Min-
nesotans is not an easy job, but it is 
one that is absolutely crucial to our 
community and the safety of our citi-
zens. It takes a special kind of person 
to rush into a burning building and to 
put themselves in harm’s way to save 
the life of another. 

I commend Jeff for exuding such 
bravery over the past 20 years. I not 

only would like to thank Jeff for his 
commitment to our community, but I 
want to congratulate him for being rec-
ognized for his brave work by the Cir-
cle Pines City Council. 

Jeff, we wish you a happy and peace-
ful retirement spent with your family 
and friends. After a life of service, you 
deserve it. 

RECOGNIZING U.S. BANCORP 
Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today to congratulate U.S. Bancorp on 
being recently named the World’s Most 
Admired Superregional Bank by For-
tune Magazine. This is the seventh con-
secutive year they have received this 
honor, which is no small feat by any 
means. 

U.S. Bancorp has also been recog-
nized by Fortune Magazine for ranking 
among the top ten companies spanning 
across all industries for upholding four 
of Fortune’s nine key characteristics of 
reputation. The characteristics that 
U.S. Bancorp has maintained include: 
quality of management, long-term in-
vestment value, use of corporate as-
sets, and financial soundness. 

Minnesotans can be proud of a Min-
nesota-based company that ranks as 
one of the world’s best performers. This 
honor is undoubtedly due to the excel-
lent work of the employees, as well as 
the extraordinary vision and leadership 
of those who run this fine company. 

Congratulations on your incredible 
accomplishment. 

RECOGNIZING THRIVENT FINANCIAL FOR 
HELPING MINNESOTANS ACQUIRE HOMES 

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize Thrivent Financial 
for this amazing organization’s work to 
help Minnesota families acquire a 
home. 

Thrivent Financial is a longtime 
partner of Habitat for Humanity. Dur-
ing the partnership, they have given 
more than $2 million in grants to build 
quality low-income housing so that 24 
families in our community could afford 
to buy a home. This year, Thrivent has 
given another $66,000, which will be 
used to build the 25th home, this time 
for a family right here in St. Cloud, 
Minnesota. 

As a result of their service to Min-
nesota families, Thrivent has been in-
ducted into the Habitat for Humanity’s 
Business Partner Hall of Fame. 

I want to commend both Habitat for 
Humanity and Thrivent Financial on 
this excellent partnership, and thank 
them for their generous service to the 
residents of Minnesota. 

f 

RECOGNIZING RAY YOUNG AND 
CHARLES ‘‘BUCK’’ VANDERSTEEN 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM) for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to recognize two of my constitu-
ents, Ray Young of Wisner and Charles 
‘‘Buck’’ Vandersteen of Alexandria, for 
their recent induction into the Lou-
isiana Agriculture Hall of Distinction. 

Since growing up on his family farm, 
Ray Young has dedicated his life and 
career to farming. After earning a de-
gree in agriculture from Louisiana 
Tech and a master’s in entomology 
from LSU, Ray went on to pioneer the 
stale seedbed conservation tillage sys-
tem, known today as no-till, used 
across the South to enhance crop pro-
duction. 

In 1989, Ray presented to Congress an 
application to charter the Federal 
Land Bank of North Louisiana. He has 
served on the board of directors for the 
Federal Land Bank, as a board chair-
man of the Louisiana Land Bank, and 
as a leader of numerous State and Fed-
eral agricultural organizations. 

Ray and his family still farm cotton, 
soybeans, sweet potatoes, Irish pota-
toes, corn, vegetables, cattle, hay, 
wheat, and pine trees. 

He is a tremendous example of a Lou-
isiana farmer making his life and a liv-
ing off his land. His insight is always 
valuable to me when I am working on 
agricultural policy for our Nation. 

Buck Vandersteen has spent 34 years 
presiding over the 4,000-plus members 
of the Louisiana Forestry Association, 
is a past president of the Southern For-
est Heritage Museum and a past presi-
dent of the National Council of For-
estry executives. 

During that time, Buck has helped 
pass the Forest Productivity Program 
to get part of the State’s severance 
taxes distributed to forest landowners 
as cost share for replanting. It is recog-
nized as one of the top programs in the 
Nation. He has been instrumental in 
advocating forestry education at the 
technical school and university levels 
so that we can have sustainable and 
productive working forests. 

Buck continues to serve the forest in-
dustry today, and I look forward to 
working with him in my role on the 
Working Forest Caucus on behalf of 
foresters across the country. 

Mr. Speaker, Louisiana is one of the 
top agricultural States in the Nation, 
and I am proud to serve on the Agri-
culture Committee here in Washington 
to represent our State’s farmers, for-
esters, and ranchers. 

But the real contributions to our 
State agricultural prowess can be 
traced back to folks like Ray Young 
and Buck Vandersteen, men who have 
spent their lives enhancing the indus-
try that is so vital to Louisiana. Con-
gratulations once again for being in-
ducted into the Louisiana Agricultural 
Hall of Distinction. It is an honor that 
is well deserved. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 12 o’clock and 14 
minutes p.m.), the House stood in re-
cess. 
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f 

AFTER RECESS 

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

f 

PRAYER 

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

Eternal God, we thank You for giving 
us another day. 

Send Your spirit upon the Members 
of this people’s House to encourage 
them in their official tasks. As the 
Members approach the votes they are 
making in the days to come, may they 
be imbued with courage and leadership 
that looks to the health and vibrancy 
of our great Nation. 

Assure them that, in the fulfillment 
of their responsibilities, You provide 
the grace to enable them to be faithful 
in their duties and the wisdom to be 
conscious of their obligations, and ful-
fill them with integrity. 

May we be faithful stewards not only 
of Your creation, but also Your desire 
that all people would be free from 
whatever inhibits them to be fully 
alive. 

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

Amen. 

f 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina led 
the Pledge of Allegiance 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 

HONORING SHAWN T. ANDERSON 

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

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today with a saddened 
heart for my friend and comrade Ser-
geant Shawn T. Anderson, a veteran 
and highly decorated police officer, 
who was shot dead on Saturday 
evening as he attempted to arrest a 
rape suspect. 

Sergeant Anderson died as he lived: 
in honorable service to the people of 
his State, Louisiana, and his city, 
Baton Rouge, wearing the uniform of 

my comrade and friend Sheriff Sid 
Gautreaux of the East Baton Rouge 
Parish Sheriff’s Office. 

Mr. Speaker, there are 435 Members 
of this esteemed body. We wear a small 
badge upon our lapel to acknowledge 
our service to the citizens of the coun-
try we love. 

One million of us across the country 
wear another badge, resembling this 
one, of various shapes and colors. We 
are the thin blue line. When we lose a 
brethren or sistren, we place a mourn-
ing band upon our badge. Over the 
course of the last decade, it has been 
difficult to remove my mourning badge 
because we wear them for 7 days, and I 
find myself never quite able to get the 
mourning band removed from the 
badge that I wear. 

My soul and my heart delivers unto 
my lips constant prayer for the family 
of my brother Sergeant Anderson, for 
his fellow deputies, his community, 
and, indeed, for our Nation. 

Our job begins with an oath. That 
oath is not an oath of allegiance to a 
sheriff or a chief or a marshal. It is an 
oath of allegiance to the institutional 
principles that our badges represent. 
Sergeant Anderson gave his last life’s 
blood in service to all of us. 

I thank the Speaker for allowing me 
to honor my fallen comrade. 

f 

RECOGNIZING MAJOR ERIKA 
PERRY 

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, on February 12, an historic 
change of command ceremony was held 
for the South Carolina National Guard 
51st Military Police Battalion. Lex-
ington High School math teacher 
Major Erika Perry became the first fe-
male commander of this battalion. 

Major Perry comes from a military 
family, with both her father and grand-
father serving in the United States 
military. She was commissioned as a 
military police officer in 2001 and be-
came a platoon leader in the 133rd Mili-
tary Police Company in 2003, being de-
ployed to Iraq. 

A recent article in Cola Daily, edited 
by Terry Ward, detailed: ‘‘During her 
years in the National Guard, Perry 
served in Iraq and Afghanistan and on 
the home front during times of crisis, 
like Hurricane Matthew. She appre-
ciates the LHS administration’s sup-
port of her military career throughout 
her 19 years at the school.’’ 

Congratulations to the University of 
South Carolina men’s and women’s bas-
ketball teams on their victories last 
night, securing their place in the 
NCAA’s Sweet 16 as one of the few uni-
versities to have teams in both tour-
naments simultaneously. Go, Game-
cocks. 

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

KIM JONG-UN IS A TERRORIST 

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

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, in-
corrigible little Kim and his minions 
are rattling their sabers once again. 

While U.S.-South Korean exercises 
were underway, North Korea launched 
four land-based missiles. The missiles 
traveled over 600 miles. North Korean 
Army bases are purposely positioned to 
strike U.S. bases in Japan and South 
Korea. 

It is time to put an end to North Ko-
rea’s mischiefmaking. The United 
States’ hopeless appeasement policy 
with North Korea has not worked. 

In 2008, the administration removed 
the warmonger from the State Spon-
sors of Terrorism list with little Kim’s 
promise to stop their nuclear weapons 
program. Well, guess what? Kim Jong- 
un lied. 

We must return North Korea to 
where it belongs: the State Sponsors of 
Terrorism list. Senator CRUZ and I 
have filed legislation to do just that. 
Then real sanctions and blocking of fi-
nancial transactions are necessary. 

The United States cannot underesti-
mate the war-prone lunacy of Kim 
Jong-un. He needs a clear message 
from America to leave us alone and 
leave our allies alone. 

And that is just the way it is. 

f 

NATIONAL AGRICULTURE WEEK 

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

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today in recognition of Na-
tional Agriculture Week and the farm-
ers and ranchers who have made Ne-
braska’s Third District the top pro-
ducing agriculture district in the coun-
try. 

One in four Nebraska jobs is tied to 
agriculture. The hard work and innova-
tive practices of our producers have 
made our State a leader in feeding the 
world. 

For too long the heavy hand of the 
Federal Government has threatened 
agriculture’s future. Thankfully, we 
have seen important victories under 
the Trump administration, including 
the beginning of the end for the EPA’s 
dangerous waters of the U.S. rule, or 
WOTUS. 

Nebraska’s farmers and ranchers are 
committed stewards of our natural re-
sources and take many steps to keep 
our water resources clean. President 
Trump ordered a reset on WOTUS, 
agreeing farmers and ranchers deserve 
better than to have Washington bu-
reaucrats controlling the water puddles 
and irrigation ditches on their land. 

As founder and co-chairman of the 
Modern Agriculture Caucus, I will con-
tinue to promote policies designed to 
get the government out of the way and 
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open more markets around the world 
for Nebraska producers. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. WIL-
SON of South Carolina). Pursuant to 
clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair declares 
the House in recess until approxi-
mately 3:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 10 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1532 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Ms. CHENEY) at 3 o’clock and 
32 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair 
will postpone further proceedings 
today on motions to suspend the rules 
on which a recorded vote or the yeas 
and nays are ordered, or on which the 
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of 
rule XX. 

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

f 

PESTICIDE REGISTRATION 
ENHANCEMENT ACT OF 2017 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill (H.R. 1029) to 
amend the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act to improve 
pesticide registration and other activi-
ties under the Act, to extend and mod-
ify fee authorities, and for other pur-
poses, as amended. 

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

H.R. 1029 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS. 

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as 
the ‘‘Pesticide Registration Enhancement 
Act of 2017’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
Sec. 2. Extension and modification of main-

tenance fee authority. 
Sec. 3. Reregistration and Expedited Proc-

essing Fund. 
Sec. 4. Experimental use permits for pes-

ticides. 
Sec. 5. Pesticide registration service fees. 
Sec. 6. Revision of tables regarding covered 

pesticide registration applica-
tions and other covered actions 
and their corresponding reg-
istration service fees. 

SEC. 2. EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF MAIN-
TENANCE FEE AUTHORITY. 

(a) MAINTENANCE FEE.—Section 4(i)(1) of 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a–1(i)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘an ag-
gregate amount of $27,800,000 for each of fis-

cal years 2013 through 2017’’ and inserting 
‘‘an average amount of $31,000,000 for each of 
fiscal years 2017 through 2023’’; 

(2) in subparagraph (D)— 
(A) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘$115,500 for 

each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$129,400 for each of fiscal years 2017 
through 2023’’; and 

(B) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘$184,800 for 
each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$207,000 for each of fiscal years 2017 
through 2023’’; 

(3) in subparagraph (E)(i)— 
(A) in subclause (I), by striking ‘‘$70,600 for 

each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017’’ and in-
serting ‘‘$79,100 for each of fiscal years 2017 
through 2023’’; and 

(B) in subclause (II), by striking ‘‘$122,100 
for each of fiscal years 2013 through 2017’’ 
and inserting ‘‘$136,800 for each of fiscal 
years 2017 through 2023’’; and 

(4) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘2017’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2023’’. 

(b) PROHIBITION ON OTHER FEES.—Section 
4(i)(2) of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a–1(i)(2)) is 
amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘during the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of this section 
and ending on September 30, 2019’’ and in-
serting ‘‘until September 30, 2025’’; and 

(2) by inserting after ‘‘registration of a pes-
ticide under this Act’’ the following: ‘‘or any 
other action covered under a table specified 
in section 33(b)(3),’’. 

(c) EXTENSION OF PROHIBITION ON TOLER-
ANCE FEES.—Section 408(m)(3) of the Federal 
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 
346a(m)(3)) is amended by striking ‘‘2017’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2023’’. 
SEC. 3. REREGISTRATION AND EXPEDITED PROC-

ESSING FUND. 
(a) AUTHORIZED USE OF FUND.—Section 

4(k)(2)(A) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a– 
1(k)(2)(A)) is amended— 

(1) in the first sentence, by striking ‘‘the 
fund’’ and inserting ‘‘the Reregistration and 
Expedited Processing Fund’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘paragraph (3),’’ in the first 
sentence and all that follows through the 
second sentence and inserting the following: 
‘‘paragraph (3), to offset the costs of reg-
istration review under section 3(g), including 
the costs associated with any review under 
the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 
1531 et. seq.) required as part of the registra-
tion review, to offset the costs associated 
with tracking and implementing registration 
review decisions, including registration re-
view decisions designed to reduce risk, for 
the purposes specified in paragraphs (4) and 
(5), and to enhance the information systems 
capabilities to improve the tracking of pes-
ticide registration decisions.’’; 

(3) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘are allocated 
solely’’ and all that follows through ‘‘3(g);’’ 
and inserting the following: ‘‘are allocated 
solely for the purposes specified in the first 
sentence of this subparagraph;’’; and 

(4) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘necessary to 
achieve’’ and all that follows through ‘‘3(g);’’ 
and inserting the following: ‘‘necessary to 
achieve the purposes specified in the first 
sentence of this subparagraph;’’. 

(b) SET-ASIDE FOR REVIEW OF INERT INGRE-
DIENTS AND EXPEDITED PROCESSING OF SIMI-
LAR APPLICATIONS.—Section 4(k)(3)(A) of the 
Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a–1(k)(3)(A)) is 
amended, in the matter preceding clause (i), 
by striking ‘‘The Administrator shall use’’ 
and all that follows through ‘‘personnel and 
resources—’’ and inserting the following: 
‘‘For each of fiscal years 2017 through 2023, 
the Administrator shall use between 1⁄9 and 
1⁄8 of the maintenance fees collected in such 

fiscal year to obtain sufficient personnel and 
resources—’’. 

(c) SET-ASIDE FOR EXPEDITED RULEMAKING 
AND GUIDANCE DEVELOPMENT FOR CERTAIN 
PURPOSES.—Paragraph (4) of section 4(k) of 
the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and 
Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136a–1(k)) is 
amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(4) EXPEDITED RULEMAKING AND GUIDANCE 
DEVELOPMENT FOR CERTAIN PRODUCT PER-
FORMANCE DATA REQUIREMENTS.— 

‘‘(A) SET-ASIDE.—For each of fiscal years 
2017 through 2021, the Administrator shall 
use not more than $500,000 of the amounts 
made available to the Administrator in the 
Reregistration and Expedited Processing 
Fund for the activities described in subpara-
graph (B). 

‘‘(B) PRODUCTS CLAIMING EFFICACY AGAINST 
INVERTEBRATE PESTS OF SIGNIFICANT PUBLIC 
HEALTH OR ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE.—The Ad-
ministrator shall use amounts made avail-
able under subparagraph (A) to develop, re-
ceive comments with respect to, finalize, and 
implement the necessary rulemaking and 
guidance for product performance data re-
quirements to evaluate products claiming ef-
ficacy against the following invertebrate 
pests of significant public health or eco-
nomic importance (in order of importance): 

‘‘(i) Bed bugs. 
‘‘(ii) Premise (including crawling insects, 

flying insects, and baits). 
‘‘(iii) Pests of pets (including pet pests con-

trolled by spot-ons, collars, shampoos, pow-
ders, dips). 

‘‘(iv) Fire ants. 
‘‘(C) DEADLINES FOR GUIDANCE.—The Ad-

ministrator shall develop, and publish guid-
ance required by subparagraph (B) with re-
spect to claims of efficacy against pests de-
scribed in such subparagraph as follows: 

‘‘(i) With respect to bed bugs, issue final 
guidance not later than June 30, 2017. 

‘‘(ii) With respect to pests specified in 
clause (ii) of such subparagraph— 

‘‘(I) submit draft guidance to the Scientific 
Advisory Panel and for public comment not 
later than June 30, 2018; and 

‘‘(II) complete any response to comments 
received with respect to such draft guidance 
and finalize the guidance not later than Sep-
tember 30, 2020. 

‘‘(iii) With respect to pests specified in 
clauses (iii) and (iv) of such subparagraph— 

‘‘(I) submit to the Scientific Advisory 
Panel and for public comment draft guidance 
not later than June 30, 2019; and 

‘‘(II) complete any response to comments 
received with respect to such draft guidance 
and finalize the guidance not later than 
March 31, 2021. 

‘‘(D) REVISION.—The Administrator shall 
revise the guidance required by subpara-
graph (B) from time-to-time, but shall per-
mit applicants and registrants sufficient 
time to obtain data that meet the require-
ments specified in such revised guidance. 

‘‘(E) DEADLINE FOR PRODUCT PERFORMANCE 
DATA REQUIREMENTS.—The Administrator 
shall, not later than September 30, 2021, issue 
regulations prescribing product performance 
data requirements for any pesticide intended 
for preventing, destroying, repelling, or 
mitigating any invertebrate pest of signifi-
cant public health or economic importance 
specified in clauses (i) through (iv) of sub-
paragraph (B).’’. 

(d) SET-ASIDE FOR GOOD LABORATORY PRAC-
TICES INSPECTIONS.—Section 4(k) of the Fed-
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act (7 U.S.C. 136a–1(k)) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (5) and (6) 
as paragraphs (6) and (7), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after paragraph (4) the fol-
lowing new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) GOOD LABORATORY PRACTICES INSPEC-
TIONS.— 
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‘‘(A) SET-ASIDE.—For each of fiscal years 

2017 through 2023, the Administrator shall 
use not more than $500,000 of the amounts 
made available to the Administrator in the 
Reregistration and Expedited Processing 
Fund for the activities described in subpara-
graph (B). 

‘‘(B) ACTIVITIES.—The Administrator shall 
use amounts made available under subpara-
graph (A) for enhancements to the good lab-
oratory practices standards compliance mon-
itoring program established under part 160 of 
title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(or successor regulations), with respect to 
laboratory inspections and data audits con-
ducted in support of pesticide product reg-
istrations under this Act. As part of such 
monitoring program, the Administrator 
shall make available to each laboratory in-
spected under such program in support of 
such registrations a preliminary summary of 
inspection observations not later than 60 
days after the date on which such an inspec-
tion is completed.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (7), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘ paragraphs (2), (3), and (4)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘ paragraphs (2), (3), (4), and (5)’’. 
SEC. 4. EXPERIMENTAL USE PERMITS FOR PES-

TICIDES. 
Section 5(a) of the Federal Insecticide, 

Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 
136c(a)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘permit for a pesticide.’’ 
and inserting ‘‘permit for a pesticide. An ap-
plication for an experimental use permit for 
a covered application under section 33(b) 
shall conform with the requirements of that 
section.’’; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘(or in the case of an appli-
cation for an experimental use permit for a 
covered application under section 33(b), not 
later than the last day of the applicable 
timeframe for such application specified in 
such section)’’ after ‘‘all required supporting 
data’’. 
SEC. 5. PESTICIDE REGISTRATION SERVICE FEES. 

(a) EXTENSION AND MODIFICATION OF FEE 
AUTHORITY.—Section 33(b) of the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 
U.S.C. 136w–8(b)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘PESTICIDE 

REGISTRATION’’; and 
(B) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘or 

for any other action covered by a table speci-
fied in paragraph (3)’’ after ‘‘covered by this 
Act that is received by the Administrator on 
or after the effective date of the Pesticide 
Registration Improvement Act of 2003’’; 

(2) in paragraph (5)— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘PESTICIDE 

REGISTRATION APPLICATIONS’’ and inserting 
‘‘COVERED APPLICATION’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘pesticide registration ap-
plication’’ both places it appears and insert-
ing ‘‘covered application’’; 

(3) in paragraph (6)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘pesticide registration’’; 

and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘October 1, 2013, and ending 

on September 30, 2015’’ and inserting ‘‘Octo-
ber 1, 2019, and ending on September 30, 
2021’’; 

(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘pesticide registration’’; 

and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘2015’’ both places in ap-

pears, and inserting ‘‘2021’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘re-

vised registration service fee schedules’’ and 
inserting ‘‘service fee schedules revised pur-
suant to this paragraph’’; 

(4) in paragraph (7)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘covered pesticide registra-

tion’’ and inserting ‘‘covered application’’; 
and 

(ii) by inserting before the period at the 
end the following: ‘‘, except that no waiver 
or fee reduction shall be provided in connec-
tion with a request for a letter of certifi-
cation (commonly referred to as a Gold Seal 
letter)’’; and 

(B) in subparagraph (F)(i), by striking 
‘‘pesticide registration’’; and 

(5) in paragraph (8)— 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘pes-

ticide registration’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B)(i), by striking 

‘‘pesticide registration’’; and 
(C) in subparagraph (C)— 
(i) in clause (i), by striking ‘‘pesticide reg-

istration’’ and inserting ‘‘covered’’; and 
(ii) in clause (ii)(I), by striking ‘‘pesticide 

registration’’ and inserting ‘‘covered’’. 
(b) PESTICIDE REGISTRATION FUND SET- 

ASIDES FOR WORKER PROTECTION, PARTNER-
SHIP GRANTS, AND PESTICIDE SAFETY EDU-
CATION.—Section 33(c)(3)(B) of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(7 U.S.C. 136w–8(c)(3)(B)) is amended— 

(1) in the heading, by inserting ‘‘, PARTNER-
SHIP GRANTS, AND PESTICIDE SAFETY EDU-
CATION’’ after ‘‘WORKER PROTECTION’’; 

(2) in clause (i)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘2017’’ and inserting ‘‘2023’’; 

and 
(B) by inserting before the period at the 

end the following:‘‘, with an emphasis on 
field-worker populations in the United 
States’’; 

(3) in clause (ii), by striking ‘‘2017’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2023’’; and 

(4) in clause (iii), by striking ‘‘2017’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2023’’. 

(c) REFORMS TO REDUCE DECISION TIME RE-
VIEW PERIODS.—Section 33(e) of the Federal 
Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act 
(7 U.S.C. 136w–8(e)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Pesticide Registration Im-
provement Extension Act of 2012’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Pesticide Registration Enhancement 
Act of 2017’’; and 

(2) by inserting at the end the following 
new sentence: ‘‘Such reforms shall include 
identifying opportunities for streamlining 
review processes for applications for a new 
active ingredient or a new use and providing 
prompt feedback to applicants during such 
review process.’’. 

(d) DECISION TIME REVIEW PERIODS.—Sec-
tion 33(f) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136w– 
8(f)(1)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘Pesticide Registration Im-

provement Extension Act of 2012’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘Pesticide Registration Enhancement 
Act of 2017’’; and 

(B) by inserting after ‘‘covered pesticide 
registration actions’’ the following: ‘‘or for 
any other action covered by a table specified 
in subsection (b)(3)’’; 

(2) in paragraph (3), by striking subpara-
graph (C) and inserting the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) applications for any other action cov-
ered by a table specified in subsection 
(b)(3).’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (4)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘a pesticide registration 

application’’ and inserting ‘‘a covered appli-
cation’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘covered pesticide registra-
tion application’’ and inserting ‘‘covered ap-
plication’’. 

(e) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—Section 
33(k) of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, 
and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136w–8(k)) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1) by striking ‘‘2017’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2023’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 
(A) in subparagraph (D), by striking clause 

(i) and inserting the following new clause: 

‘‘(i) the number of pesticides or pesticide 
cases reviewed and the number of registra-
tion review decisions completed, including— 

‘‘(I) the number of cases cancelled; 
‘‘(II) the number of cases requiring risk 

mitigation measures; 
‘‘(III) the number of cases removing risk 

mitigation measures; 
‘‘(IV) the number of cases with no risk 

mitigation needed; and 
‘‘(V) the number of cases in which risk 

mitigation has been fully implemented;’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (G)— 
(i) in clause (i)— 
(I) by striking ‘‘section 4(k)(4)’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘paragraphs (4) and (5) of section 4(k)’’; 
and 

(II) by striking ‘‘that section’’ and insert-
ing ‘‘such paragraphs’’; 

(ii) by striking clauses (ii), (iii), (iv), (v), 
and (vi); 

(iii) by inserting after clause (i) the fol-
lowing new clause: 

‘‘(ii) implementing enhancements to— 
‘‘(I) the electronic tracking of covered ap-

plications; 
‘‘(II) the electronic tracking of conditional 

registrations; 
‘‘(III) the endangered species database; 
‘‘(IV) the electronic review of labels sub-

mitted with covered applications; and 
‘‘(V) the electronic review and assessment 

of confidential statements of formula sub-
mitted with covered applications; and’’; and 

(iv) by redesignating clause (vii) as clause 
(iii); 

(C) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘and’’ 
at the end; 

(D) in subparagraph (J), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

(E) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraphs: 

‘‘(K) a review of the progress made in de-
veloping, updating, and implementing prod-
uct performance test guidelines for pesticide 
products that are intended to control inver-
tebrate pests of significant public health im-
portance and, by regulation, prescribing 
product performance data requirements for 
such pesticide products registered under sec-
tion 3; 

‘‘(L) a review of the progress made in the 
priority review and approval of new pes-
ticides to control vector-born public health 
pests for use in the United States, including 
each territory or possession of the United 
States, and United States military installa-
tions globally; 

‘‘(M) a review of the progress made in im-
plementing enhancements to the good lab-
oratory practices standards compliance mon-
itoring program established under part 160 of 
title 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
(or successor regulations); 

‘‘(N) the number of approvals for active in-
gredients, new uses, and pesticide end use 
products granted in connection with the De-
sign for the Environment program (or any 
successor program) of the Environmental 
Protection Agency; and 

‘‘(O) with respect to funds in the Pesticide 
Registration Fund reserved under subsection 
(c)(3), a review that includes— 

‘‘(i) a description of the amount and use of 
such funds— 

‘‘(I) to carry out activities relating to 
worker protection under clause (i) of sub-
section (c)(3)(B); 

‘‘(II) to award partnership grants under 
clause (ii) of such subsection; and 

‘‘(III) to carry out the pesticide safety edu-
cation program under clause (iii) of such sub-
section; 

‘‘(ii) an evaluation of the appropriateness 
and effectiveness of the activities, grants, 
and program described in clause (i); 
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‘‘(iii) a description of how stakeholders are 

engaged in the decision to fund such activi-
ties, grants, and program; and 

‘‘(iv) with respect to activities relating to 
worker protection carried out under subpara-
graph (B)(i) of such subsection, a summary of 
the analyses from stakeholders, including 
from worker community-based organiza-
tions, on the appropriateness and effective-
ness of such activities.’’. 

(f) TERMINATION OF EFFECTIVENESS.—Sec-
tion 33(m) of the Federal Insecticide, Fun-
gicide, and Rodenticide Act (7 U.S.C. 136w– 
8(m)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘2017’’ and 
inserting ‘‘2023’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2)— 

(A) in subparagraph (A)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘FISCAL YEAR 2018.—During 

fiscal year 2018’’ and inserting ‘‘FISCAL YEAR 
2024.—During fiscal year 2024’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2017’’ and inserting ‘‘2023’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘FISCAL YEAR 2019.—During 

fiscal year 2019’’ and inserting ‘‘FISCAL YEAR 
2025.—During fiscal year 2025’’; and 

(ii) by striking ‘‘2017’’ and inserting ‘‘2023’’; 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘SEP-

TEMBER 30, 2019.—Effective September 30, 
2019’’ and inserting ‘‘SEPTEMBER 30, 2025.—Ef-
fective September 30, 2025’’; and 

(D) in subparagraph (D), by striking ‘‘2017’’ 
both places it appears and inserting ‘‘2023’’. 

SEC. 6. REVISION OF TABLES REGARDING COV-
ERED PESTICIDE REGISTRATION AP-
PLICATIONS AND OTHER COVERED 
ACTIONS AND THEIR COR-
RESPONDING REGISTRATION SERV-
ICE FEES. 

Paragraph (3) of section 33(b) of the Fed-
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act (7 U.S.C. 136w–8(b)) is amended to read as 
follows: 

‘‘(3) SCHEDULE OF COVERED APPLICATIONS 
AND OTHER ACTIONS AND THEIR REGISTRATION 
SERVICE FEES.—Subject to paragraph (6), the 
schedule of registration applications and 
other covered actions and their cor-
responding registration service fees shall be 
as follows: 

‘‘TABLE 1. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW ACTIVE INGREDIENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R010 1 New Active Ingredient, Food use. (2)(3) 24 753,082 

R020 2 New Active Ingredient, Food use; reduced risk. (2)(3) 18 627,568 

R040 3 New Active Ingredient, Food use; Experimental Use Permit application; establish temporary 
tolerance; submitted before application for registration; credit 45% of fee toward new 
active ingredient application that follows. (3) 

18 462,502 

R060 4 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; outdoor. (2)(3) 21 523,205 

R070 5 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; outdoor; reduced risk. (2)(3) 16 436,004 

R090 6 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; outdoor; Experimental Use Permit application; sub-
mitted before application for registration; credit 45% of fee toward new active ingre-
dient application that follows. (3) 

16 323,690 

R110 7 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; indoor. (2)(3) 20 290,994 

R120 8 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; indoor; reduced risk. (2)(3) 14 242,495 

R121 9 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; indoor; Experimental Use Permit application; sub-
mitted before application for registration; credit 45% of fee toward new active ingre-
dient application that follows. (3) 

18 182,327 

R122 10 Enriched isomer(s) of registered mixed-isomer active ingredient. (2)(3) 18 317,128 

R123 11 New Active Ingredient, Seed treatment only; includes agricultural and non-agricultural 
seeds; residues not expected in raw agricultural commodities. (2)(3) 

18 471,861 

R125 12 New Active Ingredient, Seed treatment; Experimental Use Permit application; submitted 
before application for registration; credit 45% of fee toward new active ingredient ap-
plication that follows. (3) 

16 323,690 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 2. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW USES 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R130 13 First food use; indoor; food/food handling. (2) (3) 21 191,444 

R140 14 Additional food use; Indoor; food/food handling. (3) (4) 15 44,672 

R150 15 First food use. (2)(3) 21 317,104 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:25 Mar 21, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00006 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20MR7.002 H20MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2193 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 2. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW USES—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R155 16 (new) First food use, Experimental Use Permit application; a.i. registered for non-food outdoor 
use. (3)(4) 

21 264,253 

R160 17 First food use; reduced risk. (2)(3) 16 264,253 

R170 18 Additional food use. (3) (4) 15 79,349 

R175 19 Additional food uses covered within a crop group resulting from the conversion of existing 
approved crop group(s) to one or more revised crop groups. (3)(4) 

10 66,124 

R180 20 Additional food use; reduced risk. (3)(4) 10 66,124 

R190 21 Additional food uses; 6 or more submitted in one application. (3)(4) 15 476,090 

R200 22 Additional Food Use; 6 or more submitted in one application; Reduced Risk. (3)(4) 10 396,742 

R210 23 Additional food use; Experimental Use Permit application; establish temporary tolerance; no 
credit toward new use registration. (3)(4) 

12 48,986 

R220 24 Additional food use; Experimental Use Permit application; crop destruct basis; no credit to-
ward new use registration. (3)(4) 

6 19,838 

R230 25 Additional use; non-food; outdoor. (3) (4) 15 31,713 

R240 26 Additional use; non-food; outdoor; reduced risk. (3)(4) 10 26,427 

R250 27 Additional use; non-food; outdoor; Experimental Use Permit application; no credit toward 
new use registration. (3)(4) 

6 19,838 

R251 28 Experimental Use Permit application which requires no changes to the tolerance(s); non- 
crop destruct basis. (3) 

8 19,838 

R260 29 New use; non-food; indoor. (3) (4) 12 15,317 

R270 30 New use; non-food; indoor; reduced risk. (3)(4) 9 12,764 

R271 31 New use; non-food; indoor; Experimental Use Permit application; no credit toward new use 
registration. (3)(4) 

6 9,725 

R273 32 Additional use; seed treatment; limited uptake into Raw Agricultural Commodities; includes 
crops with established tolerances (e.g., for soil or foliar application); includes food and/ 
or non-food uses. (3)(4) 

12 50,445 

R274 33 Additional uses; seed treatment only; 6 or more submitted in one application; limited up-
take into raw agricultural commodities; includes crops with established tolerances (e.g., 
for soil or foliar application); includes food and/or non-food uses. (3)(4) 

12 302,663 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(4) Amendment applications to add the new use(s) to registered product labels are covered by the base fee for the new use(s). All items in the covered application must be submitted together in one 
package. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval(s) that is submitted in the new use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new 
product or a new inert approval. However, if a new use application only proposes to register the new use for a new product and there are no amendments in the application, then review of one new prod-
uct application is covered by the new use fee. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the new use decision review time. Any application for a new product or an 
amendment to the proposed labeling (a) submitted subsequent to submission of the new use application and (b) prior to conclusion of its decision review time and (c) containing the same new uses, will 
be deemed a separate new-use application, subject to a separate registration service fee and new decision review time for a new use. If the new-use application includes non-food (indoor and/or outdoor), 
and food (outdoor and/or indoor) uses, the appropriate fee is due for each type of new use and the longest decision review time applies to all of the new uses requested in the application. Any information 
that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screen, 
and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee for the new use application. 

‘‘TABLE 3. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — IMPORT AND OTHER TOLERANCES 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R280 34 Establish import tolerance; new active ingredient or first food use. (2) 21 319,072 

R290 35 Establish Import tolerance; Additional new food use. 15 63,816 
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‘‘TABLE 3. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — IMPORT AND OTHER TOLERANCES—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R291 36 Establish import tolerances; additional food uses; 6 or more crops submitted in one peti-
tion. 

15 382,886 

R292 37 Amend an established tolerance (e.g., decrease or increase) and/or harmonize established 
tolerances with Codex MRLs; domestic or import; applicant-initiated. 

11 45,341 

R293 38 Establish tolerance(s) for inadvertent residues in one crop; applicant-initiated. 12 53,483 

R294 39 Establish tolerances for inadvertent residues; 6 or more crops submitted in one applica-
tion; applicant-initiated. 

12 320,894 

R295 40 Establish tolerance(s) for residues in one rotational crop in response to a specific rota-
tional crop application; submission of corresponding label amendments which specify 
the necessary plant-back restrictions; applicant-initiated. (3) (4) 

15 66,124 

R296 41 Establish tolerances for residues in rotational crops in response to a specific rotational 
crop petition; 6 or more crops submitted in one application; submission of cor-
responding label amendments which specify the necessary plant-back restrictions; ap-
plicant-initiated. (3) (4) 

15 396,742 

R297 42 Amend 6 or more established tolerances (e.g., decrease or increase) in one petition; do-
mestic or import; applicant-initiated. 

11 272,037 

R298 43 Amend an established tolerance (e.g., decrease or increase); domestic or import; submis-
sion of corresponding amended labels (requiring science review). (3) (4) 

13 58,565 

R299 44 Amend 6 or more established tolerances (e.g., decrease or increase); domestic or import; 
submission of corresponding amended labels (requiring science review). (3) (4) 

13 285,261 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(4) Amendment applications to add the revised use pattern(s) to registered product labels are covered by the base fee for the category. All items in the covered application must be submitted together 
in one package. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval(s) that is submitted in the amendment application package is subject to the registration service fee for 
a new product or a new inert approval. However, if an amendment application only proposes to register the amendment for a new product and there are no amendments in the application, then review of 
one new product application is covered by the base fee. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the category decision review time. 

‘‘TABLE 4. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R300 45 New product; or similar combination product (already registered) to 
an identical or substantially similar in composition and use to a 
registered product; registered source of active ingredient; no 
data review on acute toxicity, efficacy or CRP – only product 
chemistry data; cite-all data citation, or selective data citation 
where applicant owns all required data, or applicant submits 
specific authorization letter from data owner. Category also in-
cludes 100% re-package of registered end-use or manufac-
turing-use product that requires no data submission nor data 
matrix. (2)(3) 

4 1,582 

R301 46 New product; or similar combination product (already registered) to 
an identical or substantially similar in composition and use to a 
registered product; registered source of active ingredient; selec-
tive data citation only for data on product chemistry and/or 
acute toxicity and/or public health pest efficacy (identical data 
citation and claims to cited product(s)), where applicant does 
not own all required data and does not have a specific author-
ization letter from data owner. (2)(3) 

4 1,897 
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‘‘TABLE 4. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R310 47 New end-use or manufacturing-use product with registered 
source(s) of active ingredient(s); includes products containing 
two or more registered active ingredients previously combined in 
other registered products; excludes products requiring or citing 
an animal safety study; requires review of data package within 
RD only; includes data and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for up to 3 target pests. (2)(3) 

7 7,301 

R314 48 New end use product containing up to three registered active in-
gredients never before registered as this combination in a for-
mulated product; new product label is identical or substantially 
similar to the labels of currently registered products which sep-
arately contain the respective component active ingredients; ex-
cludes products requiring or citing an animal safety study; re-
quires review of data package within RD only; includes data 
and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for up to 3 target pests. (2)(3) 

8 8,626 

R319 49 New end use product containing up to three registered active in-
gredients never before registered as this combination in a for-
mulated product; new product label is identical or substantially 
similar to the labels of currently registered products which sep-
arately contain the respective component active ingredients; ex-
cludes products requiring or citing an animal safety study; re-
quires review of data package within RD only; includes data 
and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for 4 to 7 target pests. (2)(3) 

10 12,626 

R318 50 (new) New end use product containing four or more registered active in-
gredients never before registered as this combination in a for-
mulated product; new product label is identical or substantially 
similar to the labels of currently registered products which sep-
arately contain the respective component active ingredients; ex-
cludes products requiring or citing an animal safety study; re-
quires review of data package within RD only; includes data 
and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for up to 3 target pests. (2)(3) 

9 13,252 

R321 51 (new) New end use product containing four or more registered active in-
gredients never before registered as this combination in a for-
mulated product; new product label is identical or substantially 
similar to the labels of currently registered products which sep-
arately contain the respective component active ingredients; ex-
cludes products requiring or citing an animal safety study; re-
quires review of data package within RD only; includes data 
and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for 4 to 7 target pests. (2)(3) 

11 17,252 

R315 52 New end-use, on-animal product, registered source of active ingre-
dient(s), with the submission of data and/or waivers for only: 

∑ animal safety and 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) and/or 
∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging. (2) (3) 

9 9,820 
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‘‘TABLE 4. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R316 53 (new) New end-use or manufacturing product with registered source(s) of 
active ingredient(s) including products containing two or more 
registered active ingredients previously combined in other reg-
istered products; excludes products requiring or citing an ani-
mal safety study; and requires review of data and/or waivers for 
only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for greater than 3 and up to 7 

target pests. (2)(3) 

9 11,301 

R317 54 (new) New end-use or manufacturing product with registered source(s) of 
active ingredient(s) including products containing 2 or more 
registered active ingredients previously combined in other reg-
istered products; excludes products requiring or citing an ani-
mal safety study; and requires review of data and/or waivers for 
only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging and/or 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) - for greater than 7 target pests. 

(2)(3) 

10 15,301 

R320 55 New product; new physical form; requires data review in science 
divisions. (2)(3) 

12 13,226 

R331 56 New product; repack of identical registered end-use product as a 
manufacturing-use product, or identical registered manufac-
turing-use product as an end use product; same registered uses 
only. (2)(3) 

3 2,530 

R332 57 New manufacturing-use product; registered active ingredient; un-
registered source of active ingredient; submission of completely 
new generic data package; registered uses only; requires review 
in RD and science divisions. (2)(3) 

24 283,215 

R333 58 New product; MUP or End use product with unregistered source of 
active ingredient; requires science data review; new physical 
form; etc. Cite-all or selective data citation where applicant 
owns all required data. (2)(3) 

10 19,838 

R334 59 New product; MUP or End use product with unregistered source of 
the active ingredient; requires science data review; new physical 
form; etc. Selective data citation. (2)(3) 

11 23,100 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-

plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 
(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 

changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(4) For the purposes of classifying proposed registration actions into PRIA categories, ‘‘pest(s) requiring efficacy’’ are: public health pests listed in PR Notice 2002-1, livestock pests (e.g. Horn flies, Sta-
ble flies), wood-destroying pests (e.g. termites, carpenter ants, wood-boring beetles) and certain invasive species (e.g. Asian Longhorned beetle, Emerald Ashborer). This list may be updated/refined as 
invasive pest needs arise. To determine the number of pests for the PRIA categories, pests have been placed into groups (general; e.g., cockroaches) and pest specific (specifically a test species). If seek-
ing a label claim against a pest group (general), use the group listing below and each group will count as 1. The general pests groups are: mites, dust mites, chiggers, ticks, hard ticks, soft ticks, cattle 
ticks, scorpions, spiders, centipedes, lice, fleas, cockroaches, keds, bot flies, screwworms, filth flies, blow flies, house flies, flesh flies, mosquitoes, biting flies, horse flies, stable flies, deer flies, sand 
flies, biting midges, black flies, true bugs, bed bugs, stinging bees, wasps, yellow jackets, hornets, ants (excluding carpenter ants), fire and harvester ants, wood destroying beetles, carpenter ants, ter-
mites, subterranean termites, dry wood termites, arboreal termites, damp wood termites and invasive species. If seeking a claim against a specific pest without a general claim then each specific pest 
will count as 1. 

‘‘TABLE 5. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — AMENDMENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision Review 

Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R340 60 Amendment requiring data review within RD (e.g., changes to precautionary label statements); includes 
adding/modifying pest(s) claims for up to 2 target pests, excludes products requiring or citing an ani-
mal safety study. (2)(3)(4) 

4 4,988 

R341 61 
(New) 

Amendment requiring data review within RD (e.g., changes to precautionary label statements), includes 
adding/modifying pest(s) claims for greater than 2 target pests, excludes products requiring or citing 
an animal safety study. (2)(3)(4) 

6 5,988 
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‘‘TABLE 5. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — AMENDMENTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision Review 

Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R345 62 Amending on-animal products previously registered, with the submission of data and/or waivers for only: 
∑ animal safety and 
∑ pest(s) requiring efficacy (4) and/or 
∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging. (2)(3) 

7 8,820 

R350 63 Amendment requiring data review in science divisions (e.g., changes to REI, or PPE, or PHI, or use rate, 
or number of applications; or add aerial application; or modify GW/SW advisory statement). (2)(3) 

9 13,226 

R351 64 Amendment adding a new unregistered source of active ingredient. (2)(3) 8 13,226 

R352 65 Amendment adding already approved uses; selective method of support; does not apply if the applicant 
owns all cited data. (2) (3) 

8 13,226 

R371 66 Amendment to Experimental Use Permit; (does not include extending a permit’s time period). (3) 6 10,090 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) (a) EPA-initiated amendments shall not be charged registration service fees. (b) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA Section 

3(c)(3)(B) and are not subject to registration service fees. (c) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments handled by the Antimicrobials Division are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA 
Section 3(h) and are not subject to registration service fees. (d) Registrant initiated amendments submitted by notification under PR Notices, such as PR Notice 98-10, continue under PR Notice timelines 
and are not subject to registration service fees. (e) Submissions with data and requiring data review are subject to registration service fees. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(4) For the purposes of classifying proposed registration actions into PRIA categories, ‘‘pest(s) requiring efficacy’’ are: public health pests listed in PR Notice 2002-1, livestock pests (e.g. Horn flies, Sta-
ble flies), wood-destroying pests (e.g. termites, carpenter ants, wood-boring beetles) and certain invasive species (e.g. Asian Longhorned beetle, Emerald Ashborer). This list may be updated/refined as 
invasive pest needs arise. To determine the number of pests for the PRIA categories, pests have been placed into groups (general; e.g., cockroaches) and pest specific (specifically a test species). If seek-
ing a label claim against a pest group (general), use the group listing below and each group will count as 1. The general pests groups are: mites, dust mites, chiggers, ticks, hard ticks, soft ticks, cattle 
ticks, scorpions, spiders, centipedes, lice, fleas, cockroaches, keds, bot flies, screwworms, filth flies, blow flies, house flies, flesh flies, mosquitoes, biting flies, horse flies, stable flies, deer flies, sand 
flies, biting midges, black flies, true bugs, bed bugs, stinging bees, wasps, yellow jackets, hornets, ants (excluding carpenter ants), fire and harvester ants, wood destroying beetles, carpenter ants, ter-
mites, subterranean termites, dry wood termites, arboreal termites, damp wood termites and invasive species. If seeking a claim against a specific pest without a general claim then each specific pest 
will count as 1. 

‘‘TABLE 6. — REGISTRATION DIVISION — OTHER ACTIONS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision Review 

Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

R124 67 Conditional Ruling on Pre-application Study Waivers; applicant-initiated. 6 2,530 

R272 68 Review of Study Protocol applicant-initiated; excludes DART, pre-registration conference, 
Rapid Response review, DNT protocol review, protocol needing HSRB review. 

3 2,530 

R275 69 Rebuttal of agency reviewed protocol, applicant initiated. 3 2,530 

R370 70 Cancer reassessment; applicant-initiated. 18 198,250 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 

‘‘TABLE 7. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — NEW ACTIVE INGREDIENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A380 71 New Active Ingredient; Indirect Food use; establish tolerance or tolerance exemption if required. (2)(3) 24 137,841 

A390 72 New Active Ingredient; Direct Food use; establish tolerance or tolerance exemption if required. (2)(3) 24 229,733 

A410 73 New Active Ingredient Non-food use.(2)(3) 21 229,733 

A431 74 New Active Ingredient, Non-food use; low-risk. (2)(3) 12 80,225 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 
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(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 

changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 8. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — NEW USES 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A440 75 New Use, Indirect Food Use, establish tolerance or tolerance ex-
emption. (2)(3)(4) 

21 31,910 

A441 76 Additional Indirect food uses; establish tolerances or tolerance 
exemptions if required; 6 or more submitted in one applica-
tion. (3)(4)(5) 

21 114,870 

A450 77 New use, Direct food use, establish tolerance or tolerance ex-
emption. (2)(3)(4) 

21 95,724 

A451 78 Additional Direct food uses; establish tolerances or tolerance ex-
emptions if required; 6 or more submitted in one application. 
(3)(4)(5) 

21 182,335 

A500 79 New use, non-food. (4)(5) 12 31,910 

A501 80 New use, non-food; 6 or more submitted in one application. 
(4)(5) 

15 76,583 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) If EPA data rules are amended to newly require clearance under section 408 of the FFDCA for an ingredient of an antimicrobial product where such ingredient was not previously subject to such a 
clearance, then review of the data for such clearance of such product is not subject to a registration service fee for the tolerance action for two years from the effective date of the rule. 

(4) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(5) Amendment applications to add the new use(s) to registered product labels are covered by the base fee for the new use(s). All items in the covered application must be submitted together in one 
package. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval(s) that is submitted in the new use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new 
product or a new inert approval. However, if a new use application only proposes to register the new use for a new product and there are no amendments in the application, then review of one new prod-
uct application is covered by the new use fee. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the new use decision review time. Any application for a new product or an 
amendment to the proposed labeling (a) submitted subsequent to submission of the new use application and (b) prior to conclusion of its decision review time and (c) containing the same new uses, will 
be deemed a separate new-use application, subject to a separate registration service fee and new decision review time for a new use. If the new-use application includes non-food (indoor and/or outdoor), 
and food (outdoor and/or indoor) uses, the appropriate fee is due for each type of new use and the longest decision review time applies to all of the new uses requested in the application. Any information 
that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screen, 
and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee for the new use application. 

‘‘TABLE 9. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS AND AMENDMENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A530 81 New product, identical or substantially similar in composition and use to a registered 
product; no data review or only product chemistry data; cite all data citation or selec-
tive data citation where applicant owns all required data; or applicant submits specific 
authorization letter from data owner. Category also includes 100% re-package of reg-
istered end-use or manufacturing use product that requires no data submission nor 
data matrix. (2)(3) 

4 1,278 

A531 82 New product; identical or substantially similar in composition and use to a registered 
product; registered source of active ingredient: selective data citation only for data on 
product chemistry and/or acute toxicity and/or public health pest efficacy, where appli-
cant does not own all required data and does not have a specific authorization letter 
from data owner. (2)(3) 

4 1,824 

A532 83 New product; identical or substantially similar in composition and use to a registered 
product; registered active ingredient; unregistered source of active ingredient; cite-all 
data citation except for product chemistry; product chemistry data submitted. (2)(3) 

5 5,107 

A540 84 New end use product; FIFRA §2(mm) uses only; up to 25 public health organisms. 
(2)(3)(5)(6) 

5 5,107 
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‘‘TABLE 9. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS AND AMENDMENTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A541 85 (new) New end use product; FIFRA §2(mm) uses only; 26-50 public health organisms. 
(2)(3)(5)(6) 

7 8,500 

A542 86 (new) New end use product; FIFRA §2(mm) uses only; ≥ 51 public health organisms. (2)(3)(5) 10 15,000 

A550 87 New end-use product; uses other than FIFRA §2(mm); non-FQPA product. (2)(3)(5) 9 13,226 

A560 88 New manufacturing use product; registered active ingredient; selective data citation. 
(2)(3) 

6 12,596 

A565 89 (new) New manufacturing-use product; registered active ingredient; unregistered source of ac-
tive ingredient; submission of new generic data package; registered uses only; requires 
science review. (2)(3) 

12 18,234 

A570 90 Label amendment requiring data review; up to 25 public health organisms. (3)(4)(5)(6) 4 3,831 

A573 91 (new) Label amendment requiring data review; 26-50 public health organisms. (2)(3)(5)(7) 6 6,350 

A574 92 (new) Label amendment requiring data review; ≥ 51 public health organisms. (2)(3)(5)(7) 9 11,000 

A572 93 New Product or amendment requiring data review for risk assessment by Science Branch 
(e.g., changes to REI, or PPE, or use rate). (2)(3)(4) 

9 13,226 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-

plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 
(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 

changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(4)(a) EPA-initiated amendments shall not be charged registration service fees. (b) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA Section 
3(c)(3)(B) and are not subject to registration service fees. (c) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments handled by the Antimicrobials Division are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA 
Section 3(h) and are not subject to registration service fees. (d) Registrant initiated amendments submitted by notification under PR Notices, such as PR Notice 98–10, continue under PR Notice timelines 
and are not subject to registration service fees. (e) Submissions with data and requiring data review are subject to registration service fees. 

(5) The applicant must identify the substantially similar product if opting to use cite-all or the selective method to support acute toxicity data requirements. 
(6) Once a submission for a new product with public health organisms has been submitted and classified in either A540 or A541, additional organisms submitted for the same product before expiration 

of the first submission’s original decision review time period will result in reclassification of both the original and subsequent submission into the appropriate new category based on the sum of the num-
ber or organisms in both submissions. A reclassification would result in a new PRIA start date and require additional fees to meet the fee of the new category. 

(7) Once a submission for a label amendment with public health organisms has been submitted and classified in either A570 or A573, additional organisms submitted for the same product before expi-
ration of the first submission’s original decision review time period will result in reclassification of both the original and subsequent submission into the appropriate new category based on the sum of the 
number or organisms in both submissions. A reclassification would result in a new PRIA start date and require additional fees to meet the fee of the new category. 

‘‘TABLE 10. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — EXPERIMENTAL USE PERMITS AND OTHER ACTIONS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A520 94 Experimental Use Permit application, non-food use. (2) 9 6,383 

A521 95 Review of public health efficacy study protocol within AD, per AD Internal Guidance for 
the Efficacy Protocol Review Process; Code will also include review of public health ef-
ficacy study protocol and data review for devices making pesticidal claims; applicant- 
initiated; Tier 1. 

4 4,726 

A522 96 Review of public health efficacy study protocol outside AD by members of AD Efficacy Pro-
tocol Review Expert Panel; Code will also include review of public health efficacy study 
protocol and data review for devices making pesticidal claims; applicant-initiated; Tier 
2. 

12 12,156 

A537 97 (new) New Active Ingredient/New Use, Experimental Use Permit application; Direct food use; Es-
tablish tolerance or tolerance exemption if required. Credit 45% of fee toward new ac-
tive ingredient/new use application that follows. 

18 153,156 

A538 98 (new) New Active Ingredient/New Use, Experimental Use Permit application; Indirect food use; 
Establish tolerance or tolerance exemption if required Credit 45% of fee toward new 
active ingredient/new use application that follows. 

18 95,724 

A539 99 (new) New Active Ingredient/New Use, Experimental Use Permit application; Nonfood use. Credit 
45% of fee toward new active ingredient/new use application that follows. 

15 92,163 

A529 100 Amendment to Experimental Use Permit; requires data review or risk assessment. (2) 9 11,429 

A523 101 Review of protocol other than a public health efficacy study (i.e., Toxicology or Exposure 
Protocols). 

9 12,156 

A571 102 Science reassessment: Cancer risk, refined ecological risk, and/or endangered species; ap-
plicant-initiated. 

18 95,724 

A533 103 (new) Exemption from the requirement of an Experimental Use Permit. (2) 4 2,482 
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‘‘TABLE 10. — ANTIMICROBIALS DIVISION — EXPERIMENTAL USE PERMITS AND OTHER ACTIONS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

A534 104 (new) Rebuttal of agency reviewed protocol, applicant initiated. 4 4,726 

A535 105 (new) Conditional Ruling on Pre-application Study Waiver or Data Bridging Argument; applicant- 
initiated. 

6 2,409 

A536 106 (new) Conditional Ruling on Pre-application Direct Food, Indirect Food, Nonfood use determina-
tion; applicant-initiated. 

4 2,482 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 

changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 11. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — NEW ACTIVE INGREDIENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B580 107 New active ingredient; food use; petition to establish a tolerance. (2)(3) 20 51,053 

B590 108 New active ingredient; food use; petition to establish a tolerance exemption. (2)(3) 18 31,910 

B600 109 New active ingredient; non-food use. (2)(3) 13 19,146 

B610 110 New active ingredient; Experimental Use Permit application; petition to establish a tem-
porary tolerance or temporary tolerance exemption. (3) 

10 12,764 

B611 111 New active ingredient; Experimental Use Permit application; petition to establish perma-
nent tolerance exemption. (3) 

12 12,764 

B612 112 New active ingredient; no change to a permanent tolerance exemption. (2)(3) 10 17,550 

B613 113 New active ingredient; petition to convert a temporary tolerance or a temporary tolerance 
exemption to a permanent tolerance or tolerance exemption. (2)(3) 

11 17,550 

B620 114 New active ingredient; Experimental Use Permit application; non-food use including crop 
destruct. (3) 

7 6,383 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 12. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — NEW USES 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B630 115 First food use; petition to establish a tolerance exemption. (2)(4) 13 12,764 

B631 116 New food use; petition to amend an established tolerance. (3)(4) 12 12,764 

B640 117 First food use; petition to establish a tolerance. (2)(4) 19 19,146 

B643 118 New Food use; petition to amend an established tolerance exemption. (3)(4) 10 12,764 

B642 119 First food use; indoor; food/food handling. (2)(4) 12 31,910 

B644 120 New use, no change to an established tolerance or tolerance exemption. (3)(4) 8 12,764 

B650 121 New use; non-food. (3)(4) 7 6,383 
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‘‘TABLE 12. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — NEW USES—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B645 122 (new) New food use; Experimental Use Permit application; petition to amend or add a tolerance 
exemption. (4) 

12 12,764 

B646 123 (new) New use; non-food use including crop destruct; Experimental Use Permit application. (4) 7 6,383 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) Amendment applications to add the new use(s) to registered product labels are covered by the base fee for the new use(s). All items in the covered application must be submitted together in one 
package. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval(s) that is submitted in the new use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new 
product or a new inert approval. However, if a new use application only proposes to register the new use for a new product and there are no amendments in the application, then review of one new prod-
uct application is covered by the new use fee. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the new use decision review time. Any application for a new product or an 
amendment to the proposed labeling (a) submitted subsequent to submission of the new use application and (b) prior to conclusion of its decision review time and (c) containing the same new uses, will 
be deemed a separate new-use application, subject to a separate registration service fee and new decision review time for a new use. If the new-use application includes non-food (indoor and/or outdoor), 
and food (outdoor and/or indoor) uses, the appropriate fee is due for each type of new use and the longest decision review time applies to all of the new uses requested in the application. Any information 
that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screen, 
and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee for the new use application. 

(4) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 13. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B652 124 New product; registered source of active ingredient; requires petition to amend established tolerance or 
tolerance exemption; requires 1) submission of product specific data; or 2) citation of previously re-
viewed and accepted data; or 3) submission or citation of data generated at government expense; or 
4) submission or citation of scientifically-sound rationale based on publicly available literature or 
other relevant information that addresses the data requirement; or 5) submission of a request for a 
data requirement to be waived supported by a scientifically-sound rationale explaining why the data 
requirement does not apply. (2)(3) 

13 12,764 

B660 125 New product; registered source of active ingredient(s); identical or substantially similar in composition 
and use to a registered product. No data review, or only product chemistry data; cite-all data citation, 
or selective data citation where applicant owns all required data or authorization from data owner is 
demonstrated. Category includes 100% re-package of registered end-use or manufacturing-use prod-
uct that requires no data submission or data matrix. For microbial pesticides, the active ingredient(s) 
must not be re-isolated. (2)(3) 

4 1,278 

B670 126 New product; registered source of active ingredient(s); requires: 1) submission of product specific data; 
or 2) citation of previously reviewed and accepted data; or 3) submission or citation of data gen-
erated at government expense; or 4) submission or citation of a scientifically-sound rationale based 
on publicly available literature or other relevant information that addresses the data requirement; or 
5) submission of a request for a data requirement to be waived supported by a scientifically-sound 
rationale explaining why the data requirement does not apply. (2)(3) 

7 5,107 

B671 127 New product; unregistered source of active ingredient(s); requires a petition to amend an established tol-
erance or tolerance exemption; requires: 1) submission of product specific data; or 2) citation of pre-
viously reviewed and accepted data; or 3) submission or citation of data generated at government ex-
pense; or 4) submission or citation of a scientifically-sound rationale based on publicly available lit-
erature or other relevant information that addresses the data requirement; or 5) submission of a re-
quest for a data requirement to be waived supported by a scientifically-sound rationale explaining 
why the data requirement does not apply. (2)(3) 

17 12,764 

B672 128 New product; unregistered source of active ingredient(s); non-food use or food use requires: 1) submis-
sion of product specific data; or 2) citation of previously reviewed and accepted data; or 3) submis-
sion or citation of data generated at government expense; or 4) submission or citation of a scientif-
ically-sound rationale based on publicly available literature or other relevant information that address-
es the data requirement; or 5) submission of a request for a data requirement to be waived supported 
by a scientifically-sound rationale explaining why the data requirement does not apply. (2)(3) 

13 9,118 

B673 129 New product MUP/EP; unregistered source of active ingredient(s); citation of Technical Grade Active In-
gredient (TGAI) data previously reviewed and accepted by the Agency. Requires an Agency determina-
tion that the cited data supports the new product. (2)(3) 

10 5,107 

B674 130 New product MUP; Repack of identical registered end-use product as a manufacturing-use product; same 
registered uses only. (2)(3) 

4 1,278 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2202 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 13. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — NEW PRODUCTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B675 131 New Product MUP; registered source of active ingredient; submission of completely new generic data 
package; registered uses only. (2)(3) 

10 9,118 

B676 132 New product; more than one active ingredient where one active ingredient is an unregistered source; 
product chemistry data must be submitted; requires: 1) submission of product specific data, and 2) 
citation of previously reviewed and accepted data; or 3) submission or citation of data generated at 
government expense; or 4) submission or citation of a scientifically-sound rationale based on publicly 
available literature or other relevant information that addresses the data requirement; or 5) submis-
sion of a request for a data requirement to be waived supported by a scientifically-sound rationale 
explaining why the data requirement does not apply. (2)(3) 

13 9,118 

B677 133 New end-use non-food animal product with submission of two or more target animal safety studies; in-
cludes data and/or waivers of data for only: 

∑ product chemistry and/or 
∑ acute toxicity and/or 
∑ public health pest efficacy and/or 
∑ animal safety studies and/or 
∑ child resistant packaging. (2)(3) 

10 8,820 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-

plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 
(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 

changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 14. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — AMENDMENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B621 134 Amendment; Experimental Use Permit; no change to an established temporary tol-
erance or tolerance exemption. (3) 

7 5,107 

B622 135 Amendment; Experimental Use Permit; petition to amend an established or tem-
porary tolerance or tolerance exemption. (3) 

11 12,764 

B641 136 Amendment of an established tolerance or tolerance exemption. 13 12,764 

B680 137 Amendment; registered sources of active ingredient(s); no new use(s); no changes 
to an established tolerance or tolerance exemption. Requires data submission. 
(2)(3) 

5 5,107 

B681 138 Amendment; unregistered source of active ingredient(s). Requires data submis-
sion. (2)(3) 

7 6,079 

B683 139 Label amendment; requires review/update of previous risk assessment(s) without 
data submission (e.g., labeling changes to REI, PPE, PHI). (2)(3) 

6 5,107 

B684 140 Amending non-food animal product that includes submission of target animal 
safety data; previously registered. (2)(3) 

8 8,820 

B685 141 (new) Amendment; add a new biochemical unregistered source of active ingredient or a 
new microbial production site. Requires submission of analysis of samples 
data and source/production site-specific manufacturing process description. (3) 

5 5,107 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) (a) EPA-initiated amendments shall not be charged registration service fees. (b) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments are to be completed within the timelines speci-

fied in FIFRA Section 3(c)(3)(B) and are not subject to registration service fees. (c) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments handled by the Antimicrobials Division are to be 
completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA Section 3(h) and are not subject to registration service fees. (d) Registrant initiated amendments submitted by notification 
under PR Notices, such as PR Notice 98-10, continue under PR Notice timelines and are not subject to registration service fees. (e) Submissions with data and requiring data re-
view are subject to registration service fees. 

(3) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft ac-
cepted label, including any changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will 
notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as 
the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to 
resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described 
in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-accepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the 
terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to the registrant within 2 
business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2203 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 15. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — SCLP 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B690 142 New active ingredient; food or non-food use. (2)(6) 7 2,554 

B700 143 Experimental Use Permit application; new active ingredient or new use. (6) 7 1,278 

B701 144 Extend or amend Experimental Use Permit. (6) 4 1,278 

B710 145 New product; registered source of active ingredient(s); identical or substantially similar in 
composition and use to a registered product; no change in an established tolerance or 
tolerance exemption. No data review, or only product chemistry data; cite-all data cita-
tion, or selective data citation where applicant owns all required data or authorization 
from data owner is demonstrated. Category includes 100% re-package of registered 
end-use or manufacturing-use product that requires no data submission or data ma-
trix. (3)(6) 

4 1,278 

B720 146 New product; registered source of active ingredient(s); requires: 1) submission of product 
specific data; or 2) citation of previously reviewed and accepted data; or 3) submission 
or citation of data generated at government expense; or 4) submission or citation of a 
scientifically-sound rationale based on publicly available literature or other relevant in-
formation that addresses the data requirement; or 5) submission of a request for a 
data requirement to be waived supported by a scientifically-sound rationale explaining 
why the data requirement does not apply. (3)(6) 

5 1,278 

B721 147 New product; unregistered source of active ingredient. (3)(6) 7 2,676 

B722 148 New use and/or amendment; petition to establish a tolerance or tolerance exemption. 
(4)(5)(6) 

7 2,477 

B730 149 Label amendment requiring data submission. (4)(6) 5 1,278 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) All requests for new uses (food and/or nonfood) contained in any application for a new active ingredient or a first food use are covered by the base fee for that new active ingredient or first food 

use application and retain the same decision time review period as the new active ingredient or first food use application. The application must be received by the agency in one package. The base fee for 
the category covers a maximum of five new products. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval that is submitted in the new active ingredient application package 
or first food use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new product or a new inert approval. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the 
new active ingredient or first food use decision review time. In the case of a new active ingredient application, until that new active ingredient is approved, any subsequent application for another new 
product containing the same active ingredient or an amendment to the proposed labeling will be deemed a new active ingredient application, subject to the registration service fee and decision review 
time for a new active ingredient. In the case of a first food use application, until that first food use is approved, any subsequent application for an additional new food use or uses will be subject to the 
registration service fee and decision review time for a first food use. Any information that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s 
initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screening, and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee 
for the new active ingredient or first food use application. 

(3) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-
plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 

(4) (a) EPA-initiated amendments shall not be charged registration service fees. (b) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA Section 
3(c)(3)(B) and are not subject to registration service fees. (c) Registrant-initiated fast-track amendments handled by the Antimicrobials Division are to be completed within the timelines specified in FIFRA 
Section 3(h) and are not subject to registration service fees. (d) Registrant initiated amendments submitted by notification under PR Notices, such as PR Notice 98-10, continue under PR Notice timelines 
and are not subject to registration service fees. (e) Submissions with data and requiring data review are subject to registration service fees. 

(5) Amendment applications to add the new use(s) to registered product labels are covered by the base fee for the new use(s). All items in the covered application must be submitted together in one 
package. Each application for an additional new product registration and new inert approval(s) that is submitted in the new use application package is subject to the registration service fee for a new 
product or a new inert approval. However, if a new use application only proposes to register the new use for a new product and there are no amendments in the application, then review of one new prod-
uct application is covered by the new use fee. All such associated applications that are submitted together will be subject to the new use decision review time. Any application for a new product or an 
amendment to the proposed labeling (a) submitted subsequent to submission of the new use application and (b) prior to conclusion of its decision review time and (c) containing the same new uses, will 
be deemed a separate new-use application, subject to a separate registration service fee and new decision review time for a new use. If the new-use application includes non-food (indoor and/or outdoor), 
and food (outdoor and/or indoor) uses, the appropriate fee is due for each type of new use and the longest decision review time applies to all of the new uses requested in the application. Any information 
that (a) was neither requested nor required by the Agency, and (b) is submitted by the applicant at the applicant’s initiative to support the application after completion of the technical deficiency screen, 
and (c) is not itself a covered registration application, must be assessed 25% of the full registration service fee for the new use application. 

(6) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 16. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — OTHER ACTIONS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B614 150 Pre-application; Conditional Ruling on rationales for addressing a data requirement in 
lieu of data; applicant-initiated; applies to one rationale at a time. 

3 2,530 

B615 151 Rebuttal of agency reviewed protocol, applicant initiated. 3 2,530 

B682 152 Protocol review; applicant initiated; excludes time for HSRB review. 3 2,432 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2204 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 17. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — PIP 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B740 153 Experimental Use Permit application; no petition for tolerance/tolerance exemption. Includes: 

1. non-food/feed use(s) for a new (2) or registered (3) PIP (12); 
2. food/feed use(s) for a new or registered PIP with crop destruct (12); 
3. food/feed use(s) for a new or registered PIP in which an established tolerance/tolerance exemption exists for 

the intended use(s). (4)(12) 

6 95,724 

B741 154 
(new) 

Experimental Use Permit application; no petition for tolerance/tolerance exemption. Includes: 

1. non-food/feed use(s) for a new (2) or registered (3) PIP; 
2. food/feed use(s) for a new or registered PIP with crop destruct; 
3. food/feed use(s) for a new or registered PIP in which an established tolerance/tolerance exemption exists for 

the intended use(s); 
SAP Review. (12) 

12 159,538 

B750 155 Experimental Use Permit application; with a petition to establish a temporary or permanent tolerance/tolerance 
exemption for the active ingredient. Includes new food/feed use for a registered (3) PIP. (4)(12) 

9 127,630 

B770 156 Experimental Use Permit application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish a temporary tolerance/tolerance ex-
emption for the active ingredient; credit 75% of B771 fee toward registration application for a new active 
ingredient that follows; SAP review. (5)(12) 

15 191,444 

B771 157 Experimental Use Permit application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish a temporary tolerance/tolerance ex-
emption for the active ingredient; credit 75% of B771 fee toward registration application for a new active 
ingredient that follows. (12) 

10 127,630 

B772 158 Application to amend or extend an Experimental Use Permit; no petition since the established tolerance/toler-
ance exemption for the active ingredient is unaffected. (12) 

3 12,764 

B773 159 Application to amend or extend an Experimental Use Permit; with petition to extend a temporary tolerance/toler-
ance exemption for the active ingredient. (12) 

5 31,910 

B780 160 Registration application; new (2) PIP; non-food/feed. (12) 12 159,537 

B790 161 Registration application; new (2) PIP; non-food/feed; SAP review. (5)(12) 18 223,351 

B800 162 Registration application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the 
active ingredient based on an existing temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption. (12) 

13 172,300 

B810 163 Registration application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the 
active ingredient based on an existing temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption. SAP review. (5)(12) 

19 236,114 

B820 164 Registration application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish or amend a permanent tolerance/tolerance ex-
emption of an active ingredient. (12) 

15 204,208 

B840 165 Registration application; new (2) PIP; with petition to establish or amend a permanent tolerance/tolerance ex-
emption of an active ingredient. SAP review. (5)(12) 

21 268,022 

B851 166 Registration application; new event of a previously registered PIP active ingredient(s); no petition since perma-
nent tolerance/tolerance exemption is already established for the active ingredient(s). (12) 

9 127,630 

B870 167 Registration application; registered (3) PIP; new product; new use; no petition since a permanent tolerance/tol-
erance exemption is already established for the active ingredient(s). (4) (12) 

9 38,290 

B880 168 Registration application; registered (3) PIP; new product or new terms of registration; additional data sub-
mitted; no petition since a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption is already established for the active in-
gredient(s). (6) (7) (12) 

9 31,910 

B881 169 Registration application; registered (3) PIP; new product or new terms of registration; additional data sub-
mitted; no petition since a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption is already established for the active in-
gredient(s). SAP review. (5)(6)(7)(12) 

15 95,724 

B882 170 
(new) 

Registration application; new (2) PIP, seed increase with negotiated acreage cap and time-limited registration; 
with petition to establish a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the active ingredient based on an 
existing temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption; SAP Review. (8)(12) 

15 191,444 

B883 171 Registration application; new (2) PIP, seed increase with negotiated acreage cap and time-limited registration; 
with petition to establish a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the active ingredient based on an 
existing temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption. (8) (12) 

9 127,630 

B884 172 Registration application; new (2) PIP, seed increase with negotiated acreage cap and time-limited registration; 
with petition to establish a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the active ingredient. (8)(12) 

12 159,537 

B885 173 Registration application; registered (3) PIP, seed increase; breeding stack of previously approved PIPs, same 
crop; no petition since a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption is already established for the active ingre-
dient(s). (9)(12) 

6 31,910 

B886 174 
(new) 

Registration application; new (2) PIP, seed increase with negotiated acreage cap and time-limited registration; 
with petition to establish a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption for the active ingredient. SAP Review. 
(8) (12) 

18 223,351 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H2205 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 17. — BIOPESTICIDES DIVISION — PIP—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

B890 175 Application to amend a seed increase registration; converts registration to commercial registration; no petition 
since permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption is already established for the active ingredient(s). (12) 

9 63,816 

B891 176 Application to amend a seed increase registration; converts registration to a commercial registration; no peti-
tion since a permanent tolerance/tolerance exemption already established for the active ingredient(s); SAP re-
view. (5)(12) 

15 127,630 

B900 177 Application to amend a registration, including actions such as extending an expiration date, modifying an IRM 
plan, or adding an insect to be controlled. (10)(11)(12) 

6 12,764 

B901 178 Application to amend a registration, including actions such as extending an expiration date, modifying an IRM 
plan, or adding an insect to be controlled. SAP review. (10) (11) (12) 

12 76,578 

B902 179 PIP Protocol review. 3 6,383 

B903 180 Inert ingredient tolerance exemption; e.g., a marker such as NPT II; reviewed in BPPD. 6 63,816 

B904 181 Import tolerance or tolerance exemption; processed commodities/food only (inert or active ingredient). 9 127,630 

B905 182 
(new) 

SAP Review. 6 63,816 

B906 183 
(new) 

Petition to establish a temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption for one or more active ingredients. 3 31,907 

B907 184 
(new) 

Petition to establish a temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption for one or more active ingredients based on an 
existing temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption. 

3 12,764 

B908 185 
(new) 

Petition to establish a temporary tolerance/tolerance exemption for one or more active ingredients or inert ingre-
dients. 

3 44,671 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) New PIP = a PIP with an active ingredient that has not been registered. 
(3) Registered PIP = a PIP with an active ingredient that is currently registered. 
(4) Transfer registered PIP through conventional breeding for new food/feed use, such as from field corn to sweet corn. 
(5) The scientific data involved in this category are complex. EPA often seeks technical advice from the Scientific Advisory Panel on risks that pesticides pose to wildlife, farm workers, pesticide applica-

tors, non-target species, as well as insect resistance, and novel scientific issues surrounding new technologies. The scientists of the SAP neither make nor recommend policy decisions. They provide advice 
on the science used to make these decisions. Their advice is invaluable to the EPA as it strives to protect humans and the environment from risks posed by pesticides. Due to the time it takes to schedule 
and prepare for meetings with the SAP, additional time and costs are needed. 

(6) Registered PIPs stacked through conventional breeding. 
(7) Deployment of a registered PIP with a different IRM plan (e.g., seed blend). 
(8) The negotiated acreage cap will depend upon EPA’s determination of the potential environmental exposure, risk(s) to non-target organisms, and the risk of targeted pest developing resistance to the 

pesticidal substance. The uncertainty of these risks may reduce the allowable acreage, based upon the quantity and type of non-target organism data submitted and the lack of insect resistance manage-
ment data, which is usually not required for seed-increase registrations. Registrants are encouraged to consult with EPA prior to submission of a registration application in this category. 

(9) Application can be submitted prior to or concurrently with an application for commercial registration. 
(10) For example, IRM plan modifications that are applicant-initiated. 
(11) EPA-initiated amendments shall not be charged fees. 
(12) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including 

any changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) 
agrees to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or 
more of the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resub-
mission, but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agen-
cy-accepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped 
label to the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

‘‘TABLE 18. — INERT INGREDIENTS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

I001 186 Approval of new food use inert ingredient. (2)(3) 13 27,000 

I002 187 Amend currently approved inert ingredient tolerance or exemption from tolerance; new data. (2) 11 7,500 

I003 188 Amend currently approved inert ingredient tolerance or exemption from tolerance; no new data. (2) 9 3,308 

I004 189 Approval of new non-food use inert ingredient. (2) 6 11,025 

I005 190 Amend currently approved non-food use inert ingredient with new use pattern; new data. (2) 6 5,513 

I006 191 Amend currently approved non-food use inert ingredient with new use pattern; no new data. (2) 3 3,308 

I007 192 Approval of substantially similar non-food use inert ingredients when original inert is 
compositionally similar with similar use pattern. (2) 

4 1,654 

I008 193 Approval of new or amended polymer inert ingredient, food use. (2) 5 3,749 

I009 194 Approval of new or amended polymer inert ingredient, non-food use. (2) 4 3,087 

I010 195 Petition to amend a single tolerance exemption descriptor, or single non-food use descriptor, to 
add ≤ 10 CASRNs; no new data. (2) 

6 1,654 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2206 March 20, 2017 
‘‘TABLE 18. — INERT INGREDIENTS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

I011 196 
(new) 

Approval of new food use safener with tolerance or exemption from tolerance. (2)(8) 24 597,683 

I012 197 
(new) 

Approval of new non-food use safener. (2)(8) 21 415,241 

I013 198 
(new) 

Approval of additional food use for previously approved safener with tolerance or exemption from 
tolerance. (2) 

15 62,975 

I014 199 
(new) 

Approval of additional non-food use for previously approved safener. (2) 15 25,168 

I015 200 
(new) 

Approval of new generic data for previously approved food use safener. (2) 24 269,728 

I016 201 
(new) 

Approval of amendment(s) to tolerance and label for previously approved safener. (2) 13 55,776 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) If another covered application is submitted that depends upon an application to approve an inert ingredient, each application will be subject to its respective registration service fee. The decision 

review time line for both submissions will be the longest of the associated applications. If the application covers multiple ingredients grouped by EPA into one chemical class, a single registration service 
fee will be assessed for approval of those ingredients. 

(3) If EPA data rules are amended to newly require clearance under section 408 of the FFDCA for an ingredient of an antimicrobial product where such ingredient was not previously subject to such a 
clearance, then review of the data for such clearance of such product is not subject to a registration service fee for the tolerance action for two years from the effective date of the rule. 

(4) Any other covered application that is associated with and dependent on the HSRB review will be subject to its separate registration service fee. The decision review times for the associated actions 
run concurrently, but will end at the date of the latest review time. 

(5) Any other covered application that is associated with and dependent on the SAP review will be subject to its separate registration service fee. The decision review time for the associated action will 
be extended by the decision review time for the SAP review. 

(6) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-
plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 

(7) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(8) If a new safener is submitted in the same package as a new active ingredient, and that new active ingredient is determined to be reduced risk, then the safener would get the same reduced time-
frame as the new active ingredient. 

‘‘TABLE 19. — EXTERNAL REVIEW AND MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

M001 202 Study protocol requiring Human Studies Review Board review as defined in 40 CFR Part 
26 in support of an active ingredient. (4) 

9 7,938 

M002 203 Completed study requiring Human Studies Review Board review as defined in 40 CFR Part 
26 in support of an active ingredient. (4) 

9 7,938 

M003 204 External technical peer review of new active ingredient, product, or amendment (e.g., con-
sultation with FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel) for an action with a decision timeframe 
of less than 12 months. Applicant initiated request based on a requirement of the Ad-
ministrator, as defined by FIFRA § 25(d), in support of a novel active ingredient, or 
unique use pattern or application technology. Excludes PIP active ingredients. (5) 

12 63,945 

M004 205 External technical peer review of new active ingredient, product, or amendment (e.g., con-
sultation with FIFRA Scientific Advisory Panel) for an action with a decision timeframe 
of greater than 12 months. Applicant initiated request based on a requirement of the 
Administrator, as defined by FIFRA § 25(d), in support of a novel active ingredient, or 
unique use pattern or application technology. Excludes PIP active ingredients. (5) 

18 63,945 

M005 206 New Product: Combination, Contains a combination of active ingredients from a registered 
and/or unregistered source; conventional, antimicrobial and/or biopesticide. Requires 
coordination with other regulatory divisions to conduct review of data, label and/or 
verify the validity of existing data as cited. Only existing uses for each active ingre-
dient in the combination product. (6)(7) 

9 22,050 

M006 207 Request for up to 5 letters of certification (Gold Seal) for one actively registered product 
(excludes distributor products). (8) 

1 277 

M007 208 Request to extend Exclusive Use of data as provided by FIFRA Section 3(c)(1)(F)(ii). 12 5,513 

M008 209 Request to grant Exclusive Use of data as provided by FIFRA Section 3(c)(1)(F)(vi) for a 
minor use, when a FIFRA Section 2(ll)(2) determination is required. 

15 1,654 

M009 210 (new) Non-FIFRA Regulated Determination: Applicant initiated, per product. 4 2,363 

M010 211 (new) Conditional ruling on pre-application, product substantial similarity. 4 2,363 
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‘‘TABLE 19. — EXTERNAL REVIEW AND MISCELLANEOUS ACTIONS—Continued 

EPA 
No. 

New 
CR 
No. 

Action 
Decision 

Review Time 
(Months)(1) 

FY’17 & FY’18 
Registration 
Service Fee 

($) 

M011 212 (new) Label amendment to add the DfE logo; requires data review; no other label changes. (9) 4 3,648 

(1) A decision review time that would otherwise end on a Saturday, Sunday, or federal holiday, will be extended to end on the next business day. 
(2) If another covered application is submitted that depends upon an application to approve an inert ingredient, each application will be subject to its respective registration service fee. The decision 

review time line for both submissions will be the longest of the associated applications. If the application covers multiple ingredients grouped by EPA into one chemical class, a single registration service 
fee will be assessed for approval of those ingredients. 

(3) If EPA data rules are amended to newly require clearance under section 408 of the FFDCA for an ingredient of an antimicrobial product where such ingredient was not previously subject to such a 
clearance, then review of the data for such clearance of such product is not subject to a registration service fee for the tolerance action for two years from the effective date of the rule. 

(4) Any other covered application that is associated with and dependent on the HSRB review will be subject to its separate registration service fee. The decision review times for the associated actions 
run concurrently, but will end at the date of the latest review time. 

(5) Any other covered application that is associated with and dependent on the SAP review will be subject to its separate registration service fee. The decision review time for the associated action will 
be extended by the decision review time for the SAP review. 

(6) An application for a new end-use product using a source of active ingredient that (a) is not yet registered but (b) has an application pending with the Agency for review, will be considered an ap-
plication for a new product with an unregistered source of active ingredient. 

(7) Where the action involves approval of a new or amended label, on or before the end date of the decision review time, the Agency shall provide to the applicant a draft accepted label, including any 
changes made by the Agency that differ from the applicant-submitted label and relevant supporting data reviewed by the Agency. The applicant will notify the Agency that the applicant either (a) agrees 
to all of the terms associated with the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests that it be issued as the accepted final Agency-stamped label; or (b) does not agree to one or more of 
the terms of the draft accepted label as amended by the Agency and requests additional time to resolve the difference(s); or (c) withdraws the application without prejudice for subsequent resubmission, 
but forfeits the associated registration service fee. For cases described in (b), the applicant shall have up to 30 calendar days to reach agreement with the Agency on the final terms of the Agency-ac-
cepted label. If the applicant agrees to all of the terms of the accepted label as in (a), including upon resolution of differences in (b), the Agency shall provide an accepted final Agency-stamped label to 
the registrant within 2 business days following the registrant’s written or electronic confirmation of agreement to the Agency. 

(8) Due to low fee and short time frame this category is not eligible for small business waivers. Gold seal applies to one registered product. 
(9) This category includes amendments the sole purpose of which is to add DfE (or equivalent terms that do not use ‘‘safe’’ or derivatives of ‘‘safe’’) logos to a label. DfE is a voluntary program. A 

label bearing a DfE logo is not considered an Agency endorsement because the ingredients in the qualifying product must meet objective, scientific criteria established and widely publicized by EPA.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS) and the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. PANETTA) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

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

Madam Speaker, and the gentleman 
from California (Mr. PANETTA), my 
good friend and colleague, I rise in 
strong support as the author of H.R. 
1029, the Pesticide Registration En-
hancement Act of 2017, also known as 
PRIA. It is not every day in Wash-
ington that we see a bipartisan bill 
come to the House floor that is sup-
ported by both industry and industry 
advocates, but PRIA is that bill, 
Madam Speaker. 

PRIA initially passed in 2003, estab-
lishing a new section of the Federal In-
secticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act, or FIFRA, which put in place a fee 
schedule for registering pesticides with 
the EPA. More specifically, PRIA con-
structed time frames for when the EPA 
was required to make a determination 
on pesticide registrations. The goal of 
PRIA was to create a more predictable 
and effective evaluation process for 
pesticide decisionmaking by coupling 
the collection of fees with specific deci-
sion review periods. It also promoted 
shorter decision review periods for re-
duced-risk pesticides. 

The nature of PRIA is very technical, 
but the widespread benefits across in-

dustries has gained it consistent bipar-
tisan support. PRIA is backed by a 
broad coalition comprised of the com-
panies that rely on the registration 
process and also labor and environ-
mental advocates. Each member of this 
broad coalition had a seat at the table 
when the Committee on Agriculture 
held a roundtable discussing the merits 
of the bill last month before it passed 
unanimously out of our House Com-
mittee on Agriculture. 

This reauthorization bill that we are 
considering also provides a few modi-
fications, including reasonable in-
creases in registration fees, funding for 
good laboratory practices, and added 
efforts to promote transparency. Al-
though it has generally been a 5-year 
authorization, this bill would extend 
PRIA for 7 years. A lengthened reau-
thorization, we believe, is appropriate 
because PRIA has been proven effec-
tive, it has enjoyed widespread, bipar-
tisan support, and to date each reau-
thorization has only involved minor 
adjustments. 

PRIA expires on September 30 of this 
year, and I am glad to be presenting 
this bill well in advance of that expira-
tion date because we need to provide 
folks with the certainty they need to 
conduct their business, educate farm-
workers, and keep the communication 
with EPA open and transparent. This is 
the fourth time PRIA has come before 
Congress for reauthorization, and that 
is because it is working for everyone. It 
has always been a bipartisan effort, 
and we hope to continue that tradition. 
I urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting this commonsense reauthoriza-
tion. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 2017. 
Hon. K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CONAWAY: I write in regard 
to H.R. 1029, Pesticide Registration Enhance-

ment Act of 2017, which was referred in addi-
tion to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. I wanted to notify you that the Com-
mittee will forgo action on the bill so that it 
may proceed expeditiously to the House floor 
for consideration. 

The Committee on Energy and Commerce 
takes this action with our mutual under-
standing that by foregoing consideration of 
H.R. 1029, the Committee does not waive any 
jurisdiction over the subject matter con-
tained in this or similar legislation and will 
be appropriately consulted and involved as 
this or similar legislation moves forward to 
address any remaining issues within the 
Committee’s jurisdiction. The Committee 
also reserves the right to seek appointment 
of an appropriate number of conferees to any 
House-Senate conference involving this or 
similar legislation and asks that you support 
any such request. 

I would appreciate your response con-
firming this understanding with respect to 
H.R. 1029 and ask that a copy of our ex-
change of letters on this matter be included 
in your committee’s report on the legislation 
or the Congressional Record during its con-
sideration on the House floor. 

Sincerely, 
GREG WALDEN, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 2017. 
GREG WALDEN, 
Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN WALDEN: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 1029, the ‘‘Pes-
ticide Registration Enhancement Act of 
2017.’’ I appreciate your support in bringing 
this legislation before the House of Rep-
resentatives, and accordingly, understand 
that the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce will forego action on the bill. 

The Committee on Agriculture concurs in 
the mutual understanding that by foregoing 
consideration of the bill at this time, the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce does 
not waive any jurisdiction over the subject 
matter contained in this bill or similar legis-
lation in the future. In addition, should a 
conference on this bill be necessary, I would 
support your request to have the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce represented on the 
conference committee. 
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I will insert copies of this exchange in the 

Congressional Record during Floor consider-
ation. I appreciate your cooperation regard-
ing this legislation and look forward to con-
tinuing to work the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce as this bill moves through the 
legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, 

Chairman. 

Mr. PANETTA. Madam Speaker, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I rise in support of H.R. 1029, the 
Pesticide Registration Enhancement 
Act of 2017. 

Once again, Madam Speaker, I stand 
before you to urge the passage of H.R. 
1029. As we know, the Environmental 
Protection Agency is responsible for 
regulating the sale, use, and distribu-
tion of pesticides. To facilitate and ex-
pedite that pesticide approval process, 
pesticide manufacturers have long sup-
plemented the EPA’s annual budget. 
This system allows the products to be 
reviewed in a timely manner, without 
sacrificing environmental and safety 
protections. It is truly a win-win for 
both manufacturers and consumers, 
and, as you heard Mr. DAVIS speak 
about, it is a clear example of govern-
ment at its best. It is exactly why I 
enjoy working on the Committee on 
Agriculture. It is exactly why I enjoy 
working with people such as RODNEY 
DAVIS. We have a bipartisan, effective, 
public-private legislative solution for a 
more predictable pesticide evaluation 
process that literally helps everybody. 

The Pesticide Registration Enhance-
ment Act, H.R. 1029, is an exceptional 
piece of legislation not only because it 
is supported by a unique coalition of 
pesticide registrants, environmental 
groups, and agricultural labor rep-
resentatives, but H.R. 1029 provides a 
more effective, predictable, and trans-
parent pesticide evaluation process. It 
promotes shorter review periods for re-
duced-risk pesticides and enhances sci-
entific and regulatory activities re-
lated to farmworker protection. 

My district on the central coast of 
California is not only bountiful in its 
agriculture, it is absolutely beautiful 
with its environment. Therefore, we on 
the central coast work hard to find 
that balance of being known as the 
salad bowl of the world and one of the 
most scenic places in the world. That is 
why our agriculture producers are the 
most thoughtful stewards of the land 
and recognize the need to protect the 
environment and the natural resources. 

This legislation facilitates that bal-
ance. This legislation provides a unique 
coalition building and encourages the 
agriculture industry to work with envi-
ronmentalists. Thus, H.R. 1029 helps all 
of us who live and work in our commu-
nity and, ultimately, our country. 
That is why I am absolutely honored to 
speak in this debate, humbled to share 
the floor with Representative DAVIS, 
and why I urge all my colleagues to 
support this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. 

Madam Speaker, this is exactly why 
we are here today in a bipartisan way. 
The gentleman from California (Mr. 
PANETTA) said it right: this affects his 
industry, and it affects his home area. 
As he likes to say, it is the salad bowl 
of America. I have been there, and I 
have seen the crops they grow. The 
crops I grow are much different in cen-
tral Illinois, the crops that are grown 
by the farmers that I am proud to rep-
resent, but they all have to have a suc-
cessful PRIA reauthorization to be able 
to grow those foods that we here in 
America continue to feed the world 
with and that we see in our grocery 
stores and on our supermarket shelves. 

Madam Speaker, I want to say thank 
you because this bill is essential, as we 
in central Illinois go out and take care 
of things such as making sure the 
weeds don’t pop up in our yards. Every 
single small business that decides to 
put down product and pesticides to en-
sure that lawns in central Illinois con-
tinue to prosper as the spring and sum-
mer unfold, this is essential to their 
success. 

This is essential to our farmers, who 
are looking to get their fields ready to 
go plant, the stewards of the land, the 
best stewards of the land, as Congress-
man PANETTA said. It assures them 
that they are going to be able to get 
that seed into the ground and, with the 
hope and prayers of rain and moisture, 
that it is going to grow and that we are 
still going to have a marketplace for 
those products. 

The risk that our farmers take every 
single year, when they risk and lever-
age their family incomes in many 
cases, in hopes that a seed is going to 
grow and a plant is going to grow, and 
they are going to be able to sell that, 
they need the certainty that this bill 
will actually give them. That is why I 
am proud to be here as the author, 
proud to stand with my colleagues. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROD-
NEY DAVIS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1029, as 
amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

100 YEARS OF WOMEN IN 
CONGRESS ACT 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I move to suspend the 
rules and pass the bill (H.R. 382) to 
amend the Department of Agriculture 
program for research and extension 
grants to increase participation by 
women and underrepresented minori-
ties in the fields of science, technology, 

engineering, and mathematics to redes-
ignate the program as the ‘‘Jeannette 
Rankin Women and Minorities in 
STEM Fields Program’’. 

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

H.R. 382 
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 ‘‘100 Years of 
Women in Congress Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The first woman elected to Congress, 

Representative Jeannette Rankin from Mon-
tana, was elected on November 7, 1916, al-
most four years prior to ratification of the 
19th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution 
giving women the right to vote. 

(2) Jeannette Rankin was not only a pio-
neer in national electoral politics, she was 
also a pioneer as a woman in science, grad-
uating from the University of Montana in 
1902 with a Bachelor of Science degree in bi-
ology. 

(3) 100 years after the swearing-in of 
Jeannette Rankin, 109 women serve in the 
115th Congress, more than at any other time 
in our Nation’s history. While this improve-
ment is commendable, women hold only 20 
percent of the seats in Congress, far below 
their relative share of the American elec-
torate. 

(4) According to the U.S. Bureau of Labor 
Statistics, women make up 47 percent of the 
total U.S. workforce. Gains have been made 
in the science, technology, engineering, and 
mathematics (STEM) fields over time, but 
women still comprise only 39 percent of 
chemists and material scientists, 28 percent 
of environmental scientists and 
geoscientists, 16 percent of chemical engi-
neers, and 12 percent of civil engineers. 

(5) More must be done to encourage women 
to run for elected office and to enter STEM 
fields. 
SEC. 3. JEANNETTE RANKIN WOMEN AND MI-

NORITIES IN STEM FIELDS PRO-
GRAM. 

Paragraph (7) of section 1672(d) of the 
Food, Agriculture, Conservation, and Trade 
Act of 1990 (7 U.S.C. 5925(d)(7)) is amended to 
read as follows: 

‘‘(7) JEANNETTE RANKIN WOMEN AND MINORI-
TIES IN STEM FIELDS PROGRAM.—Research and 
extension grants may be made under this 
section to increase participation by women 
and underrepresented minorities from rural 
areas in the fields of science, technology, en-
gineering, and mathematics, with priority 
given to eligible institutions that carry out 
continuing programs funded by the Sec-
retary. Any grant made under this paragraph 
shall be known and designated as a 
‘Jeannette Rankin Women and Minorities in 
STEM Fields Program Grant’.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Il-
linois (Mr. RODNEY DAVIS) and the gen-
tlewoman from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT 
ROCHESTER) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Illinois. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent that all Members may have 5 leg-
islative days within which to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois? 

There was no objection. 
Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 

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

I am glad to stand here with the gen-
tlewoman from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT 
ROCHESTER), another one of our new 
colleagues on the House Committee on 
Agriculture, in support of H.R. 382, the 
100 Years of Women in Congress Act. 

This legislation would honor a true 
pioneer of American politics by naming 
an important agricultural research 
program at the U.S. Department of Ag-
riculture as the Jeannette Rankin 
Women and Minorities in STEM Fields 
Program. This competitive research 
grant program is designed to increase 
participation by women and underrep-
resented minorities from rural areas in 
the fields of science, technology, engi-
neering, and mathematics. I can think 
of no better person to identify with 
this important program than former 
Representative Rankin, who was the 
first woman to serve in this great insti-
tution, the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, an achievement made 
even more significant by the fact that 
Ms. Rankin was elected to Congress 
several years prior to the ratification 
of the 19th Amendment granting 
women the right to vote. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this important piece of legislation, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

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

Washington, DC, March 16, 2017. 
Hon. MICHAEL CONAWAY, 
Chairman, Committee on Agriculture, House of 

Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-

cerning H.R. 382, the ‘‘100 Years of Women in 
Congress Act,’’ which was introduced on Jan-
uary 9, 2017. 

H.R. 382 contains provisions within the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology’s Rule X jurisdiction. In order to ex-
pedite this bill for floor consideration, the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology will forego action on the bill. This is 
being done on the basis of our mutual under-
standing that doing so will in no way dimin-
ish or alter the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology 
with respect to the appointment of con-
ferees, or to any future jurisdictional claim 
over the subject matters contained in the 
bill or similar legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding, and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the Congres-
sional Record during the floor consideration 
of this bill. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
LAMAR SMITH, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE, 

Washington, DC, March 16, 2017. 
Hon. LAMAR S. SMITH, 
Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and 

Technology, House of Representatives, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Thank you for your 
letter regarding H.R. 382, the ‘‘100 Years of 

Women in Congress Act.’’ I agree that the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology has a valid jurisdictional claim to 
provisions in this legislation, and I am most 
appreciative of your decision not to request 
a referral in the interest of expediting con-
sideration of the bill. I agree that by fore-
going a sequential referral, the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology is not 
waiving its jurisdiction. Further, I will in-
clude a copy of our exchange in the Congres-
sional Record during the floor consideration. 

Sincerely, 
K. MICHAEL CONAWAY, 

Chairman. 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam 
Speaker, I yield 3 minutes to my dis-
tinguished colleague from the State of 
New York (Ms. MENG), the sponsor of 
this legislation. 

b 1545 
Ms. MENG. Madam Speaker, I am so 

pleased to be here today to celebrate 
the 100th anniversary of women serving 
in Congress. 

I thank the Speaker for allowing this 
legislation to come to the floor. And I 
thank my good friend and former col-
league, Secretary Zinke, for authoring 
this legislation with me. His support 
has been instrumental in ensuring the 
consideration of this bill, and I am 
deeply grateful to him. 

One hundred years ago, Jeannette 
Rankin was sworn in as a Member of 
the United States House of Representa-
tives. She was the first woman elected 
to Congress, and was elected before 
passage of the 19th amendment which 
granted women the right to vote. 

Jeannette Rankin was a trailblazer 
her entire life. In 1902, she graduated 
from the University of Montana with a 
degree in biology. Afterward, she be-
came active in the women’s suffrage 
movement, moving to New York City 
and assisting in the founding of the 
New York Women’s Suffrage Party and 
working for the National American 
Woman Suffrage Association. 

Rankin would eventually return to 
her home State of Montana, and was 
elected to office in the congressional 
election of 1916. Upon winning, she de-
clared: ‘‘I may be the first woman 
Member of Congress, but I won’t be the 
last.’’ 

I am happy to say that she was right. 
In recognition of Congresswoman 

Jeannette Rankin’s many accomplish-
ments, and in celebration of the cen-
tennial anniversary of her service in 
Congress, Secretary Zinke and I intro-
duced the 100 Years of Women in Con-
gress Act. 

Because Jeannette Rankin was a 
woman of science more than 100 years 
before our current push to have more 
women enter STEM fields, we felt it 
appropriate to rename the Department 
of Agriculture’s Women and Minorities 
in STEM Fields Program after her. 

This program currently supports col-
laborative research projects at institu-
tions of higher education, and seeks to 
increase the participation of women 
and minorities from rural areas in 
STEM fields. It will continue to do so 
in the future, but now it will also rec-

ognize the many contributions 
Jeannette Rankin made to American 
life. 

Madam Speaker, thank you again for 
allowing this legislation to the floor 
today, and thank you again to Sec-
retary Zinke for partnering with me on 
it. 

I urge all of my colleagues to support 
this measure. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 382, the 100 
Years of Women in Congress Act. 

This bipartisan legislation will rec-
ognize the work that Jeannette 
Rankin, the first woman elected to 
Congress in 1916, accomplished fighting 
for women’s rights. It will rename the 
USDA’s Women and Minorities in 
STEM Fields Program to the Jeannette 
Rankin Women and Minorities in 
STEM Fields Grant Program. In our 
time, it is critical that we encourage 
more women to enter STEM fields 
across this country. In receiving a 
bachelor’s degree in biology before 
women even had the right to vote, she 
set an example for those who followed 
her to follow their passions for science 
and to achieve impactful leadership 
roles. 

As I travel through Delaware, one of 
the consistent messages that I hear 
from businesses and universities is the 
need for more engineers. We have a 
wealth of knowledge in our young girls 
who are demanding rigorous programs 
that put them in place for rewarding 
careers. These types of programs 
match the boundless enthusiasm with 
concrete steps towards achieving 
meaningful career goals that benefit 
our entire country. 

My sister, Thea, demonstrates the 
impact of successful STEM education 
from organizations like the Forum to 
Advance Minority Engineers—FAME— 
for schoolchildren in Delaware, to her 
attending an HBCU as an engineering 
major, and in her career spent serving 
our country as an engineer with the 
Army. 

My late husband Charles received un-
dergraduate and graduate degrees in 
mechanical and aerospace engineering. 
Those degrees gave him the oppor-
tunity to travel the world as an engi-
neer and give back to the energy sec-
tor. 

However, my family and I know that 
the answer doesn’t simply end with 
STEM. It is also about incorporating 
the arts into one’s education in the 
form of STEAM, where we can see the 
balance that a quality education pro-
vides. 

In my experiences, as the first 
woman elected to Congress from Dela-
ware, I understand the challenges that 
come with trying to break through bar-
riers. That is why this legislation and 
the impact of getting more young 
women to pursue STEM and STEAM 
careers is so deeply personal to me. 
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As Congresswoman Jeannette Rankin 

said before taking her oath of office in 
1917—nearly 4 years before women had 
even gained the right to vote through 
the 19th Amendment—as you heard be-
fore, she said: ‘‘I may be the first 
woman to be a Member of Congress, 
but I won’t be the last.’’ 

I am honored to serve as one of the 
more than 300 women to follow her 
lead. When we look to history to guide 
us in challenging moments, we will 
look to people like Congresswoman 
Jeannette Rankin, and I am confident 
she would be honored to have her name 
associated with this legislation and its 
aims. 

I thank the sponsors, and I thank my 
colleagues on the other side of the aisle 
for this bipartisan work. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois. 
Madam Speaker, I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time. 

I would be remiss if I didn’t thank 
my colleague, who I was sworn in with 
in January of 2013 when she raised her 
right hand, as I did, on this floor to 
join this great institution, my col-
league, GRACE MENG, for being the 
sponsor of this piece of legislation. I 
thank GRACE for her leadership, and 
also Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER, the first 
woman elected to serve in this institu-
tion from the State of Delaware. It is 
humbling and an honor for me to be 
able to stand here and help manage 
this piece of legislation. She should be 
very proud of what she is doing today. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all Members 
to join me in support of this bill, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam 
Speaker, I urge all Members as well to 
support passage of H.R. 382, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. ROD-
NEY DAVIS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 382. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

TSA ADMINISTRATOR 
MODERNIZATION ACT OF 2017 

Mr. KATKO. Madam Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 1309) to streamline the office and 
term of the Administrator of the 
Transportation Security Administra-
tion, and for other purposes. 

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

H.R. 1309 

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 ‘‘TSA Admin-
istrator Modernization Act of 2017’’. 

SEC. 2. AMENDMENTS TO THE HOMELAND SECU-
RITY ACT OF 2002 AND TITLE 5, 
UNITED STATES CODE. 

(a) HOMELAND SECURITY ACT OF 2002.— 
Paragraph (1) of section 103(a) of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (I), by striking ‘‘12’’ 
and inserting ‘‘11’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subparagraph: 

‘‘(L) An Administrator of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, in accord-
ance with section 114 of title 49, United 
States Code.’’. 

(b) INCLUSION IN EXECUTIVE SCHEDULE.— 
Section 5315 of title 5, United States Code, is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 

‘‘Administrator of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration, Department of Home-
land Security.’’. 
SEC. 3. AMENDMENTS TO TITLE 49, UNITED 

STATES CODE. 

Section 114 of title 49, United States Code, 
is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), by striking ‘‘Depart-
ment of Transportation’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
partment of Homeland Security’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)(1), by striking ‘‘Under 
Secretary of Transportation for Security’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Administrator of the Trans-
portation Security Administration’’; 

(3) by striking ‘‘Under Secretary’’ each 
place it appears and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator’’; 

(4) in subsection (b), in the heading, by 
striking ‘‘UNDER SECRETARY’’ and inserting 
‘‘ADMINISTRATOR’’; 

(5) in subsection (e)(4), by striking ‘‘Sec-
retary of Transportation’’ and inserting 
‘‘Secretary of Homeland Security’’; 

(6) in subsection (f)— 
(A) in paragraph (6), by striking ‘‘Federal 

Security Managers’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal 
Security Directors’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (14), by inserting ‘‘air car-
riers or’’ before ‘‘foreign air carriers’’; 

(7) in subsection (g)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘the Secretary’’ each place 

it appears and inserting ‘‘the Secretary of 
Homeland Security’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘The Sec-
retary’’ and inserting ‘‘The Secretary of 
Homeland Security’’; 

(8) in subsection (j)(1)(D), by striking ‘‘the 
Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘the Secretary of 
Homeland Security’’; 

(9) in subsection (l)— 
(A) in paragraph (2)(A), by striking ‘‘the 

Secretary’’ and inserting ‘‘the Secretary of 
Homeland Security’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (4)(B), by striking ‘‘the 
Administrator under subparagraph (A)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘the Administrator of the Federal 
Aviation Administration under subparagraph 
(A)’’; 

(10) in subsection (m)— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘UNDER 

SECRETARY’’ and inserting ‘‘ADMINIS-
TRATOR’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1), in the heading, by 
striking ‘‘UNDER SECRETARY’’ and inserting 
‘‘ADMINISTRATOR’’; 

(11) in subsection (n), by striking ‘‘Depart-
ment of Transportation’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
partment of Homeland Security’’; 

(12) in subsection (o), by striking ‘‘Depart-
ment of Transportation’’ and inserting ‘‘De-
partment of Homeland Security’’; and 

(13) in subsection (p)(4), by striking ‘‘Sec-
retary of Transportation’’ and inserting 
‘‘Secretary of Homeland Security’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. KATKO) and the gentle-
woman from New York (Miss RICE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. KATKO. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
any extraneous material on the bill 
under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. KATKO. Madam Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to ask 

the House to support H.R. 1309, the 
TSA Administrator Modernization Act 
of 2017. 

TSA was created within the Depart-
ment of Transportation in 2001 to ad-
dress the security vulnerabilities that 
were exposed in the attacks of 9/11. At 
that time, the administrator was given 
a 5-year term. However, when TSA and 
its functions transferred to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security a year 
later, the 5-year term officially termi-
nated by statute. 

Many of the issues and bureaucratic 
challenges that TSA faces today stem 
from a lack of consistent leadership at 
the top. Since I came to Congress in 
January 2015, TSA has had no less than 
five different individual administra-
tors, both as appointees and as acting 
administrators. This is a staggering 
number in such a brief period of time. 

A revolving door of leadership has 
further exacerbated the numerous 
problems that plague this young agen-
cy. It is unacceptable that this has 
gone on for more than a decade. The 
American people deserve better, and 
that is why we are here today with this 
bill. 

This bill addresses these issues by re-
establishing the administrator’s posi-
tion, level, and 5-year term, just as 
Congress originally intended when it 
created TSA in the wake of 9/11. Addi-
tionally, this bill updates Federal stat-
ute to reflect current policy by clari-
fying TSA’s proper role within the De-
partment of Homeland Security. 

While this is only one step in ad-
dressing the many challenges at TSA, 
this legislation will provide for more 
consistent leadership at such a critical 
security agency. 

Ensuring the effectiveness of Federal 
agencies and the security of the Amer-
ican people is a bipartisan task, and 
one of which I am happy to be part of. 
I commend my colleagues on both sides 
of the aisle for coming together to sup-
port this bill. This is exactly what the 
American people expect from us. 

I especially want to thank Chairman 
MCCAUL and Ranking Member THOMP-
SON for moving this bill swiftly 
through committee to the floor today. 
I also thank Congresswoman RICE, who 
is supporting this bill as well. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 
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COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND 

INFRASTRUCTURE, HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES, 

Washington, DC, March 13, 2017. 
Hon. MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCAUL: I write con-
cerning H.R. 1309, the ‘‘TSA Administrator 
Modernization Act of 2017.’’ This legislation 
includes matters that fall within the Rule X 
jurisdiction of the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

In order to expedite Floor consideration of 
H.R. 1309, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure will forgo action on this 
bill. However, this is conditional on our mu-
tual understanding that forgoing consider-
ation of the bill does not prejudice the Com-
mittee with respect to the appointment of 
conferees or to any future jurisdictional 
claim over the subject matters contained in 
the bill or similar legislation that fall within 
the Committee’s Rule X jurisdiction. I re-
quest you urge the Speaker to name mem-
bers of the Committee to any conference 
committee named to consider such provi-
sions. 

Please place a copy of this letter and your 
response acknowledging our jurisdictional 
interest in the Congressional Record during 
House Floor consideration of the bill. I look 
forward to working with the Committee on 
Homeland Security as the bill moves 
through the legislative process. 

Sincerely, 
BILL SHUSTER, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, March 15, 2017. 
Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

Infrastructure, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN SHUSTER: Thank you for 

your letter regarding H.R. 1309, the ‘‘TSA 
Administrator Modernization Act of 2017’’. I 
appreciate your support in bringing this leg-
islation before the House of Representatives. 
I understand that the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure, to the extent it 
may have a jurisdictional claim, will not 
seek a sequential referral on the bill; and 
therefore, there has been no formal deter-
mination as to its jurisdiction by the Parlia-
mentarian. We appreciate your cooperation 
in this matter. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 

Chairman, 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, March 13, 2017. 
Hon. MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I write concerning 
H.R. 1309, the ‘‘TSA Administrator Mod-
ernization Act of 2017.’’ This bill amends po-
sitions included in executive service (5 
U.S.C. § 5315) which is within the jurisdiction 
of the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. As a result of your having con-

sulted with me concerning the provision of 
the bill that falls within our Rule X jurisdic-
tion, I agree not to seek a sequential referral 
so that the bill may proceed expeditiously to 
the House floor. 

The Committee takes this action with our 
mutual understanding that by foregoing con-
sideration of H.R. 1309 at this time we do not 
waive any jurisdiction over the subject mat-
ter contained in this or similar legislation. 
We will be appropriately consulted and in-
volved as the bill or similar legislation 
moves forward so that we may address any 
remaining issues that fall within our Rule X 
jurisdiction. Further, I request your support 
for the appointment of conferees from the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform during any House-Senate conference 
convened on this or related legislation. 

Finally, I would appreciate your response 
to this letter confirming this understanding 
and ask that a copy of our exchange of let-
ters on this matter be included in the bill re-
port filed by the Committee on Homeland 
Security, as well as in the Congressional 
Record during floor consideration, to memo-
rialize our understanding. 

Sincerely, 
JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, March 15, 2017. 
Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ: Thank you for 

your letter regarding H.R. 1309, the ‘‘TSA 
Administrator Modernization Act of 2017.’’ I 
appreciate your support in bringing this leg-
islation before the House of Representatives, 
and accordingly, understand that the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Reform 
will not seek a sequential referral on the 
bill. 

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that by 
foregoing a sequential referral of this bill at 
this time, the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform does not waive any ju-
risdiction over the subject matter contained 
in this bill or similar legislation in the fu-
ture. In addition, should a conference on this 
bill be necessary, I would support your re-
quest to have the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform represented on the 
conference committee. 

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

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 

Chairman, 
Committee on Homeland Security. 

Miss RICE of New York. Madam 
Speaker, I yield myself such time as I 
may consume. 

I rise in support of H.R. 1309, the TSA 
Administrator Modernization Act of 
2017. 

When the Transportation Security 
Administration was created after the 
terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001, 
Congress intended for the adminis-
trator to serve a 5-year term, like the 
administrator of the Federal Aviation 
Administration. 

However, since TSA moved from the 
Department of Transportation to the 
Department of Homeland Security in 
2003, there has been a lack of clarity 
about the length of the administrator’s 
term. The measure before us today 

clarifies Congress’ expectation that 
TSA administrators serve for 5 years. 

In TSA’s short history, it has had six 
Senate-confirmed administrators. None 
has served more than 4 years. The last 
TSA administrator, Peter Neffenger, 
served just 2 years. 

Stability at the top is critically im-
portant as we push TSA to improve its 
performance and address ongoing chal-
lenges. 

For example, after recent covert test-
ing carried out by the Department’s in-
spector general revealed alarming 
weaknesses in checkpoint screening op-
erations, Administrator Neffenger fo-
cused TSA’s attention on addressing 
its detection rate failures, improving 
training, and reducing vulnerabilities 
associated with commercial aviation 
screening. At the same time, Adminis-
trator Neffenger worked with Congress 
to increase TSA staffing levels in re-
sponse to long wait times at security 
checkpoints during the peak travel sea-
son last summer. Under his leadership, 
TSA successfully reduced wait times 
that had reached as long as 3 hours at 
some airplanes, without compromising 
the effectiveness of security measures. 
And while confronting those urgent 
short-term challenges, Administrator 
Neffenger was also focused on address-
ing TSA’s longer-term challenges re-
lated to employee recruitment, reten-
tion, and morale. 

I regret, as I know my colleague, Mr. 
KATKO, does, that Administrator 
Neffenger did not have the opportunity 
to stay on and continue making 
progress within the administration. 
But I think we can all agree that TSA 
needs steady leadership in order to con-
tinue to evolve and fulfill its mission 
to protect the traveling public. 

We can help ensure that TSA will 
have that stability and sustained focus 
at the top by passing this bill today. 

I thank my colleague from New 
York, Representative KATKO, for intro-
ducing this bipartisan legislation, and I 
urge all of our colleagues to give it 
their full support. 

Madam Speaker, I urge support for 
H.R. 1309. This bill was unanimously 
approved by the Committee on Home-
land Security earlier this month. 

Enacting H.R. 1309 will provide TSA 
with stable, sustained leadership the 
administration needs to chart a more 
consistent course and overcome its 
longstanding challenges. 

I would also like to commend my col-
league, Mr. KATKO, who has been abso-
lutely dogged in his support of TSA 
and ensuring that it has the support 
and the resources that it needs. I thank 
him for his work on this bill. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

I want to recognize Congresswoman 
RICE’s comments. I thought they were 
excellent, and not just because they 
were nice for me. 

Her comments about Admiral 
Neffenger, in particular, were very 
poignant because he was doing a great 
job at TSA and he was only there 2 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:22 Mar 21, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00025 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A20MR7.010 H20MRPT1S
S

pe
nc

er
 o

n 
D

S
K

4S
P

T
V

N
1P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2212 March 20, 2017 
years. What he did in 2 years really 
made a big difference in the trajectory 
of that agency. Much like other Fed-
eral agencies that are empowered to do 
very important things, like the FBI 
who has a long-term tenure, I think 
the same thing needs to be done here. 

Admiral Neffenger and people like 
him should be in control of the agency 
for extended periods of time because 
then, and only then, can we make the 
true changes that we are going to need. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

b 1600 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from New York (Mr. 
KATKO) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1309. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

TRANSPARENCY IN TECHNO-
LOGICAL ACQUISITIONS ACT OF 
2017 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Speaker, 
I move to suspend the rules and pass 
the bill (H.R. 1353) to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to require 
certain additional information to be 
submitted to Congress regarding the 
strategic 5-year technology investment 
plan of the Transportation Security 
Administration. 

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

H.R. 1353 

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 ‘‘Trans-
parency in Technological Acquisitions Act of 
2017’’. 
SEC. 2. INFORMATION REQUIRED TO BE SUB-

MITTED TO CONGRESS UNDER THE 
STRATEGIC 5-YEAR TECHNOLOGY IN-
VESTMENT PLAN OF THE TRANS-
PORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRA-
TION. 

(a) ADDITIONAL INFORMATION REQUIRED.— 
Section 1611 of the Homeland Security Act of 
2002 (6 U.S.C. 563) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (g)— 
(A) in the matter preceding paragraph (1), 

by striking ‘‘biennially’’ and inserting ‘‘an-
nually’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’; 
(C) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 

and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 
(D) by adding at the end the following new 

paragraph: 
‘‘(3) information about acquisitions com-

pleted during the fiscal year preceding the 
fiscal year during which the report is sub-
mitted.’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following new 
subsections: 

‘‘(h) NOTICE OF COVERED CHANGES TO 
PLAN.— 

‘‘(1) NOTICE REQUIRED.—The Administrator 
shall submit to the Committee on Com-
merce, Science, and Transportation of the 
Senate and the Committee on Homeland Se-
curity of the House of Representatives notice 

of any covered change to the Plan by not 
later than 90 days after the date on which 
the change is made. 

‘‘(2) DEFINITION OF CHANGE.—In this sub-
section, the term ‘covered change’ means an 
increase or decrease in the dollar amount al-
located to the procurement of a technology 
or an increase or decrease in the number of 
a technology.’’. 

(b) REPORT ON EQUIPMENT IN OPERATION 
POST-LIFE-CYCLE.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Administrator of the Transportation Se-
curity Administration shall submit to the 
Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security of the House of 
Representatives a report describing any 
equipment of the Transportation Security 
Administration that is in operation after— 

(1) the end of the life-cycle of the equip-
ment specified by the manufacturer of the 
equipment; or 

(2) the end of the useful life projection for 
the equipment under the strategic 5-year 
technology investment plan of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration, as required 
by section 1611 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 563). 

(c) NOTICE TO AIRPORTS AND AIRLINES.— 
Upon the enactment of this Act, the Admin-
istrator of the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration shall notify airports and air-
lines of any changes to the 5-year technology 
investment plan of the Transportation Secu-
rity Administration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Miss RICE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude any extraneous material in the 
RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Speaker, 

I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
1353, the Transparency in Techno-
logical Acquisitions Act of 2017. I com-
mend the gentlewoman from New York 
(Miss RICE) for introducing this very 
important bill. 

Over the course of the last Congress, 
the Transportation and Protective Se-
curity Subcommittee conducted rig-
orous oversight of TSA’s technology 
and equipment acquisition process, and 
they found it fraught with waste and 
inefficiencies. The committee also 
found that TSA fails to effectively 
communicate its procurement needs 
with the private sector. 

Our government relies upon private 
sector innovation to develop security 
technologies. However, that innovation 
comes with a price tag, and we cannot 
reasonably expect the private sector to 
spend millions of dollars in research 
and development of new emerging tech-
nologies without greater transparency 
and communication, both with the 

TSA and the Department of Homeland 
Security, as to exactly what their fu-
ture needs and technology investments 
will be in the future. 

This bill will provide greater trans-
parency into TSA’s acquisition plan, 
allowing for industry to better meet 
emerging needs, and enable better con-
gressional oversight. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
important piece of legislation. 

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

Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. I rise in support of H.R. 1353, the 
Transparency in Technological Acqui-
sitions Act of 2017. 

Mr. Speaker, last Congress, I served 
as the ranking member of the Trans-
portation and Protective Security Sub-
committee, and we held multiple hear-
ings on TSA’s acquisition processes. 

In the course of conducting oversight 
and engaging with stakeholders, we 
learned that deficiencies in TSA’s plan-
ning for technology investments were 
causing serious issues for technology 
companies who produce products to 
meet the Agency’s needs. 

Under the Transportation Security 
Acquisition Reform Act, TSA was re-
quired to develop a 5-year technology 
investment plan. Stakeholders widely 
supported this strategy and welcomed 
the release of TSA’s first 5-year plan in 
August of 2015, but that support eroded 
when the budget request for the same 
year did not align with the acquisition 
schedule in the 5-year plan. 

The purpose of the plan was to give 
businesses the time and certainty they 
need to align their resources and plan-
ning to meet TSA’s technology needs. 
Security technology manufacturers 
looked at the plan and invested signifi-
cant resources in the technology that 
TSA planned to acquire, but then they 
saw the budget request and found that 
TSA had shifted direction and no 
longer planned to procure that tech-
nology. 

That lost investment of time and re-
sources hurts all technology manufac-
turers, but it can completely destroy 
small businesses and discourage small- 
business owners from working with the 
Federal Government. 

My bill, H.R. 1353, will help solve this 
problem by requiring TSA to report to 
Congress on their 5-year plan annually 
instead of biennially, and it will re-
quire TSA to notify Congress and all 
relevant stakeholders of any changes 
or updates to the plan. 

These commonsense steps will help 
ensure that there is ongoing engage-
ment between TSA and industry stake-
holders so that manufacturers of all 
sizes can continue to meet TSA’s tech-
nological needs and continue to inno-
vate and address security vulnerabili-
ties. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge Members to sup-
port this legislation. 

I want to thank Subcommittee Rank-
ing Member BONNIE WATSON COLEMAN, 
Congressman KEATING, and Sub-
committee Chairman JOHN KATKO for 
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being original cosponsors of this bipar-
tisan legislation. 

H.R. 1353 was unanimously approved 
by the full Committee on Homeland 
Security earlier this month. Enacting 
my bill will ensure that TSA’s tech-
nology objectives are more closely 
aligned with the industry’s stake-
holders that produce technologies to 
help TSA meet those objectives. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the Chair for 
his support, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
first want to congratulate my col-
league, Miss RICE, for what I think is a 
great bill that is going to bring some 
accountability to TSA. 

Once again, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the House Committee on 
Homeland Security I rise in support of H.R. 
1353, the ‘‘Transparency in Technological Ac-
quisitions Act.’’ 

This bipartisan bill requires the Transpor-
tation Security Administration (TSA) to provide 
more frequent and detailed updates on its 
strategy to invest in security technology. 

The five-year investment plan includes infor-
mation such as: 

1. Transportation security risks and gaps 
that could be addressed by technology 

2. Current and expected trends in domestic 
and international travel 

3. Opportunities for public-private partner-
ships and collaboration with small and dis-
advantaged companies, other government 
agencies, university centers of excellence and 
national laboratories 

4. Resources required to protect technology 
from cyber theft, diversion, sabotage or attack 

5. Potential effects on commercial airline 
passengers. 

This bill would require the updates to be 
submitted annually and to include information 
on acquisitions made during the previous fis-
cal year. 

Requiring TSA to provide annual updates on 
the acquisition plan and to notify Congress 
and industry stakeholders about any changes 
to the plan which will provide much-needed 
clarity, certainty, and transparency. 

In 2015, TSA screened more than 708 mil-
lion passengers, which is more than 1.9 mil-
lion per day. 

Of the 2,653 firearms discovered in carry-on 
bags, 82.8 percent were loaded. 

Houston George Bush Intercontinental Air-
port ranked 3rd among airports with the most 
firearms discovered in 2015. 

This last January, Esteban Santiago shot 
and killed five people inside Fort Lauderdale 
airport using a firearm stored in his luggage. 

Terrorism and cyberattacks are likely to re-
main a reality for the transportation industry 
for the foreseeable future. 

It is absolutely critical that we invest in mini-
mizing transportation safety security risks to 
keep our citizens safe. 

I ask my colleagues to join me in supporting 
H.R. 1353. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK). The question is on the 
motion offered by the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD) that the 
House suspend the rules and pass the 
bill, H.R. 1353. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

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

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

f 

REDUCING DHS ACQUISITION COST 
GROWTH ACT 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1294) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to provide for con-
gressional notification regarding major 
acquisition program breaches, and for 
other purposes. 

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

H.R. 1294 
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 ‘‘Reducing 
DHS Acquisition Cost Growth Act’’. 
SEC. 2. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION FOR 

MAJOR ACQUISITION PROGRAMS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 

the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 836. CONGRESSIONAL NOTIFICATION AND 

OTHER REQUIREMENTS FOR MAJOR 
ACQUISITION PROGRAM BREACH. 

‘‘(a) REQUIREMENTS WITHIN DEPARTMENT IN 
EVENT OF BREACH.— 

‘‘(1) NOTIFICATIONS.— 
‘‘(A) NOTIFICATION OF BREACH.—If a breach 

occurs in a major acquisition program, the 
program manager for such program shall no-
tify the Component Acquisition Executive 
for such program, the head of the component 
concerned, the Executive Director of the 
Program Accountability and Risk Manage-
ment division, the Under Secretary for Man-
agement, and the Deputy Secretary not later 
than 30 calendar days after such breach is 
identified. 

‘‘(B) NOTIFICATION TO SECRETARY.—If a 
breach occurs in a major acquisition pro-
gram and such breach results in a cost over-
run greater than 15 percent, a schedule delay 
greater than 180 days, or a failure to meet 
any of the performance thresholds from the 
cost, schedule, or performance parameters 
specified in the most recently approved ac-
quisition program baseline for such program, 
the Component Acquisition Executive for 
such program shall notify the Secretary and 
the Inspector General of the Department not 
later than five business days after the Com-
ponent Acquisition Executive for such pro-
gram, the head of the component concerned, 
the Executive Director of the Program Ac-
countability and Risk Management Division, 
the Under Secretary for Management, and 
the Deputy Secretary are notified of the 
breach pursuant to subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(2) REMEDIATION PLAN AND ROOT CAUSE 
ANALYSIS.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—If a breach occurs in a 
major acquisition program, the program 
manager for such program shall submit to 
the head of the component concerned, the 
Executive Director of the Program Account-
ability and Risk Management division, and 
the Under Secretary for Management in 
writing a remediation plan and root cause 

analysis relating to such breach and pro-
gram. Such plan and analysis shall be sub-
mitted at a date established at the discretion 
of the Under Secretary for Management. 

‘‘(B) REMEDIATION PLAN.—The remediation 
plan required under this subparagraph (A) 
shall— 

‘‘(i) explain the circumstances of the 
breach at issue; 

‘‘(ii) provide prior cost estimating informa-
tion; 

‘‘(iii) include a root cause analysis that de-
termines the underlying cause or causes of 
shortcomings in cost, schedule, or perform-
ance of the major acquisition program with 
respect to which such breach has occurred, 
including the role, if any, of— 

‘‘(I) unrealistic performance expectations; 
‘‘(II) unrealistic baseline estimates for cost 

or schedule or changes in program require-
ments; 

‘‘(III) immature technologies or excessive 
manufacturing or integration risk; 

‘‘(IV) unanticipated design, engineering, 
manufacturing, or technology integration 
issues arising during program performance; 

‘‘(V) changes to the scope of such program; 
‘‘(VI) inadequate program funding or 

changes in planned out-year funding from 
one 5-year funding plan to the next 5-year 
funding plan as outlined in the Future Years 
Homeland Security Program required under 
section 874; 

‘‘(VII) legislative, legal, or regulatory 
changes; or 

‘‘(VIII) inadequate program management 
personnel, including lack of sufficient num-
ber of staff, training, credentials, certifi-
cations, or use of best practices; 

‘‘(iv) propose corrective action to address 
cost growth, schedule delays, or performance 
issues; 

‘‘(v) explain the rationale for why a pro-
posed corrective action is recommended; and 

‘‘(vi) in coordination with the Component 
Acquisition Executive for such program, dis-
cuss all options considered, including the es-
timated impact on cost, schedule, or per-
formance of such program if no changes are 
made to current requirements, the estimated 
cost of such program if requirements are 
modified, and the extent to which funding 
from other programs will need to be reduced 
to cover the cost growth of such program. 

‘‘(3) REVIEW OF CORRECTIVE ACTIONS.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The Under Secretary for 

Management shall review the remediation 
plan required under paragraph (2). The Under 
Secretary may approve such plan or provide 
an alternative proposed corrective action 
within 30 days of the submission of such plan 
under such paragraph. 

‘‘(B) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS.—Not later 
than 30 days after the review required under 
subparagraph (A) is completed, the Under 
Secretary for Management shall submit to 
the congressional homeland security com-
mittees the following: 

‘‘(i) A copy of the remediation plan and the 
root cause analysis required under paragraph 
(2). 

‘‘(ii) A statement describing the corrective 
action or actions that have occurred pursu-
ant to paragraph (2)(b)(iv) for the major ac-
quisition program at issue, with a justifica-
tion for such action or actions. 

‘‘(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO CONGRES-
SIONAL NOTIFICATION IF BREACH OCCURS.— 

‘‘(1) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—If a notifi-
cation to the Secretary is made under sub-
section (a)(1)(B) relating to a breach in a 
major acquisition program, the Under Sec-
retary for Management shall notify the con-
gressional homeland security committees of 
such breach in the next quarterly Com-
prehensive Acquisition Status Report, as re-
quired by title I of division D of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act, 2016, (Public Law 
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114–113) following receipt by the Under Sec-
retary of notification under such subsection. 

‘‘(2) SIGNIFICANT VARIANCES IN COSTS OR 
SCHEDULE.—If a likely cost overrun is greater 
than 20 percent or a likely delay is greater 
than 12 months from the costs and schedule 
specified in the acquisition program baseline 
for a major acquisition program, the Under 
Secretary for Management shall include in 
the notification required in paragraph (1) a 
written certification, with supporting expla-
nation, that— 

‘‘(A) such program is essential to the ac-
complishment of the Department’s mission; 

‘‘(B) there are no alternatives to the capa-
bility or asset provided by such program 
that will provide equal or greater capability 
in both a more cost-effective and timely 
manner; 

‘‘(C) the new acquisition schedule and esti-
mates for total acquisition cost are reason-
able; and 

‘‘(D) the management structure for such 
program is adequate to manage and control 
cost, schedule, and performance. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ACQUISITION.—The term ‘acquisition’ 

has the meaning given such term in section 
131 of title 41, United States Code. 

‘‘(2) ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The term ‘ac-
quisition program’ means the process by 
which the Department acquires, with any ap-
propriated amounts, by contract for pur-
chase or lease, property or services (includ-
ing construction) that support the missions 
and goals of the Department. 

‘‘(3) ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE.—The 
term ‘acquisition program baseline’, with re-
spect to an acquisition program, means a 
summary of the cost, schedule, and perform-
ance parameters, expressed in standard, 
measurable, quantitative terms, which must 
be met in order to accomplish the goals of 
such program. 

‘‘(4) BEST PRACTICES.—The term ‘best prac-
tices’, with respect to acquisition, means a 
knowledge-based approach to capability de-
velopment that includes— 

‘‘(A) identifying and validating needs; 
‘‘(B) assessing alternatives to select the 

most appropriate solution; 
‘‘(C) clearly establishing well-defined re-

quirements; 
‘‘(D) developing realistic cost assessments 

and schedules; 
‘‘(E) securing stable funding that matches 

resources to requirements; 
‘‘(F) demonstrating technology, design, 

and manufacturing maturity; 
‘‘(G) using milestones and exit criteria or 

specific accomplishments that demonstrate 
progress; 

‘‘(H) adopting and executing standardized 
processes with known success across pro-
grams; 

‘‘(I) establishing an adequate workforce 
that is qualified and sufficient to perform 
necessary functions; and 

‘‘(J) integrating the capabilities described 
in subparagraphs (A) through (I) into the De-
partment’s mission and business operations. 

‘‘(5) BREACH.—The term ‘breach’, with re-
spect to a major acquisition program, means 
a failure to meet any cost, schedule, or per-
formance threshold specified in the most re-
cently approved acquisition program base-
line. 

‘‘(6) CONGRESSIONAL HOMELAND SECURITY 
COMMITTEES.—The term ‘congressional home-
land security committees’ means— 

‘‘(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

‘‘(B) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and of the Sen-
ate. 

‘‘(7) COMPONENT ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE.— 
The term ‘Component Acquisition Executive’ 
means the senior acquisition official within 
a component who is designated in writing by 
the Under Secretary for Management, in 
consultation with the component head, with 
authority and responsibility for leading a 
process and staff to provide acquisition and 
program management oversight, policy, and 
guidance to ensure that statutory, regu-
latory, and higher level policy requirements 
are fulfilled, including compliance with Fed-
eral law, the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
and Department acquisition management di-
rectives established by the Under Secretary 
for Management. 

‘‘(8) MAJOR ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘major acquisition program’ means a 
Department acquisition program that is esti-
mated by the Secretary to require an even-
tual total expenditure of at least $300,000,000 
(based on fiscal year 2017 constant dollars) 
over its life cycle cost.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 835 the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘Sec. 836. Congressional notification and 

other requirements for major 
acquisition program breach.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD) and the gen-
tlewoman from New York (Miss RICE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials in the RECORD on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1294, the Reducing DHS Acqui-
sition Cost Growth Act. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity, DHS, spends over $7 billion, annu-
ally, on major acquisition programs. 
These programs secure our borders, 
protect our shores, safeguard our air-
ports, and defend our cyber networks, 
among other critical missions. Unfor-
tunately, the Government Account-
ability Office has reported that DHS 
acquisition management is on its high- 
risk list, since 2003, of areas most sus-
ceptible to waste, fraud, abuse, and 
mismanagement. Recent watchdog re-
ports have revealed alarming findings 
regarding DHS’ acquisition efforts. 

For example, in just 2016 alone, 8 out 
of 25 major acquisition programs expe-
rienced cost growth, schedule slips, or 
both. These program cost estimates in-
creased by $1.7 billion, and their sched-
ules slipped by an average of 11 
months. Given the enormous threats 
that are facing our homeland, it is un-
acceptable to make our frontline oper-
ators wait for the tools that they need 
to secure the homeland. 

My bill will require much-needed 
oversight of DHS’ acquisition programs 

to safeguard tax dollars and hold pro-
gram managers accountable. When pro-
grams incur significant cost, schedule, 
or requirement problems, my bill re-
quires that DHS leadership be in-
formed. These programs will be re-
quired to put a remediation plan in 
place that corrects the problem and 
also analyzes the root causes of why 
the problems occurred in the first 
place. 

The Homeland Security Committee 
in Congress must also be informed of 
such significant problems. No longer 
will the people’s representatives in 
Congress be kept in the dark. These re-
quirements are similar to those used in 
the Department of Defense and will 
help DHS better safeguard tax dollars 
and more effectively secure our home-
land. 

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

Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker, 
I yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
1294, the Reducing DHS Acquisition 
Cost Growth Act. Since the Depart-
ment began its operations in 2002, it 
has spent tens of billions of dollars to 
procure goods, services, and supplies in 
support of DHS’ national security ef-
forts. The agency’s major acquisitions 
investments, those that cost at least 
$300 million, represent a significant 
portion of such purchasing. 

The Department has worked to im-
prove its acquisition programs in re-
cent years, but DHS still struggles 
when it comes to major acquisitions. 
Take, for example, the SBInet—a 
southwest border infrastructure 
project—that ballooned in cost to 
about $1 billion before it was canceled 
in 2011, after GAO found that it was in-
effective. 

More recently, there is the case of 
the Electronic Immigration System, an 
automated immigration benefits proc-
essing system. According to the De-
partment’s inspector general, this U.S. 
citizenship immigration services pro-
gram is now on course to be completed 
4 years later than originally estimated 
and at a cost of $1 billion more than es-
timated. 

The importance and complexity of 
DHS’ mission demands effective over-
sight of the Department’s investments, 
particularly its major acquisitions. 
H.R. 1294 seeks to ensure greater con-
gressional oversight of such acquisition 
programs by requiring the Department 
to report to Congress when cost, sched-
ule, and performance requirements are 
not met. Additionally, when such re-
quirements are not met, this bill re-
quires DHS to provide Congress with 
an analysis explaining the root cause 
of the failures as well as a remediation 
plan to mitigate the problems. 

The Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity unanimously approved this meas-
ure earlier this month, and similar lan-
guage was approved by the House in 
October 2015 as a part of comprehensive 
DHS acquisition legislation. 
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I commend my colleague from Flor-

ida for his work on this bill. 
Mr. Speaker, effective oversight of 

the Department’s acquisitions pro-
grams is essential to ensuring optimal 
program performance. Given DHS’ lim-
ited budgetary resources and the grav-
ity of its mission, it is critically im-
portant that DHS get its major acqui-
sitions right. Enacting this legislation 
would require a greater level of ac-
countability from DHS and give Con-
gress a greater level of oversight to in-
tercede before programs go off the 
rails. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of H.R. 
1294, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, 
once again, I just urge my colleagues 
to support H.R. 1294. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
EMMER). The question is on the motion 
offered by the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. RUTHERFORD) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
1294. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

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

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

f 

b 1615 

QUADRENNIAL HOMELAND SECU-
RITY REVIEW TECHNICAL COR-
RECTIONS ACT OF 2017 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1297) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to make technical 
corrections to the requirement that 
the Secretary of Homeland Security 
submit quadrennial homeland security 
reviews, and for other purposes. 

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

H.R. 1297 

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 ‘‘Quadrennial 
Homeland Security Review Technical Cor-
rections Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. TECHNICAL CORRECTIONS TO QUADREN-

NIAL HOMELAND SECURITY REVIEW. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 707 of the Home-

land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 347) is 
amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)(3)— 
(A) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

after the semicolon at the end; 
(B) by redesignating subparagraph (C) as 

subparagraph (D); and 
(C) by inserting after subparagraph (B) the 

following new subparagraph: 
‘‘(C) representatives from appropriate advi-

sory committees established pursuant to sec-
tion 871, including the Homeland Security 

Advisory Council and the Homeland Security 
Science and Technology Advisory Com-
mittee, or otherwise established, including 
the Aviation Security Advisory Committee 
established pursuant to section 44946 of title 
49, United States Code; and’’; 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (2), by inserting before 

the semicolon at the end the following: 
‘‘based on the risk assessment required pur-
suant to subsection (c)(2)(B)’’; 

(B) in paragraph (3)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘, to the extent prac-

ticable,’’ after ‘‘describe’’; and 
(ii) by striking ‘‘budget plan’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘resources required’’; 
(C) in paragraph (4)— 
(i) by inserting ‘‘, to the extent prac-

ticable,’’ after ‘‘identify’’; 
(ii) by striking ‘‘budget plan required to 

provide sufficient resources to successfully’’ 
and inserting ‘‘resources required to’’; and 

(iii) by striking the semicolon at the end 
and inserting the following: ‘‘, including any 
resources identified from redundant, waste-
ful, or unnecessary capabilities or capacities 
that may be redirected to better support 
other existing capabilities or capacities, as 
the case may be; and’’; 

(D) in paragraph (5), by striking ‘‘; and’’ 
and inserting a period; and 

(E) by striking paragraph (6); 
(3) in subsection (c)— 
(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘Decem-

ber 31 of the year’’ and inserting ‘‘60 days 
after the date of the submission of the Presi-
dent’s budget for the fiscal year after the fis-
cal year’’; 

(B) in paragraph (2)— 
(i) in subparagraph (B), by striking ‘‘de-

scription of the threats to’’ and inserting 
‘‘risk assessment of’’; 

(ii) in subparagraph (C), by inserting ‘‘, as 
required under subsection (b)(2)’’ before the 
semicolon at the end; 

(iii) in subparagraph (D)— 
(I) by inserting ‘‘to the extent prac-

ticable,’’ before ‘‘a description’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘budget plan’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘resources required’’; 
(iv) in subparagraph (F)— 
(I) by inserting ‘‘to the extent prac-

ticable,’’ before ‘‘a discussion’’; and 
(II) by striking ‘‘the status of’’; 
(v) in subparagraph (G)— 
(I) by inserting ‘‘to the extent prac-

ticable,’’ before ‘‘a discussion’’; 
(II) by striking ‘‘the status of’’; 
(III) by inserting ‘‘and risks’’ before ‘‘to 

national homeland’’; and 
(IV) by inserting ‘‘and’’ after the semicolon 

at the end; 
(vi) by striking subparagraph (H); and 
(vii) by redesignating subparagraph (I) as 

subparagraph (H); 
(C) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-

graph (4); and 
(D) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-

lowing new paragraph: 
‘‘(3) DOCUMENTATION.—The Secretary shall 

retain and, upon request, provide to Congress 
the following documentation regarding each 
quadrennial homeland security review: 

‘‘(A) Records regarding the consultation 
carried out the pursuant to subsection (a)(3), 
including— 

‘‘(i) all written communications, including 
communications sent out by the Secretary 
and feedback submitted to the Secretary 
through technology, online communications 
tools, in-person discussions, and the inter-
agency process; and 

‘‘(ii) information on how feedback received 
by the Secretary informed each such quad-
rennial homeland security review. 

‘‘(B) Information regarding the risk assess-
ment required under subsection (c)(2)(B), in-
cluding— 

‘‘(i) the risk model utilized to generate 
such risk assessment; 

‘‘(ii) information, including data used in 
the risk model, utilized to generate such risk 
assessment; 

‘‘(iii) sources of information, including 
other risk assessments, utilized to generate 
such risk assessment; and 

‘‘(iv) information on assumptions, weigh-
ing factors, and subjective judgments uti-
lized to generate such risk assessment, to-
gether with information on the rationale or 
basis thereof.’’; 

(4) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and 

(5) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) REVIEW.—Not later than 90 days after 
the submission of each report required under 
subsection (c)(1), the Secretary shall provide 
to the Committee on Homeland Security of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate information on 
the degree to which the findings and rec-
ommendations developed in the quadrennial 
homeland security review that is the subject 
of such report were integrated into the ac-
quisition strategy and expenditure plans for 
the Department.’’. 

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by this Act shall apply with respect to 
a quadrennial homeland security review con-
ducted after December 31, 2021. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD) and the gen-
tlewoman from New Jersey (Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN) each will control 20 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Florida. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include any extraneous ma-
terials on the bill under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1297, the Quadrennial Homeland 
Security Review Technical Corrections 
Act of 2017. 

Congress mandated through the Im-
plementing Recommendations of the 9/ 
11 Commission Act of 2007 that the De-
partment of Homeland Security con-
duct a quadrennial Homeland Security 
review every 4 years. This review is in-
tended to outline DHS’ vision and 
strategy to effectively implement its 
mission to protect the homeland. Given 
the threats that we face from terror-
ists, it is vital that DHS has a sound 
strategy to help keep the American 
public safe. 

Last year, the Government Account-
ability Office reported on opportunities 
for DHS to improve the QHSR process, 
and the GAO made four recommenda-
tions for executive action. This legisla-
tion leverages GAO’s findings to en-
hance the QHSR and make it better. 

Specifically, this legislation requires 
DHS to conduct a risk assessment to 
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better inform the QHSR, and the bill 
also mandates that the DHS maintain 
a paper trail of communications re-
lated to the QHSR. This should allow 
Congress and watchdogs to conduct 
more effective oversight of DHS. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman from New Jersey for intro-
ducing this legislation, and I urge all 
Members to join me in supporting this 
commonsense legislation. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 

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

I rise in support of H.R. 1297. 
The Department of Homeland Secu-

rity’s mission is complex and diverse. 
Not only is DHS charged with pre-
venting terrorism, but it is the lead 
Federal agency for immigration en-
forcement, emergency management, 
cybersecurity, and border, maritime, 
and transportation security. 

Given the breadth of DHS’ respon-
sibilities, it is essential that its lim-
ited resources be aligned with its mis-
sion to meet the ever-changing threat 
landscape. As such, the Quadrennial 
Homeland Security Review, which DHS 
undertakes every 4 years, is a critical 
tool to ensure that the Department is 
positioned to effectively carry out its 
multifaceted mission. 

To date, DHS has issued two such re-
views and is expected to release its 
third such review in 2018. My legisla-
tion seeks to make refinements to the 
law to address weaknesses identified by 
the Government Accountability Office 
in the prior reviews. 

Specifically, my bill seeks to ensure 
more robust consultation with Home-
land Security stakeholders, including 
State and local governments and aca-
demic institutions. 

It also seeks to ensure that DHS un-
dertakes and documents our risk anal-
ysis to inform its policy positions. GAO 
emphasized that documentation of the 
review process, including the risk anal-
ysis, is essential to ensuring the re-
peatability of the review process. 

Last Congress, this House unani-
mously approved this measure in July 
2016; however, the Senate did not act 
on the bill. Last week the Committee 
on Homeland Security, on a bipartisan 
basis, voted to favorably report this 
measure to the House. 

My legislation is intended to ensure 
that the Quadrennial Homeland Secu-
rity Review is a driving vision for the 
Department of Homeland Security. By 
enacting this legislation, Congress can 
guard against it becoming a paperwork 
exercise that fails to influence the De-
partment’s policies, programs, and pri-
orities. 

Given the criticalness of the DHS 
mission and the increasingly scarce 
availability of resources, it is essential 
that DHS produce a risk-informed re-
view that takes into account the di-
verse views of its Homeland Security 
partners. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge the passage of 
H.R. 1297, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to congratulate Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN on a very commonsensical 
bill here that is really going to help 
protect tax dollars and help keep our 
country safe. 

Mr. Speaker, I once again urge all my 
colleagues to support H.R. 1297, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. RUTH-
ERFORD) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1297. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

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

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

f 

DHS MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION 
STRATEGY ACT OF 2017 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
move to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1249) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to require a 
multiyear acquisition strategy of the 
Department of Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

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

H.R. 1249 
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 ‘‘DHS 
Multiyear Acquisition Strategy Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subtitle D of title VIII of 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 
391 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following new section: 
‘‘SEC. 836. MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY. 

‘‘(a) MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION STRATEGY RE-
QUIRED.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 
after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, the Secretary shall submit to the ap-
propriate congressional committees and the 
Comptroller General of the United States a 
multiyear acquisition strategy to guide the 
overall direction of the acquisitions of the 
Department while allowing flexibility to 
deal with ever-changing threats and risks, 
and to help industry better understand, plan, 
and align resources to meet the future acqui-
sition needs of the Department. Such strat-
egy shall be updated and included in each 
Future Years Homeland Security Program 
required under section 874. 

‘‘(2) FORM.—The strategy required under 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form but may include a classified annex 
for any sensitive or classified information if 
necessary. The Secretary shall publish such 
strategy in an unclassified format that is 
publicly available. 

‘‘(b) CONSULTATION.—In developing the 
strategy required under subsection (a), the 
Secretary shall, as the Secretary determines 
appropriate, consult with headquarters, com-
ponents, employees in the field, and individ-
uals from industry and the academic com-
munity. 

‘‘(c) CONTENTS OF STRATEGY.—The strategy 
shall include the following: 

‘‘(1) PRIORITIZED LIST.—A systematic and 
integrated prioritized list developed by the 
Under Secretary for Management in coordi-
nation with all of the Component Acquisi-
tion Executives of Department major acqui-
sition programs that Department and com-
ponent acquisition investments seek to ad-
dress, including the expected security and 
economic benefit of the program or system 
that is the subject of acquisition and an 
analysis of how the security and economic 
benefit derived from such program or system 
will be measured. 

‘‘(2) INVENTORY.—A plan to develop a reli-
able Department-wide inventory of invest-
ments and real property assets to help the 
Department— 

‘‘(A) plan, budget, schedule, and acquire 
upgrades of its systems and equipment; and 

‘‘(B) plan for the acquisition and manage-
ment of future systems and equipment. 

‘‘(3) FUNDING GAPS.—A plan to address 
funding gaps between funding requirements 
for major acquisition programs and known 
available resources, including, to the max-
imum extent practicable, ways of leveraging 
best practices to identify and eliminate over-
payment for items to— 

‘‘(A) prevent wasteful purchasing; 
‘‘(B) achieve the greatest level of efficiency 

and cost savings by rationalizing purchases; 
‘‘(C) align pricing for similar items; and 
‘‘(D) utilize purchase timing and econo-

mies of scale. 
‘‘(4) IDENTIFICATION OF CAPABILITIES.—An 

identification of test, evaluation, modeling, 
and simulation capabilities that will be re-
quired to— 

‘‘(A) support the acquisition of tech-
nologies to meet the needs of such strategy; 

‘‘(B) leverage to the greatest extent pos-
sible emerging technological trends and re-
search and development trends within the 
public and private sectors; and 

‘‘(C) identify ways to ensure that appro-
priate technology is acquired and integrated 
into the Department’s operating doctrine to 
improve mission performance. 

‘‘(5) FOCUS ON FLEXIBLE SOLUTIONS.—An as-
sessment of ways the Department can im-
prove its ability to test and acquire innova-
tive solutions to allow needed incentives and 
protections for appropriate risk-taking in 
order to meet its acquisition needs with re-
siliency, agility, and responsiveness to as-
sure homeland security and facilitate trade. 

‘‘(6) FOCUS ON INCENTIVES TO SAVE TAX-
PAYER DOLLARS.—An assessment of ways the 
Department can develop incentives for pro-
gram managers and senior Department ac-
quisition officials to— 

‘‘(A) prevent cost overruns; 
‘‘(B) avoid schedule delays; and 
‘‘(C) achieve cost savings in major acquisi-

tion programs. 
‘‘(7) FOCUS ON ADDRESSING DELAYS AND BID 

PROTESTS.—An assessment of ways the De-
partment can improve the acquisition proc-
ess to minimize cost overruns in— 

‘‘(A) requirements development; 
‘‘(B) procurement announcements; 
‘‘(C) requests for proposals; 
‘‘(D) evaluation of proposals; 
‘‘(E) protests of decisions and awards; and 
‘‘(F) the use of best practices. 
‘‘(8) FOCUS ON IMPROVING OUTREACH.—An 

identification and assessment of ways to in-
crease opportunities for communication and 
collaboration with industry, small and dis-
advantaged businesses, intra-government en-
tities, university centers of excellence, ac-
credited certification and standards develop-
ment organizations, and national labora-
tories to ensure that the Department under-
stands the market for technologies, prod-
ucts, and innovation that is available to 
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meet its mission needs and to inform the De-
partment’s requirements-setting process be-
fore engaging in an acquisition, including— 

‘‘(A) methods designed especially to engage 
small and disadvantaged businesses, a cost- 
benefit analysis of the tradeoffs that small 
and disadvantaged businesses provide, infor-
mation relating to barriers to entry for 
small and disadvantaged businesses, and in-
formation relating to unique requirements 
for small and disadvantaged businesses; and 

‘‘(B) within the Department Vendor Com-
munication Plan and Market Research 
Guide, instructions for interaction by acqui-
sition program managers with such entities 
to— 

‘‘(i) prevent misinterpretation of acquisi-
tion regulations; and 

‘‘(ii) permit, within legal and ethical 
boundaries, interacting with such entities 
with transparency. 

‘‘(9) COMPETITION.—A plan regarding com-
petition under subsection (d). 

‘‘(10) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.—A plan re-
garding the Department acquisition work-
force under subsection (e). 

‘‘(d) COMPETITION PLAN.—The strategy re-
quired under subsection (a) shall also include 
a plan to address actions to ensure competi-
tion, or the option of competition, for major 
acquisition programs. Such plan may include 
assessments of the following measures in ap-
propriate cases if such measures are cost ef-
fective: 

‘‘(1) Competitive prototyping. 
‘‘(2) Dual-sourcing. 
‘‘(3) Unbundling of contracts. 
‘‘(4) Funding of next-generation prototype 

systems or subsystems. 
‘‘(5) Use of modular, open architectures to 

enable competition for upgrades. 
‘‘(6) Acquisition of complete technical data 

packages. 
‘‘(7) Periodic competitions for subsystem 

upgrades. 
‘‘(8) Licensing of additional suppliers, in-

cluding small businesses. 
‘‘(9) Periodic system or program reviews to 

address long-term competitive effects of pro-
gram decisions. 

‘‘(e) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE PLAN.— 
‘‘(1) ACQUISITION WORKFORCE.—The strategy 

required under subsection (a) shall also in-
clude a plan to address Department acquisi-
tion workforce accountability and talent 
management that identifies the acquisition 
workforce needs of each component per-
forming acquisition functions and develops 
options for filling such needs with qualified 
individuals, including a cost-benefit analysis 
of contracting for acquisition assistance. 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL MATTERS COVERED.—The 
acquisition workforce plan under this sub-
section shall address ways to— 

‘‘(A) improve the recruitment, hiring, 
training, and retention of Department acqui-
sition workforce personnel, including con-
tracting officer’s representatives, in order to 
retain highly qualified individuals who have 
experience in the acquisition life cycle, com-
plex procurements, and management of large 
programs; 

‘‘(B) empower program managers to have 
the authority to manage their programs in 
an accountable and transparent manner as 
such managers work with the acquisition 
workforce; 

‘‘(C) prevent duplication within Depart-
ment acquisition workforce training and cer-
tification requirements through leveraging 
already-existing training within the Federal 
Government, academic community, or pri-
vate industry; 

‘‘(D) achieve integration and consistency 
with Government-wide training and accredi-
tation standards, acquisition training tools, 
and training facilities; 

‘‘(E) designate the acquisition positions 
that will be necessary to support the Depart-
ment acquisition requirements, including in 
the fields of— 

‘‘(i) program management; 
‘‘(ii) systems engineering; 
‘‘(iii) procurement, including contracting; 
‘‘(iv) test and evaluation; 
‘‘(v) life cycle logistics; 
‘‘(vi) cost estimating and program finan-

cial management; and 
‘‘(vii) additional disciplines appropriate to 

Department mission needs; 
‘‘(F) strengthen the performance of con-

tracting officers’ representatives (as defined 
in subpart 1.602–2 and subpart 2.101 of the 
Federal Acquisition Regulation), including 
by— 

‘‘(i) assessing the extent to which such rep-
resentatives are certified and receive train-
ing that is appropriate; 

‘‘(ii) assessing what training is most effec-
tive with respect to the type and complexity 
of assignment; and 

‘‘(iii) implementing actions to improve 
training based on such assessments; and 

‘‘(G) identify ways to increase training for 
relevant investigators and auditors of the 
Department to examine fraud in major ac-
quisition programs, including identifying op-
portunities to leverage existing Government 
and private sector resources in coordination 
with the Inspector General of the Depart-
ment. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ACQUISITION.—The term ‘acquisition’ 

has the meaning given such term in section 
131 of title 41, United States Code. 

‘‘(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional 
committees’ means— 

‘‘(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

‘‘(B) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the Senate. 

‘‘(3) BEST PRACTICES.—The term ‘best prac-
tices’, with respect to acquisition, means— 

‘‘(A) a knowledge-based approach to capa-
bility development that includes identifying 
and validating needs; 

‘‘(B) assessing alternatives to select the 
most appropriate solution; 

‘‘(C) clearly establishing well-defined re-
quirements; 

‘‘(D) developing realistic cost assessments 
and schedules; 

‘‘(E) securing stable funding that matches 
resources to requirements; 

‘‘(F) demonstrating technology, design, 
and manufacturing maturity; 

‘‘(G) using milestones and exit criteria or 
specific accomplishments that demonstrate 
progress; 

‘‘(H) adopting and executing standardized 
processes with known success across pro-
grams; 

‘‘(I) establishing an adequate workforce 
that is qualified and sufficient to perform 
necessary functions; and 

‘‘(J) integrating into the mission and busi-
ness operations of the Department of Home-
land Security the capabilities described in 
subparagraphs (A) through (I). 

‘‘(4) COMPONENT ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE.— 
The term ‘Component Acquisition Executive’ 
means the senior acquisition official within 
a component who is designated in writing by 
the Under Secretary for Management, in 
consultation with the component head, with 
authority and responsibility for leading a 
process and staff to provide acquisition and 
program management oversight, policy, and 
guidance to ensure that statutory, regu-
latory, and higher level policy requirements 
are fulfilled, including compliance with Fed-

eral law, the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
and Department acquisition management di-
rectives established by the Under Secretary 
for Management. 

‘‘(5) MAJOR ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘major acquisition program’ means a 
Department acquisition program that is esti-
mated by the Secretary to require an even-
tual total expenditure of at least $300,000,000 
(based on fiscal year 2017 constant dollars) 
over its life cycle cost.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 835 the fol-
lowing new item: 
‘‘Sec. 836. Multiyear acquisition strategy.’’. 
SEC. 3. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

REVIEW OF MULTIYEAR ACQUISI-
TION STRATEGY. 

(a) REVIEW.—After submission of the first 
multiyear acquisition strategy in accordance 
with section 836 of the Homeland Security 
Act of 2002 (as added by section 2 of this Act) 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General of the United States 
shall conduct a review of such plan within 
180 days to analyze the viability of such 
plan’s effectiveness in the following: 

(1) Complying with the requirements of 
such section 836. 

(2) Establishing clear connections between 
Department of Homeland Security objectives 
and acquisition (as such term is defined in 
such section) priorities. 

(3) Demonstrating that Department acqui-
sition policy reflects program management 
best practices (as such term is defined in 
such section) and standards. 

(4) Ensuring competition or the option of 
competition for major acquisition programs 
(as such term is defined in such section). 

(5) Considering potential cost savings 
through using already-existing technologies 
when developing acquisition program re-
quirements. 

(6) Preventing duplication within Depart-
ment acquisition workforce training require-
ments through leveraging already-existing 
training within the Federal Government, 
academic community, or private industry. 

(7) Providing incentives for acquisition 
program managers to reduce acquisition and 
procurement costs through the use of best 
practices and disciplined program manage-
ment. 

(b) REPORT.—The Comptroller General of 
the United States shall submit to the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and the Com-
mittee on Appropriations of the House of 
Representatives and the Committee on 
Homeland Security and Governmental Af-
fairs and the Committee on Appropriations 
of the Senate a report on the review con-
ducted under this section. Such report shall 
be submitted in unclassified form but may 
include a classified annex. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) and 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
(Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN) each will con-
trol 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Pennsylvania. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include any extraneous ma-
terial on the bill under consideration. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania? 
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There was no objection. 
Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself as much time as I may 
consume. 

I rise today in strong support of H.R. 
1249, the DHS Multiyear Acquisition 
Strategy Act of 2017. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity spends billions of taxpayer dollars 
annually on a variety of systems to se-
cure our borders, protect our aviation 
system, safeguard our shores, and 
shield our cyberspace, among other 
critical missions. Unfortunately, 
watchdogs at the Government Ac-
countability Office and the DHS Office 
of Inspector General have found long-
standing problems with how DHS has 
managed these programs. DHS con-
tinues to be on GAO’s high-risk list for 
acquisition management, meaning 
these programs are susceptible to 
fraud, waste, abuse, and mismanage-
ment. 

In addition, the Department has 
failed to have a strategic vision for its 
major purposes. The result has been 
wasted effort and taxpayer money 
gone, with little to show for it. Look at 
the TSA puffer machines from a few 
years ago as a past example. 

Without a comprehensive strategy, 
industry also does not have the needed 
information to best support DHS in 
making smart investments in exe-
cuting its mission. 

My bill will require DHS to establish 
this much-needed strategy to ensure 
taxpayer dollars are safeguarded and 
frontline operators receive the tools 
they need to successfully protect 
Americans. 

My bill will also ensure that DHS 
works collaboratively with the private 
sector to fully leverage their innova-
tive solutions. As a former FBI agent, 
I know how important it is to get crit-
ical tools out to the field to help 
agents and officers secure our Nation. 

I urge all Members to join me in sup-
porting this bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 1249, 
the DHS Multiyear Acquisition Strat-
egy Act of 2017, and I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Safeguarding our country and the 
American people is the Department of 
Homeland Security’s most solemn re-
sponsibility. 

Today, Homeland Security threats 
are multidimensional and changing at 
an unprecedented pace. As such, it is 
critical that DHS’ acquisition pro-
grams be targeted to meet the demands 
of an ever-evolving threat environ-
ment. To ensure long-term strategic 
planning, H.R. 1249 directs DHS to de-
velop a multiyear acquisition strategy 
as is currently required at the Trans-
portation Security Administration. 

The bill is intended to foster a more 
strategic approach to how DHS exe-
cutes and manages procurement. Spe-
cifically, it directs DHS, in consulta-
tion with industry stakeholders and 
academia, to develop a prioritized list 

of major acquisitions together with in-
formation on the expected security and 
economic benefits of these programs. 

To guard against wasteful spending 
on redundant programs, it also directs 
DHS to work towards developing a 
DHS-wide inventory of investments 
and real property. Once DHS has such 
an inventory, I believe it will find 
areas for greater efficiency and be able 
to redirect limited Homeland Security 
resources to vital programs. 

One of the critical features of the 
strategy is the requirement that DHS 
have a plan to address funding gaps 
that may exist in major acquisition 
programs. 

Given that the Trump administra-
tion’s 2018 budget prioritizes funding 
the border wall that the President 
promised during the campaign and am-
plifying immigration enforcement, 
there is a real concern that important 
programs that are desperately needed 
within DHS will get short shrift. 

H.R. 1249 was approved unanimously 
by the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity earlier this month, and similar 
legislation was approved by a voice 
vote by the House in October of 2015. 

Mr. Speaker, the establishment of 
the Department-wide acquisition strat-
egy, as H.R. 1249 requires, has the po-
tential of helping the Department 
achieve economies of scale that result 
in cost savings and better use of lim-
ited Homeland Security resources. 

I am particularly pleased that the 
legislation directs the Department to 
assess ways it can better test and ac-
quire innovative technologies. Some of 
the most vexing Homeland Security 
challenges can only be fully addressed 
when DHS partners with innovators, 
particularly small businesses. 

I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman, my colleague from Pennsyl-
vania. 

Mr. Speaker, I would urge the sup-
port of H.R. 1249, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I 
once again urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 1249, and I want to thank my 
colleague from New Jersey (Mrs. WAT-
SON COLEMAN) for her bipartisan leader-
ship on a bill that will surely help keep 
our country safe. 

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

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of H.R. 1249, the DHS Multiyear Ac-
quisition Strategy Act of 2017. I thank Rep-
resentative FITZPATRICK for his leadership in 
championing this important legislation. I also 
want to commend the other Committee Mem-
bers, especially the freshmen, on their key bi-
partisan legislation being considered today. 

We are in dangerous times and our home-
land faces significant threats. The tools we 
provide our frontline personnel securing our 
borders, protecting our airports, and defending 
our cyber networks need to be delivered on 
time and properly designed to meet their 
needs. 

Far too often, DHS has mismanaged major 
acquisition programs and the result has been 
systems that are late, do less, and cost more 

to the taxpayer. Representative FITZPATRICK’s 
bill, along with Representatives RUTHERFORD 
and HIGGINS’ bills, is critical in ensuring that 
DHS better manages these vital acquisition 
programs. These bills put important safe-
guards into place to guard against waste, 
fraud, abuse, and mismanagement. 

As we move forward with our Committee’s 
work to reauthorize DHS for the first time ever, 
we will continue our focus on draining the 
waste from the Department to ensure our 
homeland is secured efficiently and effectively. 
I urge my colleagues to support H.R. 1249. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, as a sen-
ior member of the House Committee on 
Homeland Security I rise in support of H.R. 
1249, the ‘‘DHS Multiyear Acquisition Strategy 
Act of 2017’’, which requires the Department 
of Homeland Security to develop a multiyear 
acquisition strategy. 

H.R. 1249 seeks to streamline the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security’s acquisition proc-
ess to promote strategic investment as well as 
cost savings for taxpayers. 

DHS would be required to provide Congress 
with the new strategy which needs to include: 

1. A prioritized list of major acquisition pro-
grams 

2. An inventory of investments and real es-
tate assets 

3. A plan to address funding gaps, prevent 
wasteful purchases, achieve efficiency, align 
prices for similar items, and use purchase tim-
ing and economies of scale 

4. An identification of tests to support the 
acquisition of technology, leverage emerging 
trends and incorporate technology into DHS’s 
operating doctrine 

5. An assessment of how DHS could en-
courage appropriate risk-taking and minimize 
cost overruns, including when the department 
identifies needs, Develops cost assessments, 
Secures funding, Demonstrates technology 
maturity, and establishes its workforce 

6. An assessment to improve collaboration 
with industry, small and disadvantaged busi-
nesses, intra-government offices, university 
centers of excellence, certification organiza-
tions, and national laboratories 

Although the DHS has taken measures to 
improve acquisition management, DHS pro-
grams still cost taxpayers over $7 billion per 
year. 

In its 2017 list of ‘‘high-risk’’ areas, GAO re-
ported DHS needed to improve the afford-
ability of its major acquisition programs and 
address staffing shortfalls. 

DHS acquisition programs may continue to 
be at high risk for waste, fraud, and abuse. 

This bill will assist oversight committees in 
better preparing men and women on the 
frontlines securing our borders, protecting our 
airports, and defending our shores by making 
sure we know what works and what is needed 
before taxpayer dollars are spent. 

Efficient use of resources within the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is crucial to the 
safety of all Texans, and all Americans espe-
cially in regards to border security. 

The Texas-Mexico border makes up 1,254 
miles of the 1,900-mile-long U.S.-Mexico bor-
der. 

The more money wasted on unnecessary 
overhead costs, the less resources the De-
partment has to fulfill its key mission of pro-
tecting our border and our homeland. 

By passing this bipartisan measure, we can 
ensure that the DHS operates in a more effi-
cient manner and can better stay ahead of 
threats to our country. 
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I ask my colleagues to join me in supporting 

H.R. 1249. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1249, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

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

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

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

f 

b 1630 

DHS ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES 
ACT OF 2017 

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I move to suspend the rules 
and pass the bill (H.R. 1252) to amend 
the Homeland Security Act of 2002 to 
provide for certain acquisition authori-
ties for the Under Secretary of Man-
agement of the Department of Home-
land Security, and for other purposes, 
as amended. 

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

H.R. 1252 
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 ‘‘DHS Acqui-
sition Authorities Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR UNDER 

SECRETARY FOR MANAGEMENT OF 
THE DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND 
SECURITY. 

Section 701 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341) is amended by— 

(1) redesignating subsections (d) and (e) as 
subsections (e) and (f); and 

(2) inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(d) ACQUISITION AND RELATED RESPON-
SIBILITIES.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding section 
1702(b) of title 41, United States Code, the 
Under Secretary for Management is the 
Chief Acquisition Officer of the Department. 
As Chief Acquisition Officer, the Under Sec-
retary shall have the authorities and per-
form the functions specified in section 
1702(b) of such title, and perform all other 
functions and responsibilities delegated by 
the Secretary or described in this subsection. 

‘‘(2) FUNCTIONS AND RESPONSIBILITIES.—In 
addition to the authorities and functions 
specified in section 1702(b) of title 41, United 
States Code, the functions and responsibil-
ities of the Under Secretary for Management 
related to acquisition (as such term is de-
fined in section 710) include the following: 

‘‘(A) Advising the Secretary regarding ac-
quisition management activities, taking into 
account risks of failure to achieve cost, 
schedule, or performance parameters, to en-
sure that the Department achieves its mis-
sion through the adoption of widely accepted 
program management best practices (as such 
term is defined in section 710) and standards 
and, where appropriate, acquisition innova-
tion best practices. 

‘‘(B) Leading the Department’s acquisition 
oversight body, the Acquisition Review 

Board, and exercising the acquisition deci-
sion authority (as such term is defined in 
section 710) to approve, pause, modify (in-
cluding the rescission of approvals of pro-
gram milestones), or cancel major acquisi-
tion programs (as such term is defined in 
section 710), unless the Under Secretary dele-
gates such authority to a Component Acqui-
sition Executive (as such term is defined in 
section 710) pursuant to paragraph (3). 

‘‘(C) Establishing policies for acquisition 
that implement an approach that takes into 
account risks of failure to achieve cost, 
schedule, or performance parameters that all 
components of the Department shall comply 
with, including outlining relevant authori-
ties for program managers to effectively 
manage acquisition programs. 

‘‘(D) Ensuring that each major acquisition 
program has a Department-approved acquisi-
tion program baseline (as such term is de-
fined in section 710), pursuant to the Depart-
ment’s acquisition management policy. 

‘‘(E) Ensuring that the heads of compo-
nents and Component Acquisition Executives 
comply with Federal law, the Federal Acqui-
sition Regulation, and Department acquisi-
tion management directives. 

‘‘(F) Ensuring that grants and financial as-
sistance are provided only to individuals and 
organizations that are not suspended or 
debarred. 

‘‘(G) Distributing guidance throughout the 
Department to ensure that contractors in-
volved in acquisitions, particularly contrac-
tors that access the Department’s informa-
tion systems and technologies, adhere to rel-
evant Department policies related to phys-
ical and information security as identified 
by the Under Secretary for Management. 

‘‘(H) Overseeing the Component Acquisi-
tion Executive organizational structure to 
ensure Component Acquisition Executives 
have sufficient capabilities and comply with 
Department acquisition policies. 

‘‘(3) DELEGATION OF ACQUISITION DECISION 
AUTHORITY.— 

‘‘(A) LEVEL 3 ACQUISITIONS.—The Under 
Secretary for Management may delegate ac-
quisition decision authority in writing to the 
relevant Component Acquisition Executive 
for an acquisition program that has a life 
cycle cost estimate of less than $300,000,000. 

‘‘(B) LEVEL 2 ACQUISITIONS.—The Under 
Secretary for Management may delegate ac-
quisition decision authority in writing to the 
relevant Component Acquisition Executive 
for a major acquisition program that has a 
life cycle cost estimate of at least $300,000,000 
but not more than $1,000,000,000 if all of the 
following requirements are met: 

‘‘(i) The component concerned possesses 
working policies, processes, and procedures 
that are consistent with Department-level 
acquisition policy. 

‘‘(ii) The Component Acquisition Executive 
concerned has adequate, experienced, and 
dedicated professional employees with pro-
gram management training, as applicable, 
commensurate with the size of the acquisi-
tion programs and related activities dele-
gated to such Component Acquisition Execu-
tive by the Under Secretary for Manage-
ment. 

‘‘(iii) Each major acquisition program con-
cerned has written documentation showing 
that it has a Department-approved acquisi-
tion program baseline and it is meeting 
agreed-upon cost, schedule, and performance 
thresholds. 

‘‘(4) RELATIONSHIP TO UNDER SECRETARY 
FOR SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY.— 

‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—Nothing in this sub-
section shall diminish the authority granted 
to the Under Secretary for Science and Tech-
nology under this Act. The Under Secretary 
for Management and the Under Secretary for 
Science and Technology shall cooperate in 

matters related to the coordination of acqui-
sitions across the Department so that invest-
ments of the Directorate of Science and 
Technology are able to support current and 
future requirements of the components of 
the Department. 

‘‘(B) OPERATIONAL TESTING AND EVALUA-
TION.—The Under Secretary for Science and 
Technology shall— 

‘‘(i) ensure, in coordination with relevant 
component heads, that major acquisition 
programs— 

‘‘(I) complete operational testing and eval-
uation of technologies and systems; 

‘‘(II) use independent verification and vali-
dation of operational test and evaluation im-
plementation and results; and 

‘‘(III) document whether such programs 
meet all performance requirements included 
in their acquisition program baselines; 

‘‘(ii) ensure that such operational testing 
and evaluation includes all system compo-
nents and incorporates operators into the 
testing to ensure that systems perform as in-
tended in the appropriate operational set-
ting; and 

‘‘(iii) determine if testing conducted by 
other Federal agencies and private entities is 
relevant and sufficient in determining 
whether systems perform as intended in the 
operational setting.’’. 
SEC. 3. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR CHIEF 

FINANCIAL OFFICER OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY. 

Paragraph (2) of section 702(b) of the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 342(b)) is 
amended by adding at the end the following 
new subparagraph: 

‘‘(J) Oversee the costs of acquisition pro-
grams and related activities to ensure that 
actual and planned costs are in accordance 
with budget estimates and are affordable, or 
can be adequately funded, over the life cycle 
of such programs and activities.’’. 
SEC. 4. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR CHIEF 

INFORMATION OFFICER OF THE DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY. 

Section 703 of the Homeland Security Act 
of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 343) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (b) as sub-
section (c); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (a) the fol-
lowing new subsection: 

‘‘(b) ACQUISITION RESPONSIBILITIES.—Not-
withstanding section 11315 of title 40, United 
States Code, the acquisition responsibilities 
of the Chief Information Officer, in consulta-
tion with the Under Secretary for Manage-
ment, shall include the following: 

‘‘(1) Oversee the management of the Home-
land Security Enterprise Architecture and 
ensure that, before each acquisition decision 
event (as such term is defined in section 710), 
approved information technology acquisi-
tions comply with departmental information 
technology management processes, technical 
requirements, and the Homeland Security 
Enterprise Architecture, and in any case in 
which information technology acquisitions 
do not comply with the Department’s man-
agement directives, make recommendations 
to the Acquisition Review Board regarding 
such noncompliance. 

‘‘(2) Be responsible for providing rec-
ommendations to the Acquisition Review 
Board regarding information technology pro-
grams, and be responsible for developing in-
formation technology acquisition strategic 
guidance.’’. 
SEC. 5. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR PRO-

GRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND RISK 
MANAGEMENT (PARM). 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title VII of the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 (6 U.S.C. 341 et seq.) is 
amended by adding at the end the following: 
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‘‘SEC. 710. ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES FOR PRO-

GRAM ACCOUNTABILITY AND RISK 
MANAGEMENT. 

‘‘(a) ESTABLISHMENT OF OFFICE.—Within 
the Management Directorate, there shall be 
a Program Accountability and Risk Manage-
ment office to— 

‘‘(1) provide consistent accountability, 
standardization, and transparency of major 
acquisition programs of the Department; and 

‘‘(2) serve as the central oversight function 
for all Department acquisition programs. 

‘‘(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF EXECUTIVE DIREC-
TOR.—The Program Accountability and Risk 
Management office shall be led by an Execu-
tive Director to oversee the requirement 
under subsection (a). The Executive Director 
shall report directly to the Under Secretary 
for Management, and shall carry out the fol-
lowing responsibilities: 

‘‘(1) Monitor regularly the performance of 
Department acquisition programs between 
acquisition decision events to identify prob-
lems with cost, performance, or schedule 
that components may need to address to pre-
vent cost overruns, performance issues, or 
schedule delays. 

‘‘(2) Assist the Under Secretary for Man-
agement in managing the Department’s ac-
quisition programs and related activities. 

‘‘(3) Conduct oversight of individual acqui-
sition programs to implement Department 
acquisition program policy, procedures, and 
guidance with a priority on ensuring the 
data the office collects and maintains from 
Department components is accurate and reli-
able. 

‘‘(4) Serve as the focal point and coordi-
nator for the acquisition life cycle review 
process and as the executive secretariat for 
the Acquisition Review Board. 

‘‘(5) Advise the persons having acquisition 
decision authority in making acquisition de-
cisions consistent with all applicable laws 
and in establishing clear lines of authority, 
accountability, and responsibility for acqui-
sition decisionmaking within the Depart-
ment. 

‘‘(6) Engage in the strategic planning and 
performance evaluation process required 
under section 306 of title 5, United States 
Code, and sections 1105(a)(28), 1115, 1116, and 
9703 of title 31, United States Code, by sup-
porting the Chief Procurement Officer in de-
veloping strategies and specific plans for hir-
ing, training, and professional development 
in order to rectify any deficiency within the 
Department’s acquisition workforce. 

‘‘(7) Develop standardized certification 
standards in consultation with the Compo-
nent Acquisition Executives for all acquisi-
tion program managers. 

‘‘(8) In the event that an acquisition pro-
gram manager’s certification or actions need 
review for purposes of promotion or removal, 
provide input, in consultation with the rel-
evant Component Acquisition Executive, 
into the relevant acquisition program man-
ager’s performance evaluation, and report 
positive or negative experiences to the rel-
evant certifying authority. 

‘‘(9) Provide technical support and assist-
ance to Department acquisitions and acquisi-
tion personnel in conjunction with the Chief 
Procurement Officer. 

‘‘(10) Prepare the Department’s Com-
prehensive Acquisition Status Report, as re-
quired by title I of division D of the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act, 2016 (Public Law 
114–113), and make such report available to 
the congressional homeland security com-
mittees. 

‘‘(c) RESPONSIBILITIES OF COMPONENTS.— 
Each head of a component shall comply with 
Federal law, the Federal Acquisition Regula-
tion, and Department acquisition manage-
ment directives established by the Under 
Secretary for Management. For each major 

acquisition program, each head of a compo-
nent shall— 

‘‘(1) define baseline requirements and docu-
ment changes to such requirements, as ap-
propriate; 

‘‘(2) establish a complete life cycle cost es-
timate with supporting documentation, in-
cluding an acquisition program baseline; 

‘‘(3) verify each life cycle cost estimate 
against independent cost estimates, and rec-
oncile any differences; 

‘‘(4) complete a cost-benefit analysis with 
supporting documentation; 

‘‘(5) develop and maintain a schedule that 
is consistent with scheduling best practices 
as identified by the Comptroller General of 
the United States, including, in appropriate 
cases, an integrated master schedule; and 

‘‘(6) ensure that all acquisition program in-
formation provided by the component is 
complete, accurate, timely, and valid. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) ACQUISITION.—The term ‘acquisition’ 

has the meaning given such term in section 
131 of title 41, United States Code. 

‘‘(2) ACQUISITION DECISION AUTHORITY.—The 
term ‘acquisition decision authority’ means 
the authority, held by the Secretary acting 
through the Deputy Secretary or Under Sec-
retary for Management to— 

‘‘(A) ensure compliance with Federal law, 
the Federal Acquisition Regulation, and De-
partment acquisition management direc-
tives; 

‘‘(B) review (including approving, pausing, 
modifying, or canceling) an acquisition pro-
gram through the life cycle of such program; 

‘‘(C) ensure that acquisition program man-
agers have the resources necessary to suc-
cessfully execute an approved acquisition 
program; 

‘‘(D) ensure good acquisition program man-
agement of cost, schedule, risk, and system 
performance of the acquisition program at 
issue, including assessing acquisition pro-
gram baseline breaches and directing any 
corrective action for such breaches; and 

‘‘(E) ensure that acquisition program man-
agers, on an ongoing basis, monitor cost, 
schedule, and performance against estab-
lished baselines and use tools to assess risks 
to an acquisition program at all phases of 
the life cycle of such program to avoid and 
mitigate acquisition program baseline 
breaches. 

‘‘(3) ACQUISITION DECISION EVENT.—The 
term ‘acquisition decision event’, with re-
spect to an acquisition program, means a 
predetermined point within each of the ac-
quisition phases at which the acquisition de-
cision authority determines whether such 
acquisition program shall proceed to the 
next acquisition phase. 

‘‘(4) ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The term ‘ac-
quisition program’ means the process by 
which the Department acquires, with any ap-
propriated amounts, by contract for pur-
chase or lease, property or services (includ-
ing construction) that support the missions 
and goals of the Department. 

‘‘(5) ACQUISITION PROGRAM BASELINE.—The 
term ‘acquisition program baseline’, with re-
spect to an acquisition program, means a 
summary of the cost, schedule, and perform-
ance parameters, expressed in standard, 
measurable, quantitative terms, which must 
be met in order to accomplish the goals of 
such program. 

‘‘(6) BEST PRACTICES.—The term ‘best prac-
tices’, with respect to acquisition, means a 
knowledge-based approach to capability de-
velopment that includes— 

‘‘(A) identifying and validating needs; 
‘‘(B) assessing alternatives to select the 

most appropriate solution; 
‘‘(C) clearly establishing well-defined re-

quirements; 

‘‘(D) developing realistic cost assessments 
and schedules; 

‘‘(E) securing stable funding that matches 
resources to requirements; 

‘‘(F) demonstrating technology, design, 
and manufacturing maturity; 

‘‘(G) using milestones and exit criteria or 
specific accomplishments that demonstrate 
progress; 

‘‘(H) adopting and executing standardized 
processes with known success across pro-
grams; 

‘‘(I) establishing an adequate workforce 
that is qualified and sufficient to perform 
necessary functions; and 

‘‘(J) integrating the capabilities described 
in subparagraphs (A) through (I) into the De-
partment’s mission and business operations. 

‘‘(7) BREACH.—The term ‘breach’, with re-
spect to a major acquisition program, means 
a failure to meet any cost, schedule, or per-
formance threshold specified in the most re-
cently approved acquisition program base-
line. 

‘‘(8) CONGRESSIONAL HOMELAND SECURITY 
COMMITTEES.—The term ‘congressional home-
land security committees’ means— 

‘‘(A) the Committee on Homeland Security 
of the House of Representatives and the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Gov-
ernmental Affairs of the Senate; and 

‘‘(B) the Committee on Appropriations of 
the House of Representatives and of the Sen-
ate. 

‘‘(9) COMPONENT ACQUISITION EXECUTIVE.— 
The term ‘Component Acquisition Executive’ 
means the senior acquisition official within 
a component who is designated in writing by 
the Under Secretary for Management, in 
consultation with the component head, with 
authority and responsibility for leading a 
process and staff to provide acquisition and 
program management oversight, policy, and 
guidance to ensure that statutory, regu-
latory, and higher level policy requirements 
are fulfilled, including compliance with Fed-
eral law, the Federal Acquisition Regulation, 
and Department acquisition management di-
rectives established by the Under Secretary 
for Management. 

‘‘(10) MAJOR ACQUISITION PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘major acquisition program’ means a 
Department acquisition program that is esti-
mated by the Secretary to require an even-
tual total expenditure of at least $300,000,000 
(based on fiscal year 2017 constant dollars) 
over its life cycle cost.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the Homeland Se-
curity Act of 2002 is amended by inserting 
after the item relating to section 709 the fol-
lowing new item: 

‘‘Sec. 710. Acquisition authorities for Pro-
gram Accountability and Risk 
Management.’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Louisiana (Mr. HIGGINS) and the gentle-
woman from New Jersey (Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN) each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Louisiana. 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
all Members have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include any extraneous 
materials on the bill under consider-
ation. 

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

There was no objection. 
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Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of H.R. 1252, the Department of Home-
land Security Acquisition Authorities 
Act of 2017. 

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity has been routinely criticized over 
the years by watchdogs at the Govern-
ment Accountability Office and DHS 
Office of Inspector General for failing 
to responsibly manage its major acqui-
sition programs. These programs, 
which secure our borders, safeguard 
our cyber networks, protect air trav-
elers, defend our shores, among other 
critical missions, and cost taxpayers 
billions of dollars every year. 

Watchdogs have previously reported 
how DHS leadership has failed to hold 
programs accountable to its own acqui-
sition policies. In some cases, these 
programs have spent billions of dollars 
of American treasure without having 
to show what they will ultimately cost, 
when they will be complete, and what 
benefits they will deliver to frontline 
operators. DHS’ Under Secretary for 
Management has not had the force of 
law to hold these programs account-
able until now. 

My bill establishes a top cop in the 
Under Secretary for Management as 
Chief Acquisitions Officer to oversee 
these billion-dollar programs. It re-
quires thoughtful management of 
major acquisition programs based on 
private sector best practices. My bill 
requires strong accountability meas-
ures to oversee major acquisition pro-
grams so that these critical tools get 
into the hands of those defending our 
homeland on time and on budget. 

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

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

Washington, DC, March 10, 2017. 
Hon. MICHAEL MCCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

House of Representatives, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: I am writing con-

cerning H.R. 1252, the ‘‘DHS Acquisition Au-
thorities Act of 2017,’’ which your Committee 
ordered reported on March 8, 2017. 

H.R. 1252 contains provisions within the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology’s Rule X jurisdiction. In order to ex-
pedite this bill for floor consideration, the 
Committee on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology will forego action on the bill. This is 
being done on the basis of our mutual under-
standing that doing so will in no way dimin-
ish or alter the jurisdiction of the Com-
mittee on Science, Space, and Technology 
with respect to the appointment of con-
ferees, or to any future jurisdictional claim 
over the subject matters contained in the 
bill or similar legislation. 

I would appreciate your response to this 
letter confirming this understanding, and 
would request that you include a copy of this 
letter and your response in the Congres-
sional Record during the floor consideration 
of this bill. Thank you in advance for your 
cooperation. 

Sincerely, 
LAMAR SMITH, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY, 

Washington, DC, March 10, 2017. 
Hon. LAMAR SMITH, 
Chairman, Committee on Science, Space, and 

Technology, Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN SMITH: Thank you for your 

letter regarding H.R. 1252, the ‘‘DHS Acquisi-
tion Authorities Act of 2017.’’ I appreciate 
your support in bringing this legislation be-
fore the House of Representatives, and ac-
cordingly, understand that the Committee 
on Science, Space, and Technology will not 
seek a sequential referral on the bill. 

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

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

Sincerely, 
MICHAEL T. MCCAUL, 

Chairman. 

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

I rise in support of H.R. 1252, the DHS 
Acquisition Authorities Act of 2017. 
The Department of Homeland Security 
has limited acquisition resources and 
must be effective stewards of taxpayer 
dollars. As such, DHS’ procurement 
practices must be sound, effective, and 
adhered to throughout the organiza-
tion. 

Although DHS has come a long way 
since its inception in 2002, acquisition 
management remains a challenge for 
the Department. In fact, a 2015 assess-
ment by the GAO of DHS’ largest ac-
quisition programs determined that 
only 2 of the 22 reviewed programs were 
on track to meet their initial schedule 
and cost parameters. 

Responsibility for addressing weak-
nesses in acquisitions management and 
increasing effectiveness of DHS’ major 
acquisitions begins at the top, with the 
DHS leadership. To that end, H.R. 1252 
codifies that acquisition decision au-
thority rests with the Under Secretary 
for Management as the Department’s 
Chief Acquisition Officer. 

H.R. 1252 authorizes the Under Sec-
retary for Management to mandate ac-
quisition policies, establishes the 
Under Secretary as lead of the Depart-
ment’s acquisition oversight body, and 
charges the Under Secretary with ad-
vising the Secretary regarding acquisi-
tion management activities. 

To ensure greater oversight of the 
Department’s procurement activities, 
H.R. 1252 also establishes acquisition 
management functions for DHS’ Chief 
Financial Officer, Chief Information 
Officer, and the Program Account-
ability and Risk Management Office. 

This legislation is intended to clarify 
roles and responsibilities within DHS 
acquisition management activities and 

increase accountability of the Depart-
ment’s procedures, particularly those 
classified as underperforming. 

H.R. 1252 was approved by the House 
in October 2015, and was approved 
unanimously by the Committee on 
Homeland Security just a few weeks 
ago. 

Given the complexity of the organi-
zation, it is incumbent upon the De-
partment to tackle its diverse procure-
ment challenges from the top down. 

H.R. 1252 codifies the acquisition 
management roles within the Depart-
ment and supports enhanced account-
ability in management of DHS’ acqui-
sitions. 

By passing this legislation, Congress 
can take another important step to-
ward increasing efficiency and improv-
ing outcomes of DHS’ major acquisi-
tion programs. 

I join in congratulating the gen-
tleman from Louisiana (Mr. HIGGINS) 
on the good work that he has done 
here. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge support of H.R. 
1252, and I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentlewoman 
from New Jersey. I, once again, urge 
my colleagues to support H.R. 1252, as 
amended. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
HIGGINS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 1252, as 
amended. 

The question was taken. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. In the 

opinion of the Chair, two-thirds being 
in the affirmative, the ayes have it. 

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, on that I demand the yeas 
and nays. 

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

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

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess until ap-
proximately 6:30 p.m. today. 

Accordingly (at 4 o’clock and 37 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1830 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOMACK) at 6 o’clock and 
30 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

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

Votes will be taken in the following 
order: 

H.R. 1294, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 1249, by the yeas and nays; 
H.R. 1252, by the yeas and nays. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

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

f 

REDUCING DHS ACQUISITION COST 
GROWTH ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1294) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to provide for con-
gressional notification regarding major 
acquisition program breaches, and for 
other purposes, on which the yeas and 
nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Florida (Mr. RUTH-
ERFORD) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 408, nays 0, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 173] 

YEAS—408 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barragán 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bergman 
Beyer 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 

Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 

Dingell 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Ellison 
Emmer 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 

Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill 
Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (MN) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 

Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce (CA) 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 

Russell 
Rutherford 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Smucker 
Soto 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—21 

Barr 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Comer 
Deutch 
Duncan (SC) 
Fortenberry 

Gutiérrez 
Hoyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Payne 
Renacci 
Rohrabacher 

Rush 
Sinema 
Slaughter 
Suozzi 
Titus 
Tsongas 
Valadao 

b 1851 

Messrs. WELCH and AL GREEN of 
Texas changed their vote from ‘‘nay’’ 
to ‘‘yea.’’ 

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

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

NOTICE OF INTENTION TO OFFER 
RESOLUTION RAISING A QUES-
TION OF PRIVILEGES OF THE 
HOUSE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 
clause 2(a)(1) of rule IX, I rise to give 
notice of my intention to raise a ques-
tion of the privileges of the House. 

The form of the resolution is as fol-
lows: 

Expressing the sense of the House of 
Representatives that the President 
shall immediately disclose his tax re-
turn information to Congress and the 
American people. 

Whereas, in the United States’ sys-
tem of checks and balances, Congress 
has a responsibility to hold the execu-
tive branch of government to the high-
est standard of transparency to ensure 
the public interest is placed first; 

Whereas, according to the Tax His-
tory Project, every President since 
Gerald Ford has disclosed their tax re-
turn information to the public; 

Whereas, tax returns provide an im-
portant baseline disclosure because 
they contain highly instructive infor-
mation including whether the can-
didate can be influenced by foreign en-
tities and reveal any conflicts of inter-
est; 

Whereas, Article I, section 9 of the 
Constitution states that no person 
holding any office of profit or trust 
under them, shall, without the consent 
of Congress, accept any present, emolu-
ment, Office or Title, of any kind what-
ever from any King, Prince, or foreign 
State; 

Whereas, disclosure of the Presi-
dent’s tax returns is important towards 
investigating Russian influence in the 
2016 election, understanding the Presi-
dent’s financial ties to the Russian 
Federation and Russian citizens, in-
cluding debts owed and whether he 
shares any partnership interests, eq-
uity interests, joint ventures, or licens-
ing agreements with Russia or Russian 
nationals, formally or informally asso-
ciated with Vladmir Putin; 

Whereas, The New York Times has 
reported that President Trump’s close 
senior advisers, including Carter Page, 
Paul Manafort, Roger Stone, and Gen-
eral Michael Flynn, have been under 
investigation by the Federal Bureau of 
Investigation for their ties to the Rus-
sian Federation; 

Whereas, Russian Deputy Foreign 
Minister Sergei Ryabkov told Interfax, 
a Russian media outlet, on November 
10, 2016, that ‘‘there were contacts’’ 
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with Donald Trump’s 2016 campaign, 
and it has been reported that members 
of President Trump’s inner circle were 
in contact with senior Russian officials 
throughout the 2016 campaign; 

Whereas, General Michael Flynn, 
former national security adviser of 
President Trump, received almost 
$68,000 in fees and expenses from Rus-
sian entities in 2015, including by an 
entity recognized by U.S. intelligence 
agencies as an arm of the Russian Gov-
ernment; 

Whereas, FBI Director Comey stated 
in the Select Intelligence Committee 
hearing on the Russian interference 
with the November 2016 election that 
‘‘there is no information to support 
those tweets,’’ relating to President’s 
Trump allegations that President 
Obama illegally wiretapped the Trump 
campaign; 

Whereas, distracting investigators 
with dead-end leads and outrageous 
statements is a common tactic from 
those with a guilty conscience or in a 
deliberate effort to throw off investiga-
tors; 

Whereas, according to his 2016 can-
didate filing with the Federal Election 
Commission, the President has 564 fi-
nancial positions in companies located 
in the United States and around the 
world; 

Whereas, according to The Wash-
ington Post, the Trump International 
Hotel in Washington, D.C., has hired a 
‘‘director of diplomatic sales’’ to gen-
erate high-priced business among for-
eign leaders and diplomatic delega-
tions; 

Whereas, the chairman on the Ways 
and Means Committee, Joint Com-
mittee on Taxation, and Senate Fi-
nance Committee have the authority 
to request the President’s tax returns 
under section 6103 of the tax code; 

Whereas, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee used IRC 6103 authority in 2014 
to make public the confidential tax in-
formation of 51 taxpayers; 

Whereas, the American people have 
the right to know whether or not their 
President is operating under conflicts 
of interest related to international af-
fairs, tax reform, government con-
tracts, or otherwise: 

Now, therefore, be it resolved, that 
the House of Representatives shall: 

One, immediately request the tax re-
turn information of Donald J. Trump 
for tax years 2006 through 2015 for re-
view in closed executive session by the 
Committee on Ways and Means, as pro-
vided under section 6103 of the Internal 
Revenue Code, and vote to report the 
information therein to the full House 
of Representatives; 

Two, support transparency in govern-
ment and the longstanding tradition of 
Presidents and Presidential candidates 
disclosing their tax returns. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
rule IX, a resolution offered from the 
floor by a Member other than the ma-
jority leader or the minority leader as 
a question of the privileges of the 
House has immediate precedence only 

at a time designated by the Chair with-
in 2 legislative days after the resolu-
tion is properly noticed. 

Pending that designation, the form of 
the resolution noticed by the gen-
tleman from Colorado will appear in 
the RECORD at this point. 

The Chair will not at this point de-
termine whether the resolution con-
stitutes a question of privilege. That 
determination will be made at the time 
designated for consideration of the res-
olution. 

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRIES 
Mr. POLIS. Parliamentary inquiry, 

Mr. Speaker. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-

tleman from Colorado will state his 
parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, previous 
motions by Ms. ESHOO, Mr. PASCRELL, 
and Mr. CROWLEY were ruled upon im-
mediately. What is different about to-
day’s resolution? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair will inform the gentleman of the 
scheduling, as stated earlier, within 
the limits of rule IX. 

Mr. POLIS. Further parliamentary 
inquiry, Mr. Speaker. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, does today’s 
hearing of the Select Committee on In-
telligence provide additional relevant 
information to the Speaker in order to 
make this decision? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
leadership will give the gentleman 
timely notice of the scheduling of his 
resolution. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, one addi-
tional parliamentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman will state his parliamentary in-
quiry. 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, does delay-
ing consideration of this resolution 
mean that we won’t even vote on 
whether we can find out if the Presi-
dent has financial ties to a foreign en-
tity for 2 more days? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Recogni-
tion for a parliamentary inquiry is 
within the discretion of the Chair. The 
gentleman is no longer recognized. 

The Chair is prepared to resume pro-
ceedings on votes postponed earlier 
today. 

f 

DHS MULTIYEAR ACQUISITION 
STRATEGY ACT OF 2017 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5 minute voting will con-
tinue. 

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

finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1249) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to require a 
multiyear acquisition strategy of the 
Department of Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
FITZPATRICK) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 409, nays 0, 
not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 174] 

YEAS—409 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barragán 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bergman 
Beyer 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 

Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Ellison 
Emmer 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill 

Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (MN) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
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McClintock 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Perry 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 

Raskin 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Royce (CA) 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Smucker 
Soto 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NOT VOTING—20 

Barr 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Comer 
Deutch 
Duncan (SC) 
Fortenberry 

Gutiérrez 
Hoyer 
Marchant 
Payne 
Renacci 
Rohrabacher 
Rush 

Sinema 
Slaughter 
Suozzi 
Titus 
Tsongas 
Valadao 

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

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

b 1906 

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

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

DHS ACQUISITION AUTHORITIES 
ACT OF 2017 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 1252) to amend the Homeland 
Security Act of 2002 to provide for cer-
tain acquisition authorities for the 
Under Secretary of Management of the 
Department of Homeland Security, and 
for other purposes, as amended, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. 
HIGGINS) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, as amended. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 407, nays 1, 
not voting 21, as follows: 

[Roll No. 175] 

YEAS—407 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barragán 
Barton 
Bass 
Beatty 
Bera 
Bergman 
Beyer 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (GA) 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bost 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Courtney 
Cramer 

Crawford 
Crist 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Cummings 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Ellison 
Emmer 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty 
Evans 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Hanabusa 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 

Hill 
Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Johnson, Sam 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Kaptur 
Katko 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lewis (MN) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
LoBiondo 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
MacArthur 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 

McClintock 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Palmer 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pittenger 
Pocan 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Polis 
Posey 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 

Raskin 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (NY) 
Rice (SC) 
Richmond 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Scalise 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sires 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 

Smucker 
Soto 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Welch 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams 
Wilson (FL) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yarmuth 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (AK) 
Young (IA) 
Zeldin 

NAYS—1 

Jones 

NOT VOTING—21 

Barr 
Cleaver 
Comer 
Deutch 
Duncan (SC) 
Fortenberry 
Gutiérrez 

Hoyer 
Marchant 
Payne 
Perry 
Renacci 
Rohrabacher 
Royce (CA) 

Rush 
Sinema 
Slaughter 
Suozzi 
Titus 
Tsongas 
Valadao 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
GALLAGHER) (during the vote). There 
are 2 minutes remaining. 

b 1913 

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

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. SUOZZI. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall vote 
173 H.R. 1294, had I been present, I would 
have voted ‘‘yea.’’ On rollcall vote 174 H.R. 
1249 (as amended), had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ On rollcall vote 175 
H.R. 1252 (as amended), had I been present, 
I would have voted ‘‘yea.’’ 
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REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-

VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 372, COMPETITIVE HEALTH 
INSURANCE REFORM ACT OF 2017 

Mr. BYRNE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 115–50) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 209) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 372) to restore the appli-
cation of the Federal antitrust laws to 
the business of health insurance to pro-
tect competition and consumers, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 1101, REPORT ONSMALL 
BUSINESS HEALTH FAIRNESS 
ACT OF 2017 

Mr. BYRNE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 115–51) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 210) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 1101) to amend title I of 
the Employee Retirement Income Se-
curity Act of 1974 to improve access 
and choice for entrepreneurs with 
small businesses with respect to med-
ical care for their employees, which 
was referred to the House Calendar and 
ordered to be printed. 

f 

b 1915 

REPORT TO ACCOMPANY H.R. 1628, 
AMERICAN HEALTH CARE ACT 
OF 2017 

Mrs. BLACK, from the Committee on 
the Budget, submitted a privileged re-
port (Rept. No. 115–52) on the bill (H.R. 
1628) to provide for reconciliation pur-
suant to title II of the concurrent reso-
lution on the budget for fiscal year 
2017, which was referred to the Union 
Calendar and ordered to be printed. 

f 

RECOGNIZING VIZCAYA, A SOUTH 
FLORIDA NATIONAL TREASURE 

(Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
her remarks.) 

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
rise today to recognize Vizcaya, an ac-
credited museum and national historic 
landmark, located in my congressional 
district and the legacy of visionary 
James Deering, who created this south 
Florida gem 100 years ago. 

With the help of Deering’s nieces, 
public officials, and private citizens, 
Vizcaya has been serving as a public re-
source for more than 60 years now. 
Today, it is at the origins of modern 
Miami’s interest in art, international 
culture and innovation, and welcomes 
over 275,000 guests each year. 

Vizcaya will restore several historic 
village buildings and the surrounding 
landscape, which will enable them to 
tell the full story of the estate, includ-
ing the legacy of its workers, and to 
accommodate new programs for stu-

dents and families, including those on 
urban farming. 

Vizcaya’s future will be rooted in its 
history, but directed toward the de-
mands of 21st century Miami. 

For 100 years, Mr. Speaker, Vizcaya 
has been a place for people to gather, 
to learn, to engage in social activity, 
and to find inspiration. Its continued 
evolution will cement its role as Mi-
ami’s cultural hub. 

f 

INVEST IN THE HEALTH OF BOTH 
OUR PEOPLE AND OUR ECONOMY 

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

Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. Mr. Speak-
er, the GOP’s American Health Care 
Act would turn back the clock on 
health care for the American people 
while driving States toward bank-
ruptcy and devastating our economy. 

Under the Affordable Care Act, 1 mil-
lion people in Illinois gained health in-
surance. Under this plan, over 1 million 
would lose it. Millions more across our 
country currently receiving coverage 
through their jobs would lose their 
health care as well. 

State and local budgets would face 
cuts in Federal aid, forcing a choice be-
tween cutting coverage and raising 
taxes. My home State of Illinois alone 
would lose $40 billion over the next dec-
ade. 

And this bill would wreak havoc on 
the American economy. The American 
Health Care Act would kill nearly 2 
million jobs, while eliminating billions 
in healthcare funding that would oth-
erwise support hospitals, community 
health services, and the development of 
new cures. 

We need to invest in the health of 
both our people and our economy. Un-
fortunately, this plan does neither. 

f 

SPRING CREEK TROUT UNLIMITED 
CHAPTER 

(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 recognize the 
Spring Creek Trout Unlimited Chapter 
located in Pennsylvania’s Fifth Con-
gressional District for receiving the 
National 2016 Gold Trout Award as the 
Nation’s most outstanding Trout Un-
limited chapter. 

The Spring Creek Chapter’s conserva-
tion and angler science activities this 
year are world class, with more than 
1.5 miles of riparian habitat planted, 13 
in-stream structures built, water qual-
ity monitoring, redd count and angler 
surveys totaling more than 4,500 hours. 
These volunteer efforts are valued at 
more than $210,000. 

Beyond this outstanding conserva-
tion activity, the chapter reaches into 
the community, hosting events and ac-
tivities. The Veterans Service Partner-
ship program serves hundreds of vet-

erans, with the power of healing and a 
sense of community. 

Mr. Speaker, I look forward to join-
ing the members of the Spring Creek 
Trout Unlimited Chapter this Saturday 
for the 44th annual dinner to celebrate 
the chapter’s gold trout award. It is 
just 1 of 400 Trout Unlimited chapters 
across the country. This outstanding 
achievement shows the power, dedica-
tion, and teamwork from local Trout 
Unlimited members. 

f 

QUESTIONING MR. COMEY 
(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was 

given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, in 
a methodical questioning of Mr. Comey 
today in the Intelligence Committee, 
let me recount for you and my col-
leagues the responses of Mr. Comey. 

Mr. Trump’s tweet, March 4, 2017: 
Terrible. Just found out that Obama 
had my wires tapped in Trump Tower 
just before the victory. Nothing found. 
This is McCarthyism. 

Mr. Comey said: No, it did not hap-
pen. 

March 4, 2017: Is it legal for a sitting 
President to be wiretapping a race for 
President prior to an election? Turned 
down by court earlier. A new low. 

Mr. Comey said: No, it did not hap-
pen. 

Mr. Comey, the FBI director. 
Again on March 4, 2017: I bet a good 

lawyer could make a great case out of 
the fact that President Obama was tap-
ping my phones in October, just prior 
to election. 

Again, Mr. Comey said: No. 
And then again on March 4, 2017, Mr. 

Trump said: How low has President 
Obama gone to tap my phones during 
the very sacred election process. This 
is Nixon/Watergate. Bad, or sick, guy. 

Mr. Comey, the FBI director, said: 
No. 

Definitively, Mr. Trump did not tell 
the truth. More investigations delib-
eratively to determine the status of 
the actions of the President of the 
United States accusing a former Presi-
dent of a criminal felony which did not 
happen. It did not happen. 

f 

CALIFORNIA’S FIRST CONGRES-
SIONAL DISTRICT TOWNHALL 
MEETINGS 
(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, this 
past Saturday, in my own First Con-
gressional District of California, we 
had the first of our series of townhall 
meetings—this one in Nevada County 
at the Grass Valley fairgrounds. 

It was a good meeting. A bit raucous 
at times. There was disagreement, and 
there was some agreement as well. But 
I think it was a good dialogue to get 
started with the dialogue we need to 
have in northern California on the very 
important issues that we are working 
on here in Congress. 
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There was agreement and disagree-

ment on where we should go with the 
ACA treatment and where we should go 
with the funding of EPA. But what I 
am happiest about is that at least we 
were able to come together, 1,400 peo-
ple and me and my staff, and have a 
dialogue that, again, at times was a lit-
tle loud, a little raucous, but also peo-
ple looking forward to being able to 
hear each other and listen to each 
other on the issues that are important 
as we go forward in this Congress. 

I commend people in Nevada County 
for reaching out and for helping us get 
started with our outreach that we are 
going to have in northern California. 
Upcoming next will be Butte County, 
Shasta County, and the farther reaches 
a little bit later. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good dialogue I 
need to have. 

f 

DEFENDING PUBLIC 
BROADCASTING 

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to defend public broadcasting 
and honor the late Fred Rogers, whose 
birthday is today, March 20. Known 
fondly by millions simply as Mr. Rog-
ers, his wonderful, beloved presence has 
reached millions of homes across our 
Nation captivating generations of chil-
dren, and even adults. 

The Corporation for Public Broad-
casting is a vital part of America, in-
cluding cities, but small towns as well. 
NPR and PBS stations will be dis-
proportionately impacted by President 
Trump’s proposed budget zeroing out 
public broadcasting. It is not right. 

President Trump’s travel bill to Mar- 
a-Lago and the growing security that 
the American people are paying for 
over at his Trump Tower in New York, 
which reports show to already be in the 
tens of millions of dollars, will soon 
swamp the $200 million America dedi-
cates to public broadcasting annually. 

We have been here before. In 1969, 
President Richard Nixon threatened to 
slash funding for PBS. Mr. Rogers went 
before the Senate to defend public 
broadcasting and its value to our chil-
dren, especially for learning. I know I 
am not alone in wishing Mr. Rogers 
were with us once again to make the 
case for America’s children and public 
broadcasting. 

I hope President Trump and my col-
leagues will join me in supporting pro-
gramming that boosts kids’ confidence 
and helps children enjoy learning and 
the wonder of math, science, and 
books. 

f 

HONORING THE LATE ANTONIO 
CLAUDIO MARTINEZ 

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

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, it is 
with great honor that I rise today to 

pay tribute to a community leader, a 
pioneer, and a humanitarian. 

Mr. Antonio C. Martinez was one of 
the first Dominican-American mem-
bers of the New York State Bar. He was 
born in Santiago, Dominican Republic, 
in 1926, and immigrated to the United 
States with his mother through Ellis 
Island. He passed away on December 16, 
1999, leaving behind a great legacy. 

Antonio attended Hunter College in 
Manhattan and graduated from Brook-
lyn Law School in 1956. And when the 
call to duty came during World War II, 
Antonio selflessly enlisted in the U.S. 
Army and served honorably in the Pa-
cific theater. 

Antonio dedicated his 43 years of 
legal career to immigration, assisting 
thousands of families through the proc-
ess of legally entering the United 
States. His efforts and the cases he ar-
gued helped improve the law. 

I am privileged to speak from my 
heart about Antonio’s great work in 
the legal field, because my family and 
I were fortunate enough to have Anto-
nio represent us when we needed to 
navigate the immigration system here 
in the United States. Antonio’s dedica-
tion to our legal system played an im-
portant role. I am proud to say that, as 
the first Dominican-American Con-
gressman, my family and I are very 
proud of the work he did. 

Today, his professional legacy lives 
on. His son is here in the gallery. I am 
happy to recognize Antonio’s work of 
many years. 

f 

CONGRESSIONAL BLACK CAUCUS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentlewoman from the 
Virgin Islands (Ms. PLASKETT) is recog-
nized for 60 minutes as the designee of 
the minority leader. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and include 
any extraneous material on the subject 
of this Special Order hour. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, for the 

next 60 minutes, it is with great honor 
that I rise to coanchor this CBC Spe-
cial Order hour. For the next 60 min-
utes, we have a chance to speak di-
rectly to the American people on the 
issues of great importance to the Con-
gressional Black Caucus, to Congress, 
and to constituents who represent all 
Americans. 

At this time, Mr. Speaker, we would 
like to use this time to talk about the 
Affordable Care Act. What do you have 
to lose? What do you have to lose, Mr. 
Speaker? Such was President Trump’s 
constant refrain to the African-Amer-
ican community when rallying for 
their support of his administration’s 
various policies. 

Mr. Speaker, today, I rise to say that 
with critical elements of the American 
healthcare policy on the chopping 
block, African-Americans have a lot to 
lose, possibly even their lives. 

b 1930 
There is as much at stake if Presi-

dent Trump and the Republican-con-
trolled Congress healthcare policies 
take shape in their current form. 

By illustration, I want to address the 
impact on low-income families and in-
dividuals in the Virgin Islands who rely 
on Medicaid, and, presently, Medicaid 
is capped in the Virgin Islands. You 
can look at our territory as an example 
of what will happen when there is a cap 
on services, which could compromise a 
State or local government’s ability to 
administer those most in need. 

Since its inception, Medicaid has 
been an open-ended program that was 
intended to expand and contract with 
need, especially when States and local-
ities face crippling economic down-
turns of both manmade and natural 
origins. Medicaid covers one in five 
Americans, and of those, the majority 
of enrollees are children and individ-
uals with disabilities. 

Under the Affordable Care Act, wide-
ly known as ObamaCare, millions of 
African Americans finally gained ac-
cess to healthcare coverage. In 2015, ap-
proximately 11.2 million African Amer-
icans became eligible for Medicaid 
through the expansion, health care 
that they previously did not receive 
and which would have cost this coun-
try much more if that early-warning 
health care was not taken care of. 

President Trump and Republicans in 
Congress propose converting Medicaid 
from a shared payment program be-
tween States and Federal Government 
to an arrangement much like a block 
grant, where the Federal Government 
puts a cap on its payment assistance, 
creating a huge cost shift to the 
States. If you want to know what you 
have to lose if caps on Medicaid are en-
acted nationwide, look no further than 
my home, the Virgin Islands. It is a 
grim outlook. 

Federal caps on Medicaid programs 
in the Virgin Islands are set on a per- 
enrollee basis. Unlike States in the 
mainland where Federal Medicaid 
spending is open-ended depending on 
the needs of the people, the Virgin Is-
lands can only access Federal dollars 
up to an annual ceiling. Beyond that 
cap, the Virgin Islands’ government is 
responsible for the remaining costs. 
That means many Virgin Islanders who 
would qualify in other States and in 
other circumstances don’t get the 
healthcare coverage that they need 
now. 

Under the proposed fiscal arrange-
ment, spending caps don’t take into ac-
count the cost of providing services or 
unpredictable changes in a commu-
nity—such as the closure of a major 
employer or a natural disasters—forc-
ing a cost obligation for critical sup-
port services onto the already strained 
budgets of the territory. 
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As a result, States and local govern-

ments, increasingly, would have to 
make tough choices to either reduce 
services for recipients of Medicaid or 
restrict eligibility and enrollment of 
additional people who may need it. 
Those are the choices that Virgin Is-
landers must make. So the most vul-
nerable of our constituents—in this 
case, children—who need the safety net 
that Medicaid, by definition, is sup-
posed to provide have that final option 
cut out from under them. 

When it comes to Medicaid coverage, 
the Virgin Islands struggles to provide 
low-income families with Medicaid 
services for three major reasons: 

First, while the Affordable Care Act 
raised the territory’s Federal Medicaid 
assistance percentage up to 83 percent 
for newly eligible enrollees, this in-
crease in Federal match funding did 
not apply to those previously enrolled, 
which the Federal Government only 
matched at 55 percent in the Virgin Is-
lands, requiring that the remaining 
costs be covered by the Virgin Islands 
government, a government already 
strained to meet basic needs. 

The Virgin Islands and the smaller 
territories are not included in the Med-
icaid Disproportionate Share Hospital, 
DSH, program, which would shoulder 
the unanticipated costs our hospitals 
must take on to provide adequate care 
for individuals who use hospitals for 
basic services since they have no insur-
ance. 

Three, With no Affordable Care Act 
exchange and no Federal subsidies to 
create our own health exchange, many 
Virgin Islanders were only able to ob-
tain coverage through the Medicaid ex-
pansion if they met the already stren-
uous requirements. That means that 30 
percent of Virgin Islanders presently 
have no health insurance. 

This is what the rest of the States 
are going to have if this American 
Health Care Act, as it stands, is passed. 
A cap on Medicaid is a cap on medical 
services that our constituents just 
can’t do without; and in poor commu-
nities, it is going to be even more 
impactful. 

When ObamaCare provided increased 
funding to expand Medicaid, the island 
of Saint Croix was able to start a 
monthly homeless clinic at the 
Frederiksted Health Care Center about 
15 months ago. That clinic has been 
able to serve many people, providing 
them with medical care, showers, 
meals, and transportation. 

On St. Thomas, with the East End 
health clinic, they were able to expand 
their services and increase dental serv-
ices to people who were sorely in need 
of that. If this funding decreases or is 
lost altogether, it is highly unlikely 
that this initiative can be continued. 

Our current healthcare struggle is 
set to become a future hardship for 
mainland American States that pro-
vide Medicaid to a significant number 
of their population should the current 
proposals to cap Medicaid nationwide 
become law. 

How do we avoid this? Do not place a 
cap on Medicaid. Too many in the Afri-
can-American community have every-
thing to lose if healthcare policy goes 
in this direction. 

At this time, I yield to my colleague, 
the distinguished gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. EVANS). 

Mr. EVANS. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to thank the gentlewoman from 
the Virgin Islands, my good colleague 
and good friend. I thank her sincerely. 

Last summer when speaking to the 
African-American community at a 
rally in Philadelphia, President Trump 
asked the question: What do you have 
to lose? Yes, he asked that question: 
What do you have to lose? 

President Trump, what don’t we have 
to lose? The programs the President 
wants to cut is the Community Devel-
opment Block Grant, Meals on Wheels, 
and funding for Medicaid. There are 
programs that help combat poverty by 
providing the resources for better 
schools and food nutritional programs. 
These are the programs that help pro-
vide for the most vulnerable Americans 
who are fighting every day to try to 
get ahead. 

What do we have to lose? Look at 
what the Republicans are trying to do 
with the Affordable Care Act. They say 
they want to cut costs and cover more 
Americans, but their plan doesn’t do 
that. It does the opposite. 

Take, for example, how they want to 
change the core structure of Medicare. 
They want to shift the Medicare from 
an open-ended entitlement program to 
one with a limited lens that does not 
take into account individual needs on a 
case-by-case basis. 

What do we have to lose? All of the 
investments we have made to try to 
stabilize our cities, the budget cuts 
will have a direct impact. Take, for ex-
ample, Temple University Hospital in 
the heart of the Second Congressional 
District. Temple University Hospital 
stands to lose $45 million in funding. 
This translates into less jobs for our 
city and reduces the capacity of qual-
ity patient care. The President’s pro-
posal takes our city backwards. It 
unravels all of our hard work to make 
our communities more stable. 

What do we have to lose? Everything 
that builds a brighter future for our 
neighborhoods, block by block. It is 
time step up, speak up, and speak out 
to hold our President accountable. 

President Trump, we have a lot to 
lose. We are going to make sure you 
hear our message and our voice. 

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you so much 
to my distinguished colleague from 
Philadelphia (Mr. EVANS) and for the 
information you have shared with us. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished gentlewoman from Chicago, 
Congresswoman ROBIN KELLY, who is 
also the chair of the Congressional 
Black Caucus Health Braintrust, so she 
can expound upon this question: What 
do we have to lose? 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Thank you to 
my distinguished colleague from the 

Virgin Islands. It is an honor to be with 
you this evening, and thank you for 
your hard work and helping us to keep 
families healthy. Thank you also to 
CBC Chairman RICHMOND for orga-
nizing this important Special Order. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to speak 
out for more than 975,000 residents of 
Illinois, including nearly 240,000 chil-
dren that my Republican colleagues 
are plotting to strip of their health in-
surance. 

This bill, the so-called American 
Health Care Act, ends the guarantee of 
quality, affordable, and accessible 
health care. This bill puts politics be-
fore people. But it isn’t the politics 
that matters. 

Mrs. Johnson affording her cancer 
treatment matters. A 5-year-old dying 
because her parents can’t afford a 
transplant matters. Keeping our neigh-
bors healthy no matter what street 
they live on or what their ZIP Code is 
will keep us all healthy. 

So I must ask: What are my Repub-
lican colleagues thinking? 

This bill was introduced at night, but 
the cover of darkness cannot hide the 
fact that this bill will kill tens of thou-
sands of Americans every year. The 
dark of night cannot hide the reality 
that, because of this bad bill, more 
Americans will die of cancer, nor can it 
conceal the fact that millions of older 
Americans will be punished by the Re-
publican’s new ‘‘age tax.’’ 

Conversely, the Affordable Care Act 
protects older Americans from insur-
ance companies who want to use their 
age as a reason to charge thousands 
and thousands more. While this bill 
from my Republican colleagues was 
written to empower insurance execu-
tives, the Affordable Care Act protects 
everyone. It includes unprecedented 
healthcare access safeguards for Amer-
ica’s elderly, people living with disabil-
ities, children, and young adults. 

Meanwhile, the GOP’s American 
Health Care Act reduces consumer pro-
tections. The American people will be 
left with more expensive healthcare 
coverage plans, and 24 million will lose 
their healthcare insurance completely, 
14 million next year. 

A disproportionate number of those 
losing insurance will come from Afri-
can-American, Latino, Asian-Amer-
ican, and Pacific Islander commu-
nities. They will be women and chil-
dren or older Americans, especially 
those living on the edge. 

As chair of the Congressional Black 
Caucus Health Braintrust, I am work-
ing to close the gap in healthcare dis-
parities that is plaguing these commu-
nities. This bill will make these dis-
parities even worse. 

And for the record, the ACA more 
than halved the uninsured rate in the 
African-American community and 
halved the national uninsured rate. 

But the recent Congressional Budget 
Office report makes it clear that this 
will not continue in a positive way. In 
less than 10 years, 52 million Ameri-
cans will be uninsured under the GPO’s 
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plan. The majority of these will be our 
grandmothers, grandfathers, great- 
aunts, and great-uncles. 

Under the Speaker’s plan, my State, 
Illinois, will have to cut Medicare eli-
gibility. More than 53,000 constituents 
will lose their health care just because 
of this provision. The GOP also plans 
to defund Planned Parenthood, a deci-
sion that means 60,000 residents of Illi-
nois will go without lifesaving cancer 
and STI screenings. 

The list of the not very good, very 
bad things from the Republican 
healthcare bill go on and on and on. It 
will make us sicker. 

It also raises the national debt, and 
it kills at least 1.2 million American 
jobs. And it stops us from reaching 
what should be our ultimate goal: the 
ability of every American to live a 
long, healthy life. 

Mr. Speaker, can we finally get seri-
ous and call this bill, your GOP 
healthcare bill, what it really is: the 
Trump don’t care bill. 

Well, the Congressional Black Caucus 
cares. The House Democrats—and 
hopefully some House Republicans— 
care, and they will care enough to do 
the right thing and will oppose this 
bill. 

Ms. PLASKETT. Thank you so much, 
Congresswoman KELLY, for that infor-
mation that you are sharing and for 
the work of the Congressional Black 
Caucus Health Braintrust and for the 
information that you are giving in the 
seminars and the groups, the different 
experiences that you have had through-
out the country. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. KELLY) so that she can tell us 
about some of the places that the Con-
gressional Black Caucus Braintrust has 
had workshops or townhalls when shar-
ing information with Americans. 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Besides the 
District of Columbia, we have been to 
South Carolina. We have been to a cou-
ple of places in Los Angeles as well as 
Oakland to deal with the issue of AIDS. 
Also, of course, in my town of Chicago, 
we have had healthcare seminars; and, 
actually, we have had big health fairs 
so we can make sure that people get 
back-to-school checks, mental health 
checks, and AIDS checks. We gave food 
to people that might be in food deserts. 

So we really tried to be well-rounded 
and also tried to educate people. And 
going forward this week, we do plan to 
be on a call with ministers all across 
the United States so they know exactly 
what is going on and how they can help 
their constituents in this fight against 
this new healthcare bill. 

b 1945 

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, I know 
the work that the gentlewoman from 
Illinois has done in health disparities 
that African Americans face. We dis-
proportionately are struck with hyper-
tension, high blood pressure, and diabe-
tes, which are some of the things that 
we are concerned about. Lapse in cov-
erage under the Affordable Care Act 

will affect African Americans in a 
large way because then those will be-
come preexisting conditions, which are 
not covered under this healthcare plan. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Illinois (Ms. KELLY). 

Ms. KELLY of Illinois. Mr. Speaker, 
actually, of the top 10 diseases African 
Americans die from, African Ameri-
cans die more from 8 out of the top 10. 

So this new bill is not going to send 
us in a better direction, and we don’t 
want to keep those statistics. We want 
to do better, and we were doing better, 
especially around the area of cancer. 
We want to keep going in the positive 
direction, not the negative direction. 

So we don’t want to see this bill 
passed, and we want to educate as 
many people as possible and encourage 
them to call their Congressperson and 
Senator. 

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman from Illinois 
for the information and for being with 
us. 

I also thank Chairman RICHMOND for 
providing this opportunity for the Con-
gressional Black Caucus to speak be-
fore all of you and let you know. 

I yield to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. VEASEY), my distinguished co- 
chair, who has some great information 
to share with us about what do we have 
to lose under the new Health Care Act 
that is being considered by the Repub-
licans at this time. 

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands. And I always enjoy hearing from 
the gentlewoman from the Chicago 
area, and I appreciate everything that 
she is doing as well. 

It is interesting the President posed 
that question: What do you have to 
lose? 

What he was referencing to was the 
African-American community. Instead 
of offering anything of substance, he 
just put out that very simple question. 

I have got to tell you that it is pretty 
evident what we have to lose now. It is 
not only a lot of the gains that were 
made under the Obama Administra-
tion, but something that is near and 
dear to all of us, and that is health 
care. 

I think about the district that I rep-
resent, and 40,000 people or more have 
actually been covered because of the 
Affordable Care Act. They will prob-
ably lose that insurance if TrumpCare 
were to become law. And if you rep-
resent low-income families and work-
ers out there, that is a scary prospect. 

It is already bad enough that the 
State of Texas made probably what is 
considered one of the biggest policy 
blunders in Texas State legislative his-
tory when they decided not to expand 
Medicaid, which left so many others 
statewide, including in the district I 
represent, again, off of the insurance 
rolls. 

What do you have to lose? 
God, there are so many ways and so 

many areas that I can sort of describe 
what you would have to lose. The first 

thing I think about is, in the Dallas/ 
Fort Worth area, if you lose your in-
surance, of course, that means that the 
burden is going to fall back on John 
Peter Smith Hospital, which is one of 
our county hospitals in the north 
Texas area, and Parkland Hospital in 
Dallas. 

So instead of people having insurance 
that they pay into, that they have 
where they can go and see a doctor, 
they will end up back in the county 
hospital rolls and, of course, that will 
end up costing the taxpayers more 
money. 

During President Trump’s first 50 
days, the Republicans introduced this 
legislation that, again, will just deci-
mate the progress that so many people 
around the country have seen under 
the Affordable Care Act. 

This Thursday, as we actually mark 
the seventh anniversary of the signing 
of the Affordable Care Act, the House 
is set to vote on the Republicans’ 
healthcare replacement. Ironically, on 
a day that we should be celebrating the 
tremendous progress our country has 
made since this landmark law’s pas-
sage, we will be defending the merits in 
our continued battle to fight its repeal. 

So what does the Black community 
have to lose? 

Again, we pose that question. The 
Congressional Budget Office—and there 
is a Republican appointee that runs 
that office, by the way—says that 24 
million people are going to lose their 
healthcare insurance. Of those 24 mil-
lion who are set to be kicked off of 
their healthcare plan and sent out to 
nowhere, African Americans are going 
to be hit the hardest. 

The ACA boosted the African-Amer-
ican insured rate from 79 percent to 88 
percent, just slightly below the 91 per-
cent national figure. Some of those 
gains stem from Medicaid expansion 
under the ACA, where nearly 15 million 
of the nearly 40 million African Ameri-
cans gained coverage. 

That is what I was talking about a 
little bit earlier, Representative 
PLASKETT. In Texas, we did not get to 
benefit from that. That would have 
been a huge benefit to us. Again, it is 
really considered one of the biggest 
policy blunders in the country. 

As you see, Republican governors are 
actually afraid right now that the Med-
icaid expansion that has benefited 
their States that they are going to lose 
out on that because of this repeal that 
is going to take place. They are push-
ing back. They are saying this whole 
TrumpCare and RyanCare plan is a hot 
mess and that they absolutely want 
nothing to do with it. 

It is also important to remember, 
under the Republican plan, the decision 
to cut $880 billion from Medicaid over 
the next 10 years will translate into 
millions of African Americans poten-
tially losing health care. While these 
numbers are alarming, it is the human 
impact that cannot be lost on GOP col-
leagues. 
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I have heard directly from constitu-

ents that I serve how the ACA has im-
proved or saved their lives, and I would 
like to actually share some of those 
stories with you today. 

One of the constituents that I serve 
worked for the same company for 35 
years but was forced to retire because 
of declining health before he was eligi-
ble for Medicare. He faces drug costs of 
over $500 per day and requires a life-
saving procedure four times a year that 
costs $14,000 per treatment. You can 
imagine what $14,000 per treatment 
would do, and that is four times a year. 
Overall, his medical costs per month is 
$15,000. 

With the implementation of the Af-
fordable Care Act, he had access to 
quality care that helped ease his finan-
cial burden. Under the Republican 
plan, this hardworking man, this tax-
payer, this person that has worked 
hard, that worked for one company for 
35 years—that used to mean so much in 
this country when people would give 35 
years to one company and expected to 
be treated right—under the Republican 
plan, this hardworking man would pay 
thousands of dollars in out-of-pocket 
medical expenses for lifesaving care 
that would not be covered by this dis-
astrous plan that we are actually going 
to have to take a vote on on Thursday. 

It is stories like that that I think are 
really sad and why we need to tap the 
brakes and see what we can do to help 
make the current healthcare plan that 
we have, the ACA, stronger and better, 
to help out people like this gentleman 
who are going to be left out in the cold. 

You have to really be wondering 
what our Republican colleagues are 
thinking, because it is not just the con-
stituents that I represent. It is many of 
the constituents that they represent, 
too. I can tell you that out in the Dal-
las/Fort Worth metroplex, while I do 
represent largely urban areas—Dallas, 
Fort Worth, Irving, Grand Prairie, Ar-
lington—I know that there are a lot of 
people that live out in these rural 
areas, that live outside of Dallas and 
Fort Worth, that live outside of Dallas 
County and Tarrant County. They con-
sider themselves conservatives, and I 
can tell you that they cannot afford 
$14,000 per treatment; but if the Repub-
licans pass their plan, that is what 
they are going to be left with and they 
are not going to be able to afford it. 
They are not going to get the care that 
they need, and that is what they need 
to understand tonight and that is what 
the Republicans need to understand to-
night. 

The only thing that they can guar-
antee individuals, like I just talked 
about, is that they are going to be pay-
ing a whole lot more for a lot less cov-
erage. I think that is really a shame. 

Another constituent was forced to 
pay $100 per month for medically nec-
essary birth control pills after her hus-
band lost his job in 2010. Luckily, the 
Affordable Care Act provided access to 
health care, and now her birth control 
that she needs is covered in full. And 
that is important, too. 

We have actually seen teen preg-
nancy rates in this country drop all 
over the country, which is good. Be-
cause when people can afford to start a 
family when they are ready, when they 
are financially ready to start a family, 
those kids are more likely to do better 
in school. They are more likely to be in 
a stable household. They are more like-
ly to get the education that they need 
to be able to achieve the things they 
want to achieve when they leave the 
house. So there are a lot of these ini-
tiatives around the country where we 
have really seen teen pregnancy rates 
drop 20, 30 percent or more. It has been 
great. 

I can tell you that in Dallas County, 
while the teen pregnancy rate is drop-
ping all over the country, we have ac-
tually seen it rise at an alarming rate. 

So what does that tell me? 
That tells me that if you see the teen 

pregnancy rate going up and that you 
are going to kick all these people off 
their health care, that is going to be 
more of a strain on the social service 
system. 

Republicans used to pretend like 
they were for people to have an oppor-
tunity to get off the system. But once 
you take people’s birth control away 
and not give them the options that 
they need for family planning, you are 
increasing the social services. The Re-
publican CBO report actually points 
that out, and they are still going ahead 
with this. So I think that that is really 
what is sad. 

I think overall what we want to get 
at tonight is that the Affordable Care 
Act has been a lifeline for African 
Americans and African-American fami-
lies. The full repeal will snatch the 
safety net out from under the Black 
community. 

Despite the lies that our colleagues 
across the aisle and in the White House 
want to spread about the ACA, my col-
leagues and I will continue to defend it 
to the very end because it turns out 
that the Black community has a lot to 
lose under the Republican healthcare 
plan. 

I am so glad that so many of our col-
leagues came out tonight. I am glad 
that you are here helping lead this 
hour because we need to get the word 
out. We can stop something really dev-
astating from happening here. The 
thing about it is that we really need to 
try to stop something devastating from 
happening on a bipartisan basis, such 
as people losing their health care, get-
ting left out in the cold, being kicked 
off of their health insurance; trying to 
figure out, if they have a preexisting 
condition, how they are going to afford 
being pushed back into a high-risk 
pool. 

What is this going to do to so many 
Americans? We are here focusing on 
the African-American community to-
night with the Congressional Black 
Caucus, but what is this going to do to 
all Americans? 

It is going to hurt them. It is going 
to hurt their bottom line. It is going to 

hurt their families. It is going to leave 
them in financial disrepair. I think it 
is going to be a sad day for our coun-
try. 

Instead of trying to destroy some-
thing, we need to be trying to work to-
gether to try to strengthen the current 
system and make sure that all Ameri-
cans have the opportunity to be cov-
ered. 

Ms. PLASKETT. Mr. Speaker, I agree 
very much with everything that the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. VEASEY) 
has said. I thank him for the stories of 
individuals because it is individuals 
that the Affordable Care Act was 
meant to cover, not groups of people, 
but everyday Americans, children, dis-
abled, our elderly. 

Some of the reports say that 
TrumpCare would be the largest trans-
fer of wealth from working families to 
the rich in our Nation’s history; that 
the Republicans are handing $600 bil-
lion in tax breaks to rich and big cor-
porations through this bill while tak-
ing money away from those Americans 
who have been able to have their 
healthcare needs taken care of in an af-
fordable manner. 

You have families that are going to 
be paying more for less under 
TrumpCare. Deductibles and out-of- 
pocket costs are going to skyrocket, 
leaving sick people unable to afford the 
care that they need. Premiums will 
soar and quality coverage is going to 
be priced out of reach for many fami-
lies. 

We also heard earlier about the mid-
dle-aged American paying an age tax 
that is going to come from this, that 
older Americans are going to be forced 
to pay premiums five times higher 
than what others pay for healthcare 
coverage. 

I yield to the gentlewoman from 
Florida (Mrs. DEMINGS), the distin-
guished freshman Congresswoman from 
the 10th District of Florida, so she can 
explain to us how TrumpCare and the 
new Health Care Act is going to affect 
her constituents and all Americans 
and, particularly, African Americans in 
this country. 

Mrs. DEMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman from the Virgin Is-
lands (Ms. PLASKETT), Mr. RICHMOND, 
and all of the distinguished members of 
the Congressional Black Caucus for 
leading this very important and crit-
ical conversation and discussion this 
evening. 

President Trump said it couldn’t get 
any worse for the African-American 
community. He asked the question: 
What did we have to lose by supporting 
him? 

b 2000 
Well, it is even clearer now that we 

have everything to lose, starting with 
health care. 

Marian Wright Edelman said: ‘‘The 
question is not whether we can afford 
to invest in every child, but it is 
whether we can afford not to.’’ 

Health care, we all know, is one of 
the most important investments we 
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can make in our children. Nearly 12 
million African Americans are insured 
through Medicaid. In Florida, 41 per-
cent of children, in my home State of 
Florida are covered through Medicaid. 

This GOP healthcare plan guts Med-
icaid, cutting funding by $880 billion 
over the next 10 years. It also elimi-
nates Medicaid expansion, which cov-
ers 1.5 million African Americans. 

So what do we have to lose? 
Families, children, will lose their 

health care. For those who do not lose 
health care, they will be forced to pay 
higher premiums. That, for some fami-
lies, could mean the difference between 
a doctor’s visit and food on the table. 

Since the ACA was signed into law 7 
years ago this Thursday, our commu-
nity has seen its insured rate increase 
to the highest number in recent his-
tory. For a community that has long 
faced increased barriers to healthcare 
access and delayed doctor visits be-
cause of the cost, the ACA has meant 
the difference between life and death. 

There is no question, we can make 
the Affordable Care Act more afford-
able for all Americans, but this bill 
doesn’t do that. 

So what do we have to lose? 
President Trump, and to my GOP 

colleagues, I tell you the stakes could 
not be higher. Progress will be lost— 
progress that took many years to 
make, progress could be lost—by re-
pealing the ACA. 

The most vulnerable of people, the 
people we really should be taking care 
of in a country that we say is the 
greatest country in the world—I do be-
lieve that to be true—people that we 
should be taking care of, including our 
children, will be hurt the hardest. 

Florida has the Nation’s highest en-
rollment number in the ACA, at 1.67 
million sign-ups for 2017. But not only 
does repeal hurt children, but, in my 
home State of Florida, it also hurts 
millions of seniors. 

A recent analysis from AARP shows 
that Florida will be ‘‘Ground Zero’’ for 
the Republicans’ health plan’s effects. 
They found that nearly a half a million 
Floridians between the ages of 50 and 
64 would face higher premiums under 
the GOP plan, more than any other 
State; the people affected the most, 
low-income seniors. 

So here is what is at risk in Florida’s 
10th Congressional District. The dis-
trict’s uninsured rate has gone from 22 
percent to 15 percent since the ACA 
was implemented. 343,000 individuals in 
the district who now have health insur-
ance that covers preventative services 
like cancer screenings and flu shots, 
without any copays, coinsurance or 
deductibles, stand to lose this access if 
the Republican Congress eliminates the 
ACA provisions requiring health insur-
ance to cover important preventative 
services without cost-sharing. 

392,000 individuals in the district 
with employer-sponsored health insur-
ance are at risk of losing important 
consumer protections. 64,000 individ-
uals in the district who have purchased 

high-quality marketplace coverage 
now stand to lose their coverage if the 
Republican Congress dismantles the 
marketplaces. 

Over 60,000 individuals in the district 
who received financial assistance to 
purchase marketplace coverage in 2016 
are now at risk of coverage becoming 
unaffordable if the Republican Con-
gress eliminates the premium tax cred-
its. 

So what do we have to lose? 
The evidence could not be clearer. 
Ms. PLASKETT. Congresswoman 

DEMINGS, in fact, you do have a lot to 
lose. We see how Florida, with its el-
ders, its senior citizens, will really 
take a major hit if this law is passed. 
And our colleagues have been giving us 
examples all the time. 

I am always trying to let them know 
that the Virgin Islands stands as an ex-
ample of what it will look like if the 
Affordable Care Act is repealed because 
the Virgin Islands doesn’t have the ex-
pansion. We were not put in the man-
date for the exchange, and that has led 
to 30 percent of Virgin Islanders having 
absolutely no health insurance, which 
then means that our hospitals are 
strained because the hospitals have to 
pick up costs for individuals who are 
without health care. 

Listen, if your child is ill or sick, or 
you are dying, you are going to go to 
the hospital whether you can take care 
of it or not, whether you can pay the 
bill or not; and that has put a tremen-
dous burden on our hospitals for them 
to meet the costs of those 30 percent of 
individuals living in the Virgin Islands 
who do not have health insurance, are 
not covered by either the government 
group insurance for the local govern-
ment or by the Medicaid money that 
we utilized because we did not have the 
expansion. 

And even that is scheduled to leave 
after the fiscal year 2019, and we are 
going to have to make choices of re-
moving people from Medicaid, of re-
moving care from children, removing 
care from elderly and from individuals 
with disabilities. That is not a choice 
that Americans should have to make in 
this day and age, that individuals do 
not receive health care. 

I know, Congressman VEASEY, that 
you are hearing from people in your 
own district who are giving you these 
same stories: What is going to happen 
if I don’t have healthcare coverage? 
What is going to happen to my children 
if they are not able—they have asthma, 
they have juvenile diabetes, they have 
these issues, and I am not going to be 
able to take care of them because I am 
not going to have this insurance. Or 
the Medicaid is going to have to be 
pulled back in our State because we are 
going to have it capped; and our State 
is not a wealthy State and is not going 
to be able to make up the difference. 

I know that the gentleman has exam-
ples from other Members who have 
come and given statements for us to 
bring to the RECORD about what is 
going to happen. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. VEASEY. Absolutely, Represent-
ative PLASKETT. And one of our col-
leagues, who also happens to be my 
neighbor, EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, you 
can easily make the argument that she 
knows something about health care, 
considering that she worked in the 
healthcare arena before she came to 
Congress. And not only did she work in 
the healthcare arena, she has a lot of 
people that were uninsured that live in 
her district that are now insured be-
cause of the Affordable Care Act. 

So, again, not only does she have 
that healthcare experience, she has 
been out in the community and has 
met with people for many years now on 
health care, even before she came to 
the Congress, when she was in the 
State Senate; so she has sat down and 
she has talked to people. She under-
stands why it is important for people 
to have health care. She understands 
why it can be financially hard on peo-
ple when they are hit by a catastrophic 
illness. 

She gave a speech on the House 
floor—or she has a speech that she is 
going to submit—where she talks about 
the fact that the district that she rep-
resents, the uninsured rate dropped 
27.3, all the way down to 20.8 percent; 
and that was a huge benefit for the 
constituents that she serves on a daily 
basis. 

I mentioned Parkland Hospital a lit-
tle bit earlier. Parkland Hospital is a 
Dallas County public hospital. Park-
land Hospital provided $1 billion in un-
compensated care in 2015—$1 billion. 
And if this RyanCare-TrumpCare bill 
were to become law, you can imagine 
what a large system like Parkland, 
that already provides so much in un-
compensated care, what they are going 
to be hit with. It is going to be abso-
lutely devastating. 

I already talked about the fact also 
that Texas—and Representative JOHN-
SON mentions Medicaid in her letter. I 
have already talked about the fact that 
Texas made a big public policy blunder 
and decided not to take the money that 
the Federal Government was going to 
give them to help expand Medicaid cov-
erage. They just prefer to just leave all 
those people uninsured. 

So now one of the things that will 
happen under this GOP bill that the 
Congresswoman points out is that the 
money will be sent to people in a block 
grant; and you can imagine the short-
falls that that would create, particu-
larly in a large State like Texas, be-
cause there are going to be short-
comings. So hospital systems like 
Parkland, like John Peter Smith, they 
are really going to be hit with a ham-
mer were this ever to pass and become 
law just because they are already being 
pushed so much. 

Again, what just doesn’t make any 
sense is that the Republicans so prided 
themselves for so many years about 
being the party that was about self-em-
powerment and helping people out, so 
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now they want to kick people off of 
their insurance and leave them out in 
the cold and have them start going 
back to Parkland, start going back to 
John Peter Smith because they are not 
going to be able to afford their insur-
ance anymore under this. It doesn’t 
make any sense. 

Ms. PLASKETT. From our experi-
ence in the Virgin Islands, that is what 
you do not want to happen. 

People talk about: Who is on Med-
icaid? Who are these types of individ-
uals? Why don’t they get jobs? 

I mean, in the Virgin Islands, when 
we had our largest employer, Hovensa, 
an oil refinery, close, of course, then 
our unemployment rate went up. And 
these are families in need, families who 
need the support. 

With a cap on Medicaid, we were only 
able to have 55 percent of individuals 
who would qualify for Medicaid with 
that cap, with that ceiling that was in 
place from the Federal Government. It 
means that a tremendous amount of 
children, homeless individuals, people, 
families that are out of work for a pe-
riod of time, are not covered. That, 
then, creates this huge burden on a 
hospital for those families to be taken 
care of, for individual care and indi-
vidual need. 

Particularly in the African-American 
community, when you have things like 
diabetes, hypertension, all of these dis-
eases which need constant monitoring 
and primary care physicians to take 
care of and to ensure that they do not 
become life-threatening, and come to a 
place where then they are coming to 
the hospital, it is in the millions of dol-
lars that you are going to need support 
and care for the servicing of individ-
uals with these diseases. 

So I know that we are pushing that 
there be an expansion of Medicaid, that 
the cap not be put on Medicaid serv-
ices, not because we want to coddle 
people who are poor, but because we 
know it is necessary. And the cost of 
not taking care of them on the front 
end of health care, with Medicaid, is an 
astronomical cost on the back end 
when they have diseases that have just 
gone out of control because they have 
not been able to go to primary care 
physicians and get the health care that 
they need. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. VEASEY. All of those are abso-
lutely good points, and I was talking 
about the uncompensated costs there 
for public hospitals. The one thing that 
I did not mention—and everybody 
knows this—is that if you don’t have 
insurance and you do find yourself hav-
ing to depend on the county hospital 
system or the public hospital system in 
your area, and those lines get longer 
and longer, which is what would hap-
pen if this bill were repealed—people 
have to remember that if someone is 
having an emergency and they know 
that the lines at the county hospital 
are just out of control and long, they 
are going to go to the private hospital. 

b 2015 
They are going to go to the nonprofit 

hospital like in Dallas County that 
could be Baylor, that could be Huguley, 
and those hospitals are going to take 
on uncompensated costs. That is what 
is going to end up happening. They 
can’t get a regular appointment there 
without insurance, but if they go to the 
hospital emergency room, they can’t be 
turned away. Not only is it going to be 
a burden on our county hospital sys-
tem, it is going to be a burden on our 
nonpublic providers as well. 

Again, one thing to remember is 
that, before the Affordable Care Act, 
we had over 1 million people in Dallas- 
Fort Worth that did not have insur-
ance. Just in the congressional dis-
trict, alone, that I represent, I have the 
largest uninsured rate out of any con-
gressional district in the entire coun-
try. That surprises a lot of people just 
because of the growth and the opportu-
nities that the Dallas-Fort Worth area 
have been blessed with. But I actually 
have the largest uninsured rate out of 
any congressional Member in the coun-
try. 

So when you think about the district 
that I represent and then you expand 
that across the Dallas-Fort Worth 
metroplex, you are talking about 1 mil-
lion people in a very prosperous area 
that still find themselves without in-
surance. That is scary. 

I mentioned a little bit earlier the 
district I represent, the uninsured rate 
has gone from 37.9 percent to 31.4 per-
cent since ACA was implemented; 2,003 
individuals in the district now have 
health insurance that covers preven-
tive services like cancer screenings and 
flu shots. 

When you start talking about kidney 
dialysis, for instance, I visited a kidney 
dialysis center in Dallas County short-
ly after I was first sworn in. I was tak-
ing a tour of the kidney dialysis cen-
ter, and I asked the doctor who was in 
charge of the center, I said: Wow, there 
are a lot of younger people in here. 

About 60 percent of the patients were 
African American. About 40 percent 
were Hispanic. There was one White pa-
tient that was in there. 

The lady said: It doesn’t matter 
where you go. If you go to visit any of 
our clinics or any of our kidney dialy-
sis centers, this is what a typical day 
looks like. 

I asked her: Is it hereditary? What is 
going on? I don’t understand what the 
problem is here. 

She said: No. A lot of it is because 
they weren’t receiving the care that 
they needed. 

The sad part about that, she went on 
to explain to me, is sometimes it can 
be a person who has high blood pres-
sure issues, and if they had just gotten 
those high blood pressure issues ad-
dressed, it could have been the dif-
ference between them taking some 
high blood pressure medicine instead of 
them basically having to give up their 
careers and go and sit in a chair to re-
ceive dialysis treatment 3, 4 days a 

week, 2 to 3 hours each time. That is 
sad. 

She also talked about diabetes and 
how some people have diabetes, and 
they don’t get that diabetes treated in 
time. Maybe they didn’t even know 
they had diabetes. Again, type 2 diabe-
tes is something very treatable. You 
can imagine the difference between 
treating somebody, giving them a pre-
scription to treat their type 2 diabetes 
or their high blood pressure versus 
your earning capacity being greatly di-
minished by you having to go sit in a 
chair 2, 3, or more times 3 or 4 days a 
week versus if they had just been able 
to go see a primary care physician. 

That is the type of thing that the Af-
fordable Care Act is doing, giving peo-
ple the opportunity to go and get those 
things treated before they become 
more costly to the system. That is 
something that is being missed. 

The other thing that I think scares 
everybody—and it doesn’t matter if 
you, again, live in my district or you 
live in the one of many districts in the 
Dallas-Fort Worth metroplex, when 
you start talking about people who 
have preexisting conditions and you 
start talking about the fact that people 
are going to lose consumer protections 
that have been put in place under the 
Affordable Care Act and that they are 
going to see those consumer protec-
tions killed—like the prohibition on 
annual and lifetime limits, protection 
against unfair policy rescissions and 
coverage of preexisting conditions— 
again, if you see the ACA repealed, it is 
people like that who, for the first time, 
didn’t have to worry about those lim-
its, and they are going to see that 
snatched away from them. That is just 
really one of the tragedies. 

Mr. Speaker, 27,000 people in the dis-
trict that I represent, again, received 
financial assistance to purchase mar-
ketplace coverage in 2016. Now they are 
going to risk being uninsured again, 
and the insurance is going to be 
unaffordable under the Republican 
plan. There are just so many stories 
like that. 

One of the things that I didn’t point 
out about some of the people that are 
going to lose some of these consumer 
protections is that some of those peo-
ple have worked really hard on their 
jobs, they are still working on their 
jobs, and they are going to be hit with 
those lifetime limits. It is going to be 
completely unfair to them while they 
are out there working hard every day. 
It was something they didn’t have to 
worry about before, or at least when 
the ACA was put in place. If the ACA is 
repealed, they are going to be subject 
to that, too. 

I think the narrative that has been 
put out there by the Republicans is 
that, no, it is just people that are tak-
ing advantage of the system. But un-
derstand, there are people that fall into 
these categories that we are talking 
about right now that get up and they 
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go and work hard every day—every sin-
gle day—and they have health insur-
ance on their jobs, and they are going 
to be greatly impacted by this. 

Speaking of people who go and work 
hard on their job every day, one of the 
things that I know that a lot of Demo-
crats would like to see put in place— 
and even some Republicans have said 
they would like to see put in place—is 
they want to see the Cadillac tax re-
pealed. That is not happening under 
this Republican plan. That is com-
pletely out of it. 

So, again, there are a lot of problems 
with this and a lot of unfairness about 
this, about the people that are going to 
be harmed and affected. I hope that we 
can work in a bipartisan manner to 
really stop this from happening. And 
again, like we are here talking about 
tonight, the African-American commu-
nity, in particular, will really be hit 
very, very hard. 

Ms. PLASKETT. I thank the gen-
tleman for all of the examples that he 
has given, real-world, real-people ex-
amples. I think it is important that all 
of us, as Members of Congress, really 
take to heart the words that we are 
hearing from Americans that are going 
to be affected by this. 

Particularly in the African-American 
community, this is going to have a dev-
astating affect on them to have this 
Affordable Care Act be repealed and 
this replacement. It does not take into 
account the lives that people are really 
living. 

This is really a tax break bill. That is 
what this boils down to in many re-
spects, because the individuals who are 
going to be displaced from this are 
those individuals who are the poor. 

I just want to thank Congressman 
VEASEY for the time that he has given 
us this evening and all of our col-
leagues who are here and spoke about 
the Affordable Care Act and what the 
African-American community and 
what many Americans have to lose 
from this bill. 

At this time, I conclude this CBC 
Special Order hour. 

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

Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to the Amer-
ican Health Care Act. As a member of the 
Congressional Black Caucus, I would like to 
answer President Trump’s repeated question 
to the black community; ‘‘what do we have to 
lose?’’ Our healthcare, Mr. President. The Af-
fordable Care Act has been working. 

The Affordable Care Act brought my dis-
trict’s uninsured rate from 27.3 percent down 
to 20.8 percent, and insured 265,600 individ-
uals who didn’t have health insurance before. 
While the main safety net provider in my dis-
trict, Parkland Hospital, provided $1 billion in 
uncompensated care in 2015, Parkland and 
the other safety net providers faces severe fi-
nancial burdens in the House GOP proposal. 
One of my main concerns with this bill is that 
it punishes people who get their coverage 
through Medicaid by capping and slashing the 
program. With 70 million Americans and 5.2 
million Texans who currently rely on Medicaid, 

per capita caps on the program would not 
meet the needs of the population and people 
would suffer. 

Under the Republican proposal, millions of 
Americans will lose their coverage and fami-
lies will pay more for fewer protections. To put 
this into exact numbers, according to a Con-
gressional Budget Office report, 24 million 
people would lose coverage by 2026, and 7 
million people would lose employer-based cov-
erage. This bill includes an $880 billion cut to 
Medicaid, then cuts and caps the program so 
that it cannot expand and contract as needed. 
Medicaid covers 1 in 5 Americans and in 
2015, Medicaid covered 11.2 million African 
Americans. This is a 25 percent cut to the pro-
gram and it is harmful and unsustainable. 

This piece of legislation forces Americans to 
pay more and get less. The average subsidy 
under the American Health Care Act will likely 
be about 60 percent of the average subsidy 
under current law. Deductibles and out-of- 
pocket spending in the individual market will 
have to increase due to the elimination of re-
quirements that insurance plans cover a cer-
tain value. Americans will pay more for their 
premiums, more for their care, more on out-of- 
pocket expenses and deductibles; all the while 
giving tax breaks to the wealthy and the tan-
ning industry. 

I urge my colleagues to consider the harm-
ful effects of this bill. Your constituents are 
asking you to work with Democrats to repair 
the Affordable Care Act. We are ready to 
work. 

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, first let me thank 
Congressman VEASEY for his tireless work to 
protect healthcare for all people. 

Also to Congresswoman PLASKETT, I thank 
the gentlewoman for continuing to speak out, 
to organize us, and for her stellar representa-
tion of her district. 

Let me also thank Congressman RICHMOND, 
Chair of the CBC, for his steadfast leadership 
on so many issues. 

Mr. Speaker, 2 weeks ago Republicans un-
veiled their dangerous plan to repeal the Af-
fordable Care Act. 

A plan the CBO confirmed would rip 
healthcare away from 24 million Americans. 

This week—on the 7th anniversary of the 
Affordable Care Act—their terrible plan will 
make it to the House Floor. 

Mr. Speaker, one thing is clear: the proposal 
Republicans wrote in secret backrooms would 
be a disaster for struggling families, seniors, 
and people with disabilities. 

Their proposal would mean 24 million fewer 
people with health insurance and 2 million 
jobs lost. 

Their plan defunds Planned Parenthood and 
rations healthcare for low-income Americans. 

It would make working people sicker, in 
order to provide a $600 billion tax giveaway 
for billionaires. 

We know who this plan will devastate the 
most: communities of color, especially African 
Americans. 

By ending Medicaid as we know it, at least 
1.5 million low-income African Americans 
could lose their coverage. 

And millions more would lose access to 
high-quality healthcare with the elimination of 
the ACA’s marketplace. 

Mr. Speaker, this is outrageous. 
We know that African Americans already 

suffer from shocking health disparities, includ-
ing diabetes, heart disease, and cancer. 

And sadly, these disparities are all too often 
fatal. 

Mr. Speaker, when we wrote the ACA, we 
worked hard to ensure that our healthcare bill 
would help end these disparities. 

I was Chair of the CBC at the time and ad-
dressing harmful health disparities—especially 
for African Americans—was at the top of our 
priorities in drafting the ACA. 

The final legislation was a huge step for-
ward for underserved families—particularly 
communities of color. 

Through the exchanges and Medicaid ex-
pansion, millions of African Americans gained 
the insurance that they needed and they de-
served, including those living with pre-existing 
conditions. 

Take the issue of HIV/AIDS for example. Al-
though they represent only 12% of the popu-
lation, African Americans disproportionately 
account for 44% of new HIV cases and 40% 
of those living with HIV in the U.S. 

Before the ACA, many African Americans 
living with HIV didn’t have any insurance at all. 

Through the exchanges and Medicaid ex-
pansion, millions of African Americans gained 
the insurance that they needed and they de-
served. 

Let me be clear: For people living with HIV 
in this country—repealing the ACA could 
mean a death sentence. 

Without the Affordable Care Act, people liv-
ing with HIV are at risk of losing access to the 
medicine and doctors that keep them healthy. 

Clearly, health insurance is critical to keep-
ing people healthy and reducing health dis-
parities. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that the ACA works. 
It has provided healthcare for over 20 mil-

lion Americans—7 8 million of whom are Afri-
can American—since it was signed into law. 

And because of this bill, young people, 
working class people, and people of color now 
have high-quality, affordable healthcare. 

But Republicans don’t seem to care. 
They are on a rampage to make America 

sick again—and we must stand in their way. 
Mr. Speaker, millions of Americans are mak-

ing their voices heard in protests, in town halls 
and in the streets. 

And their message is simple: ‘‘Keep your 
hands off of our healthcare.’’ 

I’m standing with the millions of Americans 
who are in opposition to this disastrous 
healthcare bill. 

The fight to protect affordable healthcare is 
on. 

We will not rest until Republicans and 
Trump end their cruel campaign to kick Amer-
ican families off their healthcare. 

f 

HISTORICAL CONTEXT OF THE 
AFFORDABLE CARE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
HOLLINGSWORTH). Under the Speaker’s 
announced policy of January 3, 2017, 
the gentleman from Texas (Mr. BUR-
GESS) is recognized for 60 minutes as 
the designee of the majority leader. 

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous materials on the 
topic of the Special Order. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas? 
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There was no objection. 
Mr. BURGESS. I thank the Speaker 

for the recognition. 
Mr. Speaker, October of last year, 

October of 2016, Bill Clinton, speaking 
in front of a group of people in Michi-
gan, said: 

So you have got this crazy system. There 
are all these people out there who are bust-
ing it sometimes 60 hours a week, and they 
wind up with their premiums doubled and 
their coverage cut in half. It is the craziest 
thing in the world. 

Mr. Speaker, I don’t often agree with 
former President Bill Clinton, but that 
quote pretty much sums up why we are 
here doing what we are doing this week 
with trying to fix the problems inher-
ent in the Affordable Care Act. 

Now, sometimes people turning in 
and watching these hours must wonder 
how can it be we are talking about the 
same thing where one side says it is 
good and one side says it is not. Mr. 
Speaker, it may help to set some of the 
historical context. I would like to do 
that tonight. I would like to talk about 
the beginnings of what we now know as 
the Affordable Care Act. Some people 
refer to it as ObamaCare. 

This is a bill that was signed into law 
7 years ago this month, but it didn’t 
just spring forth. There was a lot of 
work involved in bringing it forward 
and getting it heard and getting it 
voted on on the floor of this House. I 
was part of the Energy and Commerce 
Committee that summer, as I still am 
today. The Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee did hear what was then H.R. 
3100, several hours of markup in the 
committee, several days of markup. 
Other committees marked it up, and 
H.R. 3100 was a 1,000-page bill that left 
our committee. I didn’t vote for the 
bill. I didn’t think it was a good idea, 
but it did have Republican amend-
ments at the end of that process. 

That bill then went to the Speaker’s 
Office—not to the Budget Committee, 
but to the Speaker’s Office. Speaker 
PELOSI put it together, and when it 
emerged, it was a 2,000-page bill that 
really didn’t have much to do with the 
bill that was marked up in the com-
mittee. But, nevertheless, the bill 
came to the floor of this House; and in 
November of 2009, after a significant 
amount of debate, a significant amount 
of anxiety expressed on the Republican 
side and even some on the Democratic 
side, the bill was passed by a very slim 
majority. The bill went over to the 
Senate, and that was the end of that 
bill. 

What happened next was there were— 
it was not exactly a bill—several drafts 
of several ideas that people had over on 
the Senate side; and the Senate took 
up a bill that the House had previously 
passed, H.R. 3590 was the number of 
that bill, and the Senate debated and 
passed that bill on Christmas Eve of 
2009. You may remember there was a 
snowstorm that was descending upon 
Washington, kind of a familiar story, a 
snowstorm that was coming to town. 
The Senators wanted to get home be-

fore the snowstorm hit, and they 
passed H.R. 3590. 

Remember, back in those days, the 
Democrats had a 60-vote majority in 
the Senate. They were able to cut off 
debate and pass the bill on a party-line 
vote with 60 Democratic Senators vot-
ing in favor of that bill. 

Then something strange happened. 
The Democrats actually lost a Senate 
seat in a special election in the State 
of Massachusetts that they weren’t ex-
pecting to lose. As a consequence of 
losing that Senate seat, now, instead of 
a 60-vote majority, they had a 59-vote 
majority, so they actually could not 
cut off debate. It was not a filibuster- 
proof majority. 

Harry Reid told NANCY PELOSI, who 
was then the Speaker of the House: 
Well, I have done everything I can do. 
You are just going to have to pass our 
bill as it is. I can’t make any changes 
to it. 

Speaker PELOSI wisely said—I am 
paraphrasing here because I don’t re-
member the exact quote—but I think 
she said: I haven’t got 100 votes for 
that thing over here in the House. 

I think she was right. But they 
worked on it, and President Obama 
worked on it, and 3 months later, in 
March of 2010, indeed, they did bring 
that vote up in the House, passed ex-
actly what had passed in the Senate. 
As a consequence, since the Senate bill 
was actually an amendment to a House 
bill that didn’t have anything to do 
with health care in the first place, but 
since it was only an amendment to a 
House bill that had passed the House, 
so many as are in favor agree with the 
amendment to the Senate bill, the 
number being 218, that bill went down 
to the President for a signing cere-
mony that very same week. Thus was 
born the Affordable Care Act. 

Now, what has led us to the point 
where former President Bill Clinton 
would say that it is a crazy system? 
Well, there is a lot of discussion back 
and forth. 

Certainly, Republicans took the ma-
jority shortly after that bill was signed 
into law. I would submit that because 
that bill was signed into law, Repub-
licans regained the majority in the 
House of Representatives in 2011 and 
since that time have had a number of 
votes either trying to repeal the Af-
fordable Care Act or improve the Af-
fordable Care Act. A number of those 
votes have, indeed, been bipartisan 
votes, that is, Democrats have voted 
with Republicans. 

b 2030 

I think the total count is there have 
been 47 Democratic votes to either re-
peal, replace, reform, or repair the Af-
fordable Care Act. It really has been a 
bipartisan effort these past 7 years. 

We are where we are today because of 
the problems that exist in the bill. De-
spite the talk that we heard in the last 
hour, people are suffering under this. 

There is a gentleman back home in 
my district. I think he is a plumber by 

profession. He has previously been di-
agnosed with bladder cancer. He says, 
under his Affordable Care Act policy, 
he gets to go see his primary care doc-
tor once a year. His primary care doc-
tor says, Well, you need to go to a urol-
ogist to have your cystoscopy, but his 
deductible is so high, he doesn’t do it. 
He has got access to insurance, but he 
doesn’t really have access to the kind 
of care that he needs that could be life-
saving and could prevent him from 
having a much greater problem down 
the road. 

We can all bring our individual sto-
ries out, but the fact of the matter is, 
access to coverage is not the same 
thing as access to care. 

During the course of the campaign 
this last fall—and I remember this very 
specifically because November 1 was 
the day that the new rates came out— 
the open enrollment period for the Af-
fordable Care Act opened up on Novem-
ber 1, and people got a glimpse of what 
their marketplace rates were. 

As a consequence of those market-
place rates, people started to pay at-
tention. There was still another week 
to go before election day, and people 
started to pay a significant amount of 
attention to what the rates were. 

It isn’t just the rates. It is the access. 
One-third of U.S. counties have only 
one insurer willing to sell in market-
place in those counties. I think the 
number is either five or seven States 
that have entire States with only one 
insurance company. That is not really 
choice. That is not really access. That, 
in fact, is a monopoly. 

2017 was a year marked by a sharp 
rise in premium increases across the 
country. Seven States saw premium in-
creases of more than 50 percent. Texas 
was about 25 percent. Some States 
went up over 100 percent. 

The individual mandate, which was 
part and parcel of the Affordable Care 
Act, the most coercive Federal legisla-
tion passed since the income tax passed 
100 years ago—the individual mandate 
is the reason that the Affordable Care 
Act has never achieved widespread pop-
ularity. But even with the individual 
mandate—that is, we are going to send 
the Internal Revenue Service out and 
make them make you buy health insur-
ance—over 19 million taxpayers elected 
to pay the mandate penalty or claim a 
hardship exemption. 

There were 6.5 million individuals 
who paid the penalty and over 12.5 mil-
lion people claimed a hardship exemp-
tion, according to the Internal Revenue 
Service’s own files. 

The Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services reported that 10.5 mil-
lion individuals enrolled in an ex-
change plan through the first half of 
2016. More than twice that number 
chose to either exempt themselves 
through a hardship waiver or just sim-
ply pay the fine and walk away from 
the obligation to purchase insurance. 

I am firmly of the belief that the in-
dividual mandate has no place in a free 
society. The one central thesis of the 
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Affordable Care Act that I long to see 
repealed is the repeal of the individual 
mandate. While we are at it, we might 
as well take care of the employer man-
date. 

By the way, President Obama de-
layed the employer mandate for 2 full 
years, not by a House passed bill, but 
by administrative fiat. He simply de-
cided, prior to the Fourth of July in 
2013: You know what? The employer 
mandate is going to cause trouble in 
the next congressional election, so I 
will just suspend it. 

In a blog post put up by Valerie 
Jarrett on the evening of July 2, 2013, 
the employer mandate was simply sus-
pended for a couple of years because it 
was felt to be too onerous and because 
of the effect that they feared it would 
have on the midterm elections in 2014. 

Time after time, the Obama adminis-
tration took it upon themselves to 
delay or turn back a portion of their 
own law, and there were multiple times 
where there were votes taken on this 
floor. 

I think of the 1099, the paperwork 
that was going to be required in the 
business-to-business transactions; the 
1099 forms that were required under 
ObamaCare that were repealed by this 
House in a bipartisan fashion because 
it did pass in the Senate, and the Sen-
ate was controlled by Democrats at the 
time. 

Also, the CLASS Act, a particularly 
onerous part of the community living 
access ostensibly to provide some help 
with long-term care, except it really 
didn’t. It was in an actuarial death spi-
ral even before it was enacted. It was 
one of those things in the Affordable 
Care Act where you paid for 10 years of 
taxes and got 6 years of benefits. When 
they got finished collecting the taxes, 
it was decided they better do away 
with the benefit because, in fact, there 
was no benefit there at all. 

Time after time, in a bipartisan fash-
ion, this House has taken action to re-
strict or remodel or repair or repeal 
portions of the Affordable Care Act. We 
are now coming up on a time where sig-
nificant change is going to occur in the 
issuance of health care in this country. 
The change is going to be tough. We al-
ways knew it would be, but it is the 
right change. 

The Energy and Commerce Com-
mittee, the Ways and Means Com-
mittee, and the Budget Committee 
have put together legislation that we 
will be hearing up in the Rules Com-
mittee later this week; the American 
Health Care Act, which will come to 
the floor before the end of this week. 
Let me just make a prediction: it will 
pass the floor of this House. 

I see that I am joined by a colleague 
this evening. I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. CARTER) to talk on 
this issue or any issue that may come 
to his mind. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding, my good 
friend, Representative BURGESS from 
Texas. 

We are very blessed to have Rep-
resentative BURGESS’ leadership on the 
Energy and Commerce Subcommittee, 
as he chairs the Health Subcommittee 
and brings his years of experience. I 
want to thank him for his leadership 
and for holding this tonight. 

Mr. Speaker, every day, I hear stories 
from folks all across my district in the 
First Congressional District of Geor-
gia, in southeast Georgia, who have 
been forced to choose. They have been 
forced to choose between paying their 
monthly insurance premium or buying 
other essentials for their families. 

I want to give you an example of 
someone who I am talking about—a 
real life example, someone who has ex-
perienced this. 

Consider the case of Bob Joiner. Bob 
Joiner is an independent adviser in 
south Georgia. His wife, Kim, is an au-
diologist who works in a small practice 
that does not provide healthcare bene-
fits. 

Bob and Kim exercise regularly. They 
watch their nutrition. They are fortu-
nate to have no health problems. They 
also have a 28-year-old son, Wesley. In 
2016, Bob’s monthly healthcare pre-
mium increased 134 percent, and his 
son’s healthcare insurance climbed to 
an astonishing 190 percent. In total, 
their 2016 annual premiums were $4,285 
for their son Wesley, and for them it 
was $19,026. 

The Joiners should have been hopeful 
that in 2017 they could change their 
plan for something more affordable. 
But thanks to ObamaCare, that wasn’t 
the case. You see, what ObamaCare has 
done is to limit choices. 

In 2017, there was only one 
ObamaCare-compliant plan that was 
accessible to the Joiners on the 
healthcare.gov website. An additional 
policy featuring a higher deductible 
with lower premiums was available; 
however, the plan was not ObamaCare 
compliant, leaving the Joiners sub-
jected to the penalty. Before 
ObamaCare, the Joiner family’s annual 
premium was $7,400. At the time, they 
had access to multiple providers and 
dozens of plan designs. 

Unfortunately, ObamaCare has 
brought chaos into the healthcare sys-
tem. The Joiners are not alone. This is 
just one example of many throughout 
my district and throughout America of 
what ObamaCare has done. 

ObamaCare has done, essentially, 
three things. First of all, it has taken 
away choice. It has limited choices. 

Representative BURGESS mentioned 
the fact that a third of the counties in 
America right now only have one pro-
vider. Only one provider. That is not a 
choice. Five States only have one pro-
vider. That is not a choice. Sixteen 
counties in Tennessee have no pro-
vider. No one. That is not sustainable. 

We have a situation that faced us 
here in the majority party, the Repub-
lican Party. We had to decide: What 
are we going to do? Should we even 
touch health care or should we just 
leave it alone? 

We did the right thing. We said: We 
need to rescue the healthcare system 
here in America. We have got to act, 
and we have got to act now. 
ObamaCare is imploding. We know 
that. Premiums have gone up, on aver-
age this year, 25 percent. In seven 
States, they have gone up over 50 per-
cent. It is simply not sustainable. 

It has decreased choices and in-
creased cost. It has also caused much 
red tape and many obstacles between 
patients and their healthcare pro-
viders, between patients and physi-
cians, between patients and phar-
macists. That is not the way health 
care is supposed to be in America. 

I am a strong believer in health care. 
I am the only pharmacist currently 
serving in Congress. My professional 
career, like Representative BURGESS, 
has been dedicated to health care. I am 
just not going to sit around and watch 
the greatest healthcare system in the 
world be ruined. That is why we have 
passed out of three committees thus 
far the American Health Care Act. 

Representative BURGESS mentioned 
the fact that it has been through the 
Energy and Commerce Committee, it 
has been through the Ways and Means 
Committee, it has been through the 
Budget Committee. Now it will be on 
the floor this week. 

Thursday will be a historical day for 
our country. It will be a historical day 
for health care in America. What are 
we going to be offering? We are going 
to be offering a plan that increases 
choices, that increases accessibility, 
that cuts red tape, that removes bar-
riers between patients and healthcare 
professionals, that empowers people. It 
empowers citizens to be able to make 
their own healthcare choices. 

Instead of having Washington, D.C., 
in their infinite wisdom, infinite 
knowledge, tell you what you need to 
have, you now will decide what you 
need to have, what is best for you, 
what is best for your family. That is 
what it is all about. That is one of the 
many reasons it is so good. 

This plan offers so many good things 
in it. Health savings accounts. To be 
able to put more into a health savings 
account, to be able to roll it over from 
year to year, to be able to increase the 
amount in there, and even pass it on to 
survivors. 

We utilize tax credits to make sure 
that, no, unlike ObamaCare, you are 
not penalized for not having insurance, 
but instead, you are rewarded for hav-
ing insurance. That is what we are 
going to do. 

Of all the bad things that I think 
ObamaCare has done to the healthcare 
system in America, first of all, it has 
taken the free market out of health 
care. No more competition, as we noted 
earlier. But the second thing has been 
this Medicaid expansion. That really is 
something that I take offense to. 

Medicaid is a great program. It is a 
program that is necessary. It is a safe-
ty net program. It is intended to take 
care of the aged, the blind, the dis-
abled, children and mothers. It was 
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never intended to be for able-bodied 
adults. This is not what a safety net 
program is about. 

Under ObamaCare, I hear the other 
party say: Well, we have added 20 mil-
lion people onto the insurance roles. 
Well, let’s look at that. 14.5 million of 
those people were added on to Medicaid 
expansion. We shouldn’t be calling this 
ObamaCare. We should be calling it 
ObamaCaid. Able-bodied adults added 
on to a safety net program. We are re-
vising Medicaid. We are reforming 
Medicaid. 

b 2045 

Medicaid is going to be even better 
for those people who need it. Instead of 
diluting that program, we are going to 
make sure that those people who truly 
need it—the aged, the blind, the dis-
abled, children, mothers—have more 
access to it, as they should. 

We promised three things among 
many things, but we promised, hey, we 
are going to keep a couple of things in 
here. We are going to make sure that 
parents can continue to have their 
children up to age 26 on their insur-
ance. We promised that we were going 
to make sure that preexisting condi-
tions were going to be included and 
that you would not be kicked off of 
your health insurance. We promised 
that we were going to have a stable 
transition. We are doing just that. 

We are delivering on those promises. 
We are making sure—I often get asked: 
What about that 100 to 138 percent of 
the Federal poverty level? What are 
you doing for them? 

Well, we came up with a refundable 
tax credit that is actually going to pay 
their insurance. That will go directly 
to pay their insurance. 

The American Health Care Act deliv-
ers on what we promised. What we 
promised is that we would have more 
choices. What we promised is that we 
would have more accessibility. What 
we promised is that we would empower 
patients. We are doing that. We are em-
powering people. We are rescuing 
health care in America. I intend to 
vote for this plan Thursday night, and 
I am going to be very proud to vote for 
it. 

We are going to rescue the healthcare 
system that I practiced in for over 30 
years. I have seen how competition 
works in the healthcare system. I prac-
ticed in it. I have competed in it. I 
have seen how it lowers costs, and it 
will lower costs. People now will be 
empowered to have the ability to 
choose their own insurance instead of 
being mandated from Washington, 
D.C., what kind of insurance they 
should have. 

I thank leadership for what they 
have done to pull this together. I thank 
the President. The President is behind 
this. President Trump made it one of 
his campaign promises: We are going to 
repeal and we are going to replace 
ObamaCare. 

You know, it amazes me the media 
seems to—I get asked quite often: Can 

you believe he is doing this? Can you 
believe he is doing that? 

I just think: Didn’t he tell you he was 
going to do this? Didn’t he tell you he 
was going to do that? 

I think they are just amazed that we 
actually have somebody in the White 
House who is delivering on promises 
that he made, and he is doing just that. 

This is a historical week in Congress. 
Thursday will be a historical day. We 
are rescuing health care. I am going to 
be proud to vote for this bill. Again, I 
thank leadership. I thank the White 
House. I thank Representative BUR-
GESS, who has been a great leader 
through all this and has had a big part 
in this. I thank him for his part in this 
as well. 

Mr. BURGESS. Well, as the gen-
tleman knows, he and I spent—what 
was it—271⁄2 hours in a committee 
markup 2 weeks ago getting us to this 
point. So the gentleman from Texas 
thanks the gentleman from Georgia for 
his part and his participation. That 
was a very long markup, but he stayed 
attentive and asked good questions and 
offered good insights all the way to the 
end. We were very fortunate to have 
him on the committee. I have been on 
the committee a few more years, but it 
was certainly one of the nights on that 
committee that I will long remember. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gen-
tleman. 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Again, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
leading this Special Order here tonight, 
and I thank everyone who has been in-
volved in this. 

Mr. BURGESS. Will the gentleman 
maintain his position for just a mo-
ment so perhaps we can engage in a 
brief colloquy? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Absolutely. 
Mr. BURGESS. Of course, the gen-

tleman was not here in 2009–2010 when 
this thing came down the pike, but you 
may remember the townhall meetings 
from that summer, that August of 2009, 
and they were pretty intense. We hear 
a lot about townhall meetings today, 
but I promise you they were every bit, 
if not more so, intense during August 
of 2009. 

When I look back on that, Mr. CAR-
TER, what I remember is really two 
things that people were asking. Yes, it 
wasn’t nearly as long as what the Af-
fordable Care Act ended up being, but 
still a thousand-page bill, people have 
to dig through it, have to understand 
it. And the two things that I took away 
from those townhall meetings back in 
the district were people were telling us, 
number one: Don’t mess up what we 
have got. We have something, and it 
may be imperfect, but by golly, it is 
working for us and our families right 
now, so don’t hurt that. 

The other thing they would ask is: If 
you are going to do anything at all, 
could you please help us with cost, be-
cause we are concerned about the cost 
of these products and we are concerned 
what the trajectory may be for the 
costs going up over time? 

I will just ask the gentleman from 
Georgia—since he was a citizen at that 
time, how does the gentleman from 
Georgia think we did with those two 
requests that were coming to us from 
our constituents? 

I use the term ‘‘we’’ advisedly. Obvi-
ously, I voted against that bill. 

But as things turned out with the Af-
fordable Care Act, how did that turn 
out for the American healthcare con-
sumer? 

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Well, as we 
say in south Georgia, the proof is in 
the pudding, and the proof is right 
here. Premiums have gone up this year. 
Look, one thing that amazes me is we 
have almost created two new classes of 
uninsured. First of all, through 
ObamaCare, it has mandated that peo-
ple have insurance. So you have got a 
class who have insurance, but their 
deductibles are so high they can’t af-
ford to use it. So there you have a new 
class of literally uninsured. Then you 
have another class of people who were 
able to afford insurance before, but 
now it has gotten so expensive, they 
just pay the penalty. They cannot even 
afford it. I think it has done just the 
opposite of what it was intended to do. 

I have heard this same argument, 
that we had to do something, that 
costs were rising. I will agree that we 
have to address healthcare costs. We 
do. We are. In fact, we are doing it this 
week. Remember, this is the first 
phase. As you pointed out, what we 
vote on this week is only the first 
phase. We have got two more phases to 
go. In those two phases, we intend to 
do a lot that is going to help control 
healthcare costs. 

I like to give the example, if you will 
indulge me for just a minute, when I 
was still practicing pharmacy—and I 
tell you this to explain just how com-
petition works. When I was still prac-
ticing pharmacy, I still had my phar-
macy, and I still owned it at the time. 
This drugstore opened down the street, 
a tiny company. I am trying to remem-
ber the name. Oh, yeah, it was 
Walmart. 

They decided they wanted to be a 
player in the healthcare system, in the 
pharmacy system, in the pharmacy 
market. So they came out with this 
idea that they were going to sell a 30- 
day supply of generics for $4. I thought 
to myself, they must be crazy, I can’t 
even buy it for that much. I bowed my 
back and I said: I am not going to do 
that. I am not going to do that. 

Well, guess what. A week later, I was 
doing it. 

I had people leaving my store. And I 
called my supplier up and I said: You 
have got to do something here, you 
have got to help me. 

That is the way competition in 
health care works. When you have got 
choices, when you have got competi-
tion, prices go down, quality goes up. 
Sometimes we get caught up too much 
in the numbers game, thinking, oh, we 
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have got all these lives covered. Cov-
erage does not necessarily equate qual-
ity health care, as you well under-
stand. We have to be very careful with 
that. 

Now, we want people to have cov-
erage, and we want them more so to 
have quality health care. This plan ad-
dresses that. It addresses it by increas-
ing choices, by increasing competition, 
by increasing accessibility, and by em-
powering people. I am very proud. I am 
going to be very proud to vote for this 
bill on Thursday. 

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for participating this 
evening. It means a lot to me individ-
ually that he was willing to come up 
and stay up late with us tonight yet 
one more night dealing with the Af-
fordable Care Act. 

But the gentleman is quite direct. 
The journey of a thousand miles starts 
with the first step. It is a three-part 
program. This was the first part, the 
first phase that will happen on Thurs-
day night. This deals with some of the 
more egregious aspects of the Afford-
able Care Act, those things that can be 
tackled through Senate rules of rec-
onciliation that only require 51 Sen-
ators to get passed. So that is one part 
of this. 

Another part is the administrative 
part. And our former colleague from 
Georgia, Tom Price, a physician, who 
is now Secretary Tom Price for the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices, he has an administrative part 
that is actually already underway. We 
don’t have to wait for that to happen. 
It is already occurring. 

Then there is the third part, the so- 
called regular order part, the part that 
will require 60 votes on the Senate side, 
the part that is, by its very nature, 
going to be bipartisan. We have re-
ported two rules out of the Committee 
on Rules tonight, one on the McCarran- 
Ferguson changes that I think the gen-
tleman is well aware of. There are al-
ready additional bills that will be com-
ing to the floor of the House that are 
separate and apart from this reconcili-
ation bill, which is just the first step in 
repealing the Affordable Care Act. 

I do want to point out that Secretary 
Price sent a letter to the Governors 
last week or a week and a half ago now 
talking about some of the waivers that 
he is bringing forward right now, the 
1332 waivers, which are waivers for 
parts of the Affordable Care Act. 

Quoting from his letter here: ‘‘Under 
Section 1332 of the ACA, states can 
apply for State Innovation Waivers and 
pursue innovative strategies to adapt 
many of the law’s requirements to suit 
the state’s specific needs.’’ 

So many details to receive approval, 
what a State has to do, but he really 
stresses in this letter and in one of the 
last paragraphs: ‘‘We encourage states 
interested in applying for Section 1332 
waivers to reach out to the Depart-
ments promptly for assistance in for-
mulating an approach that meets the 
requirements of Section 1332.’’ 

I know the gentleman hasn’t served 
here that long, but I will just tell you, 
that is a sea change of difference from 
the Federal agency which time after 
time told our Governors: No. Stop. Go 
back to go. Do not collect $200. You 
can’t do that. 

Now we have a Secretary at the agen-
cy who is reaching out to the Gov-
ernors: Governor, we want to help you 
make this work for you. We are going 
to provide the flexibility that you 
need. 

One of the things that I think is per-
haps most promising is the hybrid, 
high-risk pool, State-operated reinsur-
ance programs that have been proven 
in several States already. States that 
were in a so-called death spiral because 
of guaranteed issue community rating, 
the premiums were going up, people 
were dropping their coverage. And now 
these States have expanding coverage 
even without the things that we are 
providing in the American Health Care 
Act that we are going to be doing later 
this week. But already by providing 
that flexibility at the agency level, 
States are able to provide some relief 
for their citizens. 

Then, finally, the part three of this. 
There are going to be some must-pass 
healthcare bills that will be coming up 
through our committee. We will have 
an opportunity to work on those 
things. We are going to work on the 
Food and Drug Administration user fee 
agreement reauthorization. So we will 
have that, which can happen as a bipar-
tisan exercise in our committee. 

I will just stress, the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce has a history of 
doing things in a bipartisan fashion. 
One of the reasons why I enjoy serving 
on that committee is it is a thoughtful 
committee and it does do things in a 
bipartisan fashion. Generally, that is 
one of the strengths of the committee 
as it brings legislation to the floor. 

This is an important first step. It is 
a necessary first step. This is the key 
that gets us through the door of actu-
ally making a meaningful impact on 
cost and coverage in these United 
States. It has been 7 long years, but I 
am anxious and eager to get started on 
the next part of the process. 

I thank the gentleman from Georgia 
for joining me here this evening. 

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

f 

REPLACING THE AFFORDABLE 
CARE ACT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT) 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, yes, 
this is an important week. There are a 
lot of things we are bringing up, but 
nothing is more important than the 
bill that is supposed to address the Af-
fordable Care Act, as it was called. But 
it is kind of tough to call it that since 
it has been completely unaffordable for 

so many. So many lost their health in-
surance and lost their doctor. Some 
lost medication that they were taking 
before. It is now no longer approved 
under their new policy. So it has been 
a very difficult period of time as 
ObamaCare has been foisted on the 
country. It came so close to not pass-
ing. 
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And every Republican that I am 
aware of has promised: You give us the 
majority in both Houses and the Presi-
dent and we will repeal it. I believe Ma-
jority Leader MCCONNELL said we will 
repeal it and rip it out root and branch. 
Republican leaders, I believe, men-
tioned lock, stock, and barrel. And I 
have great respect for my friends who 
were just speaking here, but I have got 
a real problem with the bill. 

We are told there will be three 
phases, three buckets, three stages, 
whatever you want to call it. The first 
will be to pass this bill. It leaves in 
place the parts of ObamaCare that 
caused insurance to skyrocket. It is 
leaving in place the part of ObamaCare 
that caused deductibles to rise from 
very little to thousands and thousands 
of dollars, beyond so many Americans’ 
ability to ever reach. So the insurance, 
they are paying them money every 
month, but they realize: I don’t have 
$5,000, $6,000, $7,000, $8,000 to pay the de-
ductible; therefore, I am really paying 
for nothing. Especially young people 
have found this. 

We are told that it is because the 
Senate has what they refer to as the 
Byrd rule that would not allow us to 
take the part that is not currently in 
the bill regarding all of the regula-
tions. We are told that the Byrd rule— 
and we have looked into it, appar-
ently—if a bill is moving under rec-
onciliation, as this is, then in the Sen-
ate, in essence, it must do more than 
affect the budget incidentally; it must 
materially affect the budget. And yet 
we know that if we repeal all of the 
part that is being put off for stage 2 or 
3, but particularly stage 2, the regula-
tions that were put in place by the 
Obama administration, the regulatory 
authority that was given to them, by 
putting that off, it means the prices 
that dramatically skyrocketed, they 
are not going to skyrocket down. 

We are told, well, they may go up 
some, but we think there is a good 
chance they will come down 10 percent. 
But for my constituents, so many of 
whom either lost their insurance or are 
now paying for skyrocketing prices 
two, three, four times or more than 
what they used to pay, a 10 percent 
drop will not be a help at all. Their 
deductibles will not be coming down 
anytime soon. 

We are told, though, with the regu-
latory reform that my good friend Sec-
retary Tom Price will do, that will be 
the phase, the stage, the bucket, that 
will drop the prices. But when I read 
through—and I know some people said 
2,700 pages, my two part. And I have 
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gotten two copies, and they are both 
around 2,500 pages. So unless there are 
200 pages I never found, I did read the 
bill more than once. And someone said 
1,400 times. I don’t know. I know it is 
a lot. The Secretary of Health and 
Human Services is given wide discre-
tion in putting in place rules and regu-
lations to implement the act. 

We have heard that there will, no 
doubt, be, immediately, litigation 
filed, lawsuits filed, to try to overturn 
the regulations that are put in place by 
Secretary Price. Well, since I have had 
experience in litigation, including Fed-
eral litigation, Federal appeals, what 
would be the issue? 

Well, the issue would be whether or 
not the Secretary of Health and Human 
Services has authority to create regu-
lations that will, in effect, completely 
destroy the bill so that eventually the 
prices will come back down, the 
deductibles eventually will come back 
down. That is what we are told. And I 
trust Secretary Price will do every-
thing within his power to make this 
happen. 

So Secretary Price will come forward 
with regulations that will emasculate 
the bill, emasculate ObamaCare. Liti-
gation is filed. Ultimately, at some 
point, it will come back to a judge, an 
appellate judge. 

As a State district judge, I handled 
cases and matters that I knew were 
going to be appealed. As a chief justice 
of an appellate court, I made those de-
cisions and sat in on discussions with 
other justices, and so it seems I am in 
a good position to potentially analyze 
what would happen on appeal. 

We know the Secretary has wide dis-
cretion promulgating the regulations, 
the rules, to bring about the implemen-
tation and the intent of the ACA, 
ObamaCare. But the question will be, 
on appeal: Does the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services have the 
authority, under the bill, to render it 
meaningless? 

Now, I am not aware of justices at 
the appellate level who are a great deal 
more conservative than I was, but I be-
lieved in following the law even though 
I, at times, didn’t like the law. I would 
not legislate from the bench. And in a 
case such as this, you would look, well, 
yes, the Secretary should have wide 
discretion to implement the intention 
of the bill and see that it is carried out. 

But it would certainly seem the more 
powerful argument—perhaps, most 
likely, the winning argument—will be, 
yes, but he doesn’t have discretion to 
kill the bill. He has discretion, wide 
discretion, to implement the bill and 
carry out the intent of the bill. 

I just can’t help but think, again, 
back to words from my late friend, Jus-
tice Scalia. We weren’t talking about a 
specific case, because he never be-
trayed the trust that he had as Asso-
ciate Justice of the U.S. Supreme 
Court. We were talking about things in 
general. He said at times it bothered 
him that Congress had the power to 
end some bill, to change some law, and 

yet we seem to put a rubber stamp and 
encourage people to go file a lawsuit to 
get the law struck down instead of just 
winning the vote in the House and Sen-
ate and repealing the law. 

The words that really come back are: 
If you guys in Congress don’t have the 
guts to do what needs to be done, that 
you have the power to do and you are 
supposed to do, don’t come running to 
us over at the Supreme Court expect-
ing us to do your job for you. 

He was right. This body, along with 
the Senate, has the power to do exactly 
what we have promised for 7 years we 
would do if we got the House, the Sen-
ate, and the Presidency. We would re-
peal ObamaCare. 

Now, I don’t know how many there 
are of us that cannot vote for a bill 
that will leave in place the regulations 
and the parts that made our insurance 
skyrocket, that caused me to lose my 
insurance. And I wouldn’t take the sub-
sidy for 3 years until we got insurance 
through other means. The law is very 
clear that, as Members of Congress, we 
weren’t supposed to get that, so I went 
without insurance for a few years. But 
we promised our constituents we would 
repeal ObamaCare. 

So what about, we are told, this part 
that can’t make it through the Byrd 
rule in the Senate? Well, for one thing, 
51 votes could change the Byrd rule. 
For another, there is nothing that is 
going to more materially affect the 
budget, in this reconciliation or any 
other, than bringing the price of health 
insurance and health care down dra-
matically. That is more appropriate 
under the Byrd rule than the whole 
other part that we are told will make 
it through the Byrd rule in the Senate. 

The most important part is the part 
being left out. That will bring the 
prices down. That will give control 
back to the patients and the doctors. 
That will allow the States to come up 
with new ideas and new ways to pro-
vide health care and to get it to those 
who need it. But more important than 
anything, it restores freedom in Amer-
ica that has been lacking since that 
bill passed. 

When the government is in charge of 
every Americans’ health care, the gov-
ernment has every right to tell people 
how to live. Those claims from years 
past—we don’t want the government in 
our bedroom—became rather hollow 
when ObamaCare passed and the gov-
ernment came into your bedroom, your 
dining room, everywhere in the house. 
It has got to be repealed. As MITCH 
MCCONNELL has said previously, rip it 
out root and branch. 

Who is going to make the decision on 
what seems so clear should allow all of 
ObamaCare to be repealed? Who is 
going to make that decision in the Sen-
ate? 

Well, we know the Vice President can 
come right on down to the Capitol, 
come down Pennsylvania Avenue and 
come into the Senate Chamber. He is 
the President of the Senate, and I 
couldn’t be more thrilled that he is. 

If he is unable to come, then the ma-
jority leader could sit in the chair, or 
he could appoint someone to sit in the 
chair pro tem. But it will be a Repub-
lican who decides whether or not all of 
ObamaCare can be repealed, but espe-
cially the part that is left out right 
now. 

Mr. Speaker, I know the President is 
coming, and I am so glad that we have 
this chance because he is President. 
But I believe that the President of the 
United States who has been sold this 
bill that won’t bring down prices— 
maybe 10 percent, we are told, some 
day—he deserves better. He does not 
deserve to be slapped in the face with a 
midterm election when prices have not 
come down, as people pushing this bill 
know they won’t—maybe 10 percent. 
That is not going to change votes of 
those who know we promised a full re-
peal. We have the power to do a full re-
peal, and we should do a full repeal. 

b 2115 
Let’s get freedom back to a doctor- 

patient relationship. And from what I 
am told—they certainly haven’t called 
me—I am told that the health insur-
ance lobbyists have been very active, 
and people in our leadership are listen-
ing. But if that is true, these are the 
same people with Big Pharma that 
signed off on ObamaCare. It meant 
they would make billions more than 
they ever had in the short term, but in 
the long term, they signed their own 
death warrant. 

We owe it to the American people to 
make sure that insurance is viable for 
the future, and the only way to do that 
is to repeal ObamaCare, rip it out, root 
and branch. I like MITCH MCCONNELL’s 
expression. That is what needs to hap-
pen. And for those of my colleagues 
who are getting nervous about having 
pressure from the White House, pres-
sure from the House leaders, pressure 
from the Senate leaders, it is nothing 
like the pressure you will get from 
your constituents when they find out 
you didn’t really do anything to make 
their lives better because the prices are 
not coming down; the regulations that 
require all of those parts and policies 
that people don’t want that they 
should have the freedom to choose, 
they are still there; and in the mean-
time, the new regulations by the great 
Secretary of Health and Human Serv-
ices, in whom I have great faith, they 
will be tied up in litigation. Maybe 
they get to the Supreme Court in 2 
years. Maybe they don’t. Maybe it is 
longer. 

And the American people continue to 
suffer because we didn’t have the guts 
to do what we should do, what we 
promised we would do, and that is: Re-
peal ObamaCare. 

I would like to keep the Senate ma-
jority in 2018, and I am convinced that 
the only way we do that is if enough of 
us endure the name calling in the short 
term, and stand up and say no on this 
bill that doesn’t keep our promises. It 
has got some good stuff in it, no ques-
tion, but it doesn’t keep our promises. 
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And if enough of us will do that, then 
maybe we can get the Senate and the 
House leadership to agree to do what 
we promised. 

Then the President will be hailed in 
2018, as prices of insurance actually 
come down, people are given their free-
dom back to choose their doctor, their 
health insurance, and the short stint of 
the name calling now ends up paying 
dividends in a glorious future. 

So, Mr. Speaker, thank you for rec-
ognizing me. We will see how the week 
plays out. 

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

f 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to: 

Mr. FORTENBERRY (at the request of 
Mr. MCCARTHY) for today on account of 
personal reasons. 

Mr. JEFFRIES (at the request of Ms. 
PELOSI) for March 17. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move 
that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 18 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, Tues-
day, March 21, 2017, at 10 a.m. for morn-
ing-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

831. A letter from the Regulations Coordi-
nator, Health Resources and Services Admin-
istration, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s in-
terim final rule — 340B Drug Pricing Pro-
gram Ceiling Price and Manufacturer Civil 
Monetary Penalties Regulation (RIN: 0906- 
AA89) received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce. 

832. A letter from the Secretary, Federal 
Trade Commission, transmitting the Com-
mission’s final rule — Adjustments to Civil 
Penalty Amounts received March 17, 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 the Judiciary. 

833. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH 
(Previously Eurocopter Deutschland GmbH) 
Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA-2015-0674; Di-
rectorate Identifier 2014-SW-019-AD; Amend-
ment 39-18792; AD 2017-03-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

834. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Rolls-Royce plc Turbofan Engines 
[Docket No.: FAA-2012-0004; Directorate 

Identifier 2012-NE-01-AD; Amendment 39- 
18794; AD 2017-03-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

835. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Rolls-Royce plc Turbofan Engines 
[Docket No.: FAA-2016-9510; Directorate 
Identifier 2016-NE-28-AD; Amendment 39- 
18780; AD 2017-02-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

836. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2015-3984; Directorate Identifier 
2015-NM-033-AD; Amendment 39-18803; AD 
2017-04-08] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

837. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-6896; Directorate Identifier 2016-NM-016- 
AD; Amendment 39-18805; AD 2017-04-10] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 17, 2017, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

838. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Learjet Inc. Airplanes [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-9388; Directorate Identifier 2016- 
NM-145-AD; Amendment 39-18810; AD 2017-04- 
15] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 17, 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 Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

839. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airspace Designations; 
Incorporation by Reference Amendments 
[Docket No.: 2016-8926; Amendment No.: 71-48] 
(RIN: 2120-AA66) received March 17, 2017, pur-
suant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure. 

840. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Revocation of Class E 
Airspace; Farmington, MO; and Amendment 
of Class E Airspace for the following Mis-
souri Towns; Ava, MO; Cameron, MO; Chil-
licothe, MO; Farmington, MO; and Festus, 
MO [Docket No.: FAA-2016-6986; Airspace 
Docket No.: 16-ACE-6] received March 17, 
2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

841. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Wessington Springs, SD [Docket 
No.: FAA-2016-9193; Airspace Docket No.: 16- 
AGL-26] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

842. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 

Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Iron Mountain, MI [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-6271; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AGL- 
15] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

843. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Bell Helicopter Textron Canada Lim-
ited Helicopters [Docket No.: FAA-2017-0154; 
Directorate Identifier 2016-SW-069-AD; 
Amendment 39-18814; AD 2017-05-04] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

844. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Helicopters Deutschland GmbH 
(Airbus Helicopters) (Previously Eurocopter 
Deutschland GmbH) [Docket No.: FAA-2017- 
0155; Directorate identifier 2016-SW-051-AD; 
Amendment 39-18813; AD 2017-05-03] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 17, 2017, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

845. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace, Weed, CA [Docket No.: FAA-2016- 
9320; Airspace Docket No.: 15-AWP-2] re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

846. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2016-7423; Directorate Identifier 
2016-NM-034-AD; Amendment 39-18816; AD 
2017-05-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

847. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Establishment of Class E 
Airspace; Grand Chenier, LA [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-6661; Airspace Docket No.: 16-ASW- 
10] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

848. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; The Boeing Company Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2016-4225; Directorate Identifier 
2015-NM-139-AD; Amendment 39-18817; AD 
2017-05-07] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

849. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Sikorsky Aircraft Corporation Heli-
copters [Docket No.: FAA-2017-0169; Direc-
torate Identifier 2017-SW-003-AD; Amend-
ment 39-18818; AD 2017-02-51] (RIN: 2120-AA64) 
received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 
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850. A letter from the Management and 

Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Barter Island, AK [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-9173; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AAL- 
2] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

851. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-9298; Directorate Identifier 2015-NM-161- 
AD; Amendment 39-18811; AD 2017-05-01] (RIN: 
2120-AA64) received March 17, 2017, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

852. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Mapleton, IA [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-8834; Airspace Docket No.: 16-ACE-9] re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

853. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Airbus Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-6893; Directorate Identifier 2015-NM-181- 
AD; Amendment 39-18812; AD 2017-05-02] (RIN: 
2120-AA64] received March 17, 2017, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

854. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class D 
and Class E Airspace for the following Texas 
Towns; Houston Sugar Land, TX; Alice, TX; 
Bay City,TX; Brenham, TX; Burnet, TX; 
Falfurrias, TX; Graford, TX; and Hamilton, 
TX [Docket No.: FAA-2016-8503; Airspace 
Docket No.: 16-ASW-11] received March 17, 
2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public 
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

855. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; Pilatus Aircraft Ltd. Airplanes [Dock-
et No.: FAA-2016-9357; Directorate Identifier 
2016-CE-030-AD; Amendment 39-18798; AD 
2017-04-03] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received March 
17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); 
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

856. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Airworthiness Direc-
tives; United Instruments, Inc. Series Altim-
eters [Docket No.: FAA-2016-9345; Directorate 
Identifier 2016-CE-028-AD; Amendment 39- 
18801; AD 2017-04-06] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received 
March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

857. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Air Traf-
fic Service (ATS) Routes; Eastern United 
States [Docket No.: FAA-2016-0986; Airspace 
Docket No.: 15-AEA-7] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 

801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

858. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace for the Paragould, AR [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-8835; Airspace Docket No.: 16-ASW- 
14] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

859. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Air Traf-
fic Service (ATS) Routes; Southwest Okla-
homa [Docket No.: FAA-2015-3835; Airspace 
Docket No.: 14-ASW-13] (RIN: 2120-AA66) re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

860. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace, Willows, CA [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-9138; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AWP-13] 
received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

861. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Santa Rosa, CA [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-6967; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AWP-7] re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

862. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace, St. Petersburg, FL [Docket No.: 
FAA-2017-0015; Airspace Docket No.: 17-ASO- 
1] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

863. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of VOR Fed-
eral Airways V-235 and V-293 in the Vicinity 
of Cedar City, Utah [Docket No.: FAA-2016- 
9265; Airspace Docket No.: 16-ANM-11] (RIN: 
2120-AA66) received March 17, 2017, pursuant 
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, 
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

864. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace; Milwaukee, WI [Docket No.: FAA- 
2016-9491; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AGL-25] re-
ceived March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure. 

865. A letter from the Management and 
Program Analyst, FAA, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final rule — Amendment of Class E 
Airspace for the following Ohio Towns; Find-
lay, OH; Ashland, OH; Celina, OH; Circleville, 
OH; Columbus, OH; Defiance, OH; Hamilton, 
OH; Lima, OH; and London, OH [Docket No.: 
FAA-2016-8839; Airspace Docket No.: 16-AGL- 
19] received March 17, 2017, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. MCCAUL. Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 1353. A bill to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to require certain 
additional information to be submitted to 
Congress regarding the strategic 5-year tech-
nology investment plan of the Transpor-
tation Security Administration (Rept. 115– 
44). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 1294. A bill to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to provide for con-
gressional notification regarding major ac-
quisition program breaches, and for other 
purposes (Rept. 115–45). Referred to the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state of 
the Union. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 1249. A bill to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to require a 
multiyear acquisition strategy of the De-
partment of Homeland Security, and for 
other purposes (Rept. 115–46). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 1252. A bill to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to provide for cer-
tain acquisition authorities for the Under 
Secretary of Management of the Department 
of Homeland Security, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 115–47). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Committee on Homeland Se-
curity. H.R. 1365. A bill to amend the Home-
land Security Act of 2002 to require certain 
acquisition innovation, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 115–48). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. CONAWAY: Committee on Agri-
culture. H.R. 1029. A bill to amend the Fed-
eral Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide 
Act to improve pesticide registration and 
other activities under the Act, to extend and 
modify fee authorities, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 115–49, Pt. 
1). Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia: Committee on 
Rules. House Resolution 209. Resolution pro-
viding for consideration of the bill (H.R. 372) 
to restore the application of the Federal 
antitrust laws to the business of health in-
surance to protect competition and con-
sumers (Rept. 115–50). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 

Mr. BYRNE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 210. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 1101) to amend 
title I of the Employee Retirement Income 
Security Act of 1974 to improve access and 
choice for entrepreneurs with small busi-
nesses with respect to medical care for their 
employees (Rept. 115–51). Referred to the 
House Calendar. 

Mrs. BLACK: Committee on the Budget. 
H.R. 1628. A bill to provide for reconciliation 
pursuant to title II of the concurrent resolu-
tion on the budget for fiscal year 2017 (Rept. 
115–52). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Ms. FOXX: Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. H.R. 1304. A bill to amend the 
Employee Retirement Income Security Act 
of 1974, the Public Health Service Act, and 
the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to exclude 
from the definition of health insurance cov-
erage certain medical stop-loss insurance ob-
tained by certain plan sponsors of group 
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health plans; with an amendment (Rept. 115– 
53, Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 

Committee on Energy and Commerce 
discharged from further consideration. 
H.R. 1029 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. MESSER (for himself, Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New York, 
Mr. HULTGREN, Mr. MEEKS, Ms. 
KELLY of Illinois, Ms. SEWELL of Ala-
bama, Ms. SINEMA, Mr. KING of New 
York, Ms. NORTON, Ms. MOORE, Mr. 
POLIQUIN, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. SHERMAN, 
and Mr. KIND): 

H.R. 1624. A bill to require the appropriate 
Federal banking agencies to treat certain 
municipal obligations as level 2A liquid as-
sets, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services. 

By Mr. ROYCE of California (for him-
self and Ms. FRANKEL of Florida): 

H.R. 1625. A bill to amend the State De-
partment Basic Authorities Act of 1956 to in-
clude severe forms of trafficking in persons 
within the definition of transnational orga-
nized crime for purposes of the rewards pro-
gram of the Department of State, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Foreign 
Affairs. 

By Mr. MCCAUL: 
H.R. 1626. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come certain amounts realized on the dis-
position of property raised or produced by a 
student farmer, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BERGMAN (for himself and Mr. 
KEATING): 

H.R. 1627. A bill to amend the Immigration 
and Nationality Act to reinstate the return-
ing worker exemption for H-2B visas, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary. 

By Ms. ADAMS (for herself and Mrs. 
LOWEY): 

H.R. 1629. A bill to restrict the use of steel- 
jaw leghold traps and Conibear traps on ani-
mals in the United States; to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, and in addition to 
the Committees on Ways and Means, and 
Foreign Affairs, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each 
case for consideration of such provisions as 
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee 
concerned. 

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself and 
Ms. BONAMICI): 

H.R. 1630. A bill to authorize the Secretary 
of the Interior to assess sanitation and safe-
ty conditions at Bureau of Indian Affairs fa-
cilities that were constructed to provide af-
fected Columbia River Treaty tribes access 
to traditional fishing grounds and expend 
funds on construction of facilities and struc-
tures to improve those conditions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural 
Resources. 

By Mr. CRIST: 
H.R. 1631. A bill to amend title II of the So-

cial Security Act and the Internal Revenue 
Code of 1986 to modify the portion of wages 
and self-employment income subject to pay-
roll taxes, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS (for himself, Mr. 
BARR, Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee, and 
Mr. ROE of Tennessee): 

H.R. 1632. A bill to prohibit the use of Fed-
eral money for print, radio, television or any 
other media advertisement, campaign, or 
form of publicity against the use of a food or 
beverage that is lawfully marketed under the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. FARENTHOLD: 
H.R. 1633. A bill to amend the Immigration 

and Nationality Act to extend the period of 
time for which a conditional permit to land 
temporarily may be granted to an alien 
crewman; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary. 

By Mr. GRIJALVA (for himself, Mr. 
GARAMENDI, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, and Mr. RYAN of 
Ohio): 

H.R. 1634. A bill to require the Secretary of 
Health and Human Services to issue to Fed-
eral agencies guidelines for developing proce-
dures and requirements relating to certain 
primary care Federal health professionals 
completing continuing medical education on 
nutrition and to require Federal agencies to 
submit annual reports relating to such 
guidelines, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. GUTHRIE (for himself and Ms. 
BONAMICI): 

H.R. 1635. A bill to amend the loan coun-
seling requirements under the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force. 

By Mr. LARSEN of Washington (for 
himself, Mr. COFFMAN, Mrs. BROOKS 
of Indiana, and Ms. DELBENE): 

H.R. 1636. A bill to reauthorize the match-
ing grant program for school security in the 
Omnibus Crime Control and Safe Streets Act 
of 1968; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. MESSER: 
H.R. 1637. A bill to amend the Consumer 

Financial Protection Act of 2010 to authorize 
private parties to compel the Bureau to seek 
sanctions by filing civil actions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Finan-
cial Services. 

By Mr. POLIQUIN: 
H.R. 1638. A bill to require the Secretary of 

the Treasury to submit a report to the ap-
propriate congressional committees on the 
estimated total assets under direct or indi-
rect control by certain senior Iranian leaders 
and other figures, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Financial Services, and in 
addition to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within 
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned. 

By Mr. SHIMKUS (for himself and Ms. 
DEGETTE): 

H.R. 1639. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to provide for the partici-
pation of physical therapists in the National 
Health Service Corps Loan Repayment Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 1640. A bill to amend the Small Busi-

ness Act to ensure uniformity in procure-
ment terminology, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Small Business. 

By Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California 
(for herself and Ms. VELÁZQUEZ): 

H.R. 1641. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to clarify the responsibilities of 
Business Opportunity Specialists, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Small 
Business. 

By Mr. WELCH: 
H.R. 1642. A bill to responsibly pay our Na-

tion’s bills on time by temporarily extending 
the public debt limit, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. YOHO: 
H.R. 1643. A bill to amend title 5, United 

States Code, to provide agency heads with 

additional authority to discipline Federal 
employees, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

By Mr. BARLETTA (for himself and 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia): 

H. Con. Res. 35. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the National Peace Officers Memorial Serv-
ice and the National Honor Guard and Pipe 
Band Exhibition; to the Committee on 
Transportation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. HOYER (for himself, Mr. 
BEYER, Mr. BROWN of Maryland, Mrs. 
COMSTOCK, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. 
DELANEY, Ms. NORTON, and Mr. 
RASKIN): 

H. Con. Res. 36. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the use of the Capitol Grounds for 
the Greater Washington Soap Box Derby; to 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

By Ms. LOFGREN (for herself, Mr. 
SMITH of Washington, Mrs. CAROLYN 
B. MALONEY of New York, Mr. CON-
NOLLY, Mr. GUTIÉRREZ, Mr. HUFFMAN, 
Mr. LOWENTHAL, Ms. SPEIER, Mr. 
CÁRDENAS, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Ms. JUDY CHU of California, 
and Mr. ELLISON): 

H. Res. 211. A resolution recognizing the 
cultural and historical significance of 
Nowruz; to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

By Mr. PANETTA: 
H. Res. 212. A resolution expressing the 

sense of the House of Representatives that 
any legislation to repeal the Patient Protec-
tion and Affordable Care Act should include 
a replacement for such Act that includes cer-
tain health care consumer protections; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

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. MESSER: 
H.R. 1624. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Mr. ROYCE of California: 
H.R. 1625. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States 
By Mr. MCCAUL: 

H.R. 1626. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 

By Mr. BERGMAN: 
H.R. 1627. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 section 8. 

By Ms. ADAMS: 
H.R. 1629. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8: 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 or Officer therof. 

By Mr. BLUMENAUER: 
H.R. 1630. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. CRIST: 
H.R. 1631. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. DESJARLAIS: 
H.R. 1632. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, To regulate Commerce 

with foreign Nations, and among the several 
States, and with Indian Tribes; 

By Mr. FARENTHOLD: 
H.R. 1633. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 4 of the U.S. 

Constitution 
By Mr. GRIJALVA: 

H.R. 1634. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
U.S. Const. art. I, §§ 1 and 8. 

By Mr. GUTHRIE: 
H.R. 1635. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, section 8 of the Constitution of 

the United States 
By Mr. LARSEN of Washington: 

H.R. 1636. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
As described in Article 1, Section 1 ‘‘all 

legislative powers herein granted shall be 
vested in a Congress.’’ 

By Mr. MESSER: 
H.R. 1637. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Aticle I, Section 8, Clause 3; Article I, Sec-

tion 8, Clause 18; and Article III, Section 1 
By Mr. POLIQUIN: 

H.R. 1638. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 grants Congress the 

power to ‘‘regulate Commerce with foreign 
Nations, and among the several states.’’ 

By Mr. SHIMKUS: 
H.R. 1639. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3: To regulate 

Commerce with foreign Nations, and among 
the several States, and with the Indian 
Tribes. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 
H.R. 1640. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
The Congress shall have Power *** To regu-

late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes. 

By Ms. MAXINE WATERS of Cali-
fornia: 

H.R. 1641. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 
The Congress shall have Power to make all 

Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by the Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof. 

By Mr. WELCH: 
H.R. 1642. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: The Con-

gress shall have Power To . . . make all 

Laws which shall be necessary and proper for 
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United 
States, or in any Department or Officer 
thereof.. 

By Mr. YOHO: 
H.R. 1643. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 113: Mr. SCHWEIKERT, Mr. SCHNEIDER, 
Mr. HUFFMAN, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. CUMMINGS, 
Ms. KAPTUR, and Mr. DENT. 

H.R. 173: Mrs. LOWEY and Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 305: Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI. 
H.R. 355: Mr. MARCHANT. 
H.R. 371: Mrs. BEATTY. 
H.R. 392: Mr. CÁRDENAS, Mrs. HARTZLER, 

and Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 426: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 427: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H.R. 442: Mr. BERGMAN. 
H.R. 448: Mr. CÁRDENAS. 
H.R. 474: Mr. FARENTHOLD. 
H.R. 479: Mr. ISSA. 
H.R. 489: Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Pennsyl-

vania. 
H.R. 520: Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
H.R. 523: Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas. 
H.R. 553: Mr. GARRETT. 
H.R. 559: Mr. SESSIONS. 
H.R. 564: Mr. PEARCE and Mr. MEADOWS. 
H.R. 592: Mr. ALLEN, Ms. JENKINS of Kan-

sas, Mr. POE of Texas, Mr. RUIZ, Mr. KILDEE, 
Mr. MITCHELL, Mr. LOWENTHAL, and Mr. 
WOMACK. 

H.R. 632: Mr. AGUILAR, Mrs. TORRES, and 
Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 

H.R. 664: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 695: Mr. BARR, Mr. RATCLIFFE, and Mr. 

WILSON of South Carolina. 
H.R. 696: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 709: Ms. NORTON, Ms. JACKSON LEE, 

Ms. SHEA-PORTER, and Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 715: Mr. LEWIS of Minnesota. 
H.R. 721: Mr. BACON, Ms. TENNEY, and Mr. 

THOMPSON of Mississippi. 
H.R. 741: Mr. CRAMER. 
H.R. 747: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 

SWALWELL of California. 
H.R. 754: Ms. GRANGER. 
H.R. 772: Mr. MITCHELL. 
H.R. 800: Ms. JACKSON LEE. 
H.R. 804: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 

New Mexico and Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 820: Mrs. BEATTY, Mr. WILSON of 

South Carolina, Mr. WALBERG, Ms. DELAURO, 
and Mr. LEWIS of Georgia. 

H.R. 849: Mr. BARR. 
H.R. 852: Mrs. BEATTY and Mr. SMITH of 

Washington. 
H.R. 866: Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 883: Mr. RATCLIFFE, Mr. MARINO, Mr. 

FRANKS of Arizona, Mr. SMITH of Texas, and 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 909: Mr. HIMES. 
H.R. 919: Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. SUOZZI, and Ms. 

ADAMS. 
H.R. 959: Mr. GARAMENDI and Mr. YOUNG of 

Alaska. 
H.R. 960: Mr. BARLETTA, Mr. HUDSON, and 

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. 
H.R. 997: Mr. GROTHMAN, Mr. ROGERS of 

Kentucky, and Mr. HUDSON. 
H.R. 1017: Ms. DELBENE, Ms. BROWNLEY of 

California, Ms. MCCOLLUM, and Mr. LAM-
BORN. 

H.R. 1031: Mr. YOHO. 
H.R. 1038: Mr. ROUZER. 

H.R. 1090: Mr. YODER and Mr. KELLY of 
Pennsylvania. 

H.R. 1130: Mr. GRIFFITH and Mr. PALAZZO. 
H.R. 1136: Mr. FRANCIS ROONEY of Florida 

and Mr. CURBELO of Florida. 
H.R. 1143: Mr. JEFFRIES. 
H.R. 1148: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 1155: Mr. CRAMER and Mr. GROTHMAN. 
H.R. 1156: Mr. GARRETT. 
H.R. 1158: Mr. FASO, Mr. GRAVES of Lou-

isiana, Mr. HURD, and Mr. LYNCH. 
H.R. 1160: Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. 
H.R. 1164: Mr. BABIN. 
H.R. 1171: Mr. LANGEVIN, Mr. GRAVES of 

Missouri, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. 
BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
ROSS, Mr. FITZPATRICK, Mr. CARBAJAL, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Mr. SUOZZI, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, 
and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. 

H.R. 1179: Mrs. HARTZLER. 
H.R. 1206: Mr. GIBBS and Mr. DESANTIS. 
H.R. 1219: Mr. GOTTHEIMER. 
H.R. 1227: Mr. ROHRABACHER. 
H.R. 1232: Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. KILMER, 

Mr. NADLER, and Mr. QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 1253: Mr. CONYERS. 
H.R. 1299: Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, 

Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, Ms. ESHOO, Ms. JUDY 
CHU of California, Mr. DEFAZIO, and Mr. YAR-
MUTH. 

H.R. 1313: Mr. GARRETT. 
H.R. 1317: Mr. RYAN of Ohio. 
H.R. 1318: Mr. COFFMAN and Mr. RUPPERS-

BERGER. 
H.R. 1319: Mr. WOMACK. 
H.R. 1326: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 1346: Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, Mrs. BUSTOS, 

and Mr. VISCLOSKY. 
H.R. 1363: Mr. GOODLATTE, Mr. TAYLOR, Ms. 

FRANKEL of Florida, and Mr. PALLONE. 
H.R. 1393: Mr. PASCRELL, Mr. LANCE, Mr. 

SCHNEIDER, and Mr. WEBSTER of Florida. 
H.R. 1405: Ms. JACKSON LEE and Mr. ELLI-

SON. 
H.R. 1409: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. PETERS, 

Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Mr. GRIFFITH. 
H.R. 1438: Mr. RUPPERSBERGER and Mr. 

TAKANO. 
H.R. 1452: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 1472: Mr. WITTMAN, Mr. JONES, Mr. 

QUIGLEY, and Mr. PETERS. 
H.R. 1485: Mr. MEEHAN. 
H.R. 1486: Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. LEWIS of 

Georgia, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. MEEKS, and 
Mr. PALLONE. 

H.R. 1494: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN, Ms. 
FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. KENNEDY, Ms. 
MCCOLLUM, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, Mr. GRI-
JALVA, Mr. VEASEY, Mr. HASTINGS, Mr. DONO-
VAN, Mr. RUPPERSBERGER, Mr. CURBELO of 
Florida, Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of New 
York, Ms. NORTON, Mr. O’HALLERAN, Ms. 
SPEIER, Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania, Mr. 
SMITH of New Jersey, Ms. CLARK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. MEEHAN, and Mr. SCHWEIKERT. 

H.R. 1542: Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, and 
Mr. SENSENBRENNER. 

H.R. 1544: Mr. DENT and Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 1551: Mr. SCHWEIKERT and Mr. 

RENACCI. 
H.R. 1555: Ms. SPEIER, Mr. PALAZZO, Mr. 

WEBER of Texas, Mr. COHEN, Mr. TAKANO, Mr. 
CONNOLLY, Ms. NORTON, Mr. MOOLENAAR, Mr. 
COLE, and Mr. MASSIE. 

H.R. 1577: Mr. COLE. 
H.R. 1588: Mr. ELLISON, Mr. THOMPSON of 

California, and Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 1608: Mr. EVANS, Ms. BROWNLEY of 

California, Mr. RUSH, and Ms. TSONGAS. 
H.R. 1614: Mr. KATKO. 
H.J. Res. 53: Mr. CRIST. 
H.J. Res. 59: Mrs. NOEM. 
H.J. Res. 89: Mr. COLE. 
H. Con. Res. 10: Mrs. WAGNER. 
H. Con. Res. 13: Mr. MARCHANT, Ms. CLARK 

of Massachusetts, Ms. MCSALLY, and Mr. 
OLSON. 

H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. THORNBERRY and Mr. 
UPTON. 
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H. Res. 60: Mr. BACON. 
H. Res. 69: Mr. KENNEDY. 
H. Res. 129: Mr. LONG. 
H. Res. 135: Mr. O’ROURKE and Mrs. ROBY. 
H. Res. 181: Mr. YOHO, Mr. BARR, Mr. DUN-

CAN of South Carolina, Ms. JENKINS of Kan-
sas, Mr. WITTMAN, and Mr. JOHNSON of Lou-
isiana. 

H. Res. 184: Ms. BROWNLEY of California, 
Mr. ESPAILLAT, Ms. SÁNCHEZ, Mr. MOORE, Mr. 
CORREA, Mr. GALLEGO, Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 
SCHNEIDER, Ms. KELLY of Illinois, Mr. 
KRISHNAMOORTHI, Ms. CASTOR of Florida, and 
Mr. PAYNE. 

H. Res. 186: Mr. TED LIEU of California, Mr. 
BEN RAY LUJÁN of New Mexico, and Ms. KAP-
TUR. 

H. Res. 187: Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. RUSH, 
and Mr. CLEAVER. 

H. Res. 197: Mrs. LAWRENCE. 
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