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

called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana). 

f 

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO 
TEMPORE 

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

WASHINGTON, DC, 
July 25, 2017. 

I hereby appoint the Honorable MIKE JOHN-
SON 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. All time shall be 
equally allocated between the parties, 
and in no event shall debate continue 
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other 
than the majority and minority leaders 
and the minority whip, shall be limited 
to 5 minutes. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THADDEUS STEVENS 
COLLEGE OF TECHNOLOGY 

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. 
Mr. Speaker, yesterday, I had the privi-
lege of touring Pennsylvania’s only 
State-owned 2-year technical college, 
Thaddeus Stevens College of Tech-
nology, named after an individual, a 
former Member of Congress that served 
in the era of Abraham Lincoln in this 
Chamber. I was pleased to be in Lan-

caster with my colleague, Representa-
tive SMUCKER. 

Thaddeus Stevens College of Tech-
nology provides a bridge out of poverty 
for some of the poorest citizens of 
Pennsylvania through a high-skill, 
high-wage technical education. Grad-
uates are filling the skills gap in Amer-
ica, as there is a 99 percent placement 
for graduates of its high-demand pro-
grams. 

Founded in 1905, Thaddeus Stevens 
College of Technology educates Penn-
sylvania’s economically and socially 
disadvantaged students as well as other 
qualified students for skilled employ-
ment in a diverse and ever-changing 
workforce. It offers 22 innovative tech-
nical-based majors that educate stu-
dents for numerous job opportunities. 
From architecture to automotive stud-
ies and from masonry to mechanical 
engineering, there are many career 
paths for students to pursue. 

The hands-on nature of the program 
allows students exposure to the experi-
ence, problem-solving ability, and 
skills that will be used throughout 
their careers. Many students enter the 
workforce after their studies, while 
others may choose to pursue higher 
level degrees at 4-year colleges and 
universities. 

Thaddeus Stevens College is also 
aware that the cost of education often 
places a financial strain on both the 
student and their family. Grant pro-
grams are offered to assist students 
who are financially disadvantaged to 
serve a rich diversity of students. 

Last month, I was proud this House 
unanimously approved my bill, the 
Strengthening Career and Technical 
Education for the 21st Century Act. 
The legislation aims to restore rungs 
on the ladder of opportunity because 
all Americans deserve a good-paying, 
family-sustaining job. 

CTE has established itself as a path 
that many high-achieving students 
choose in pursuit of industry certifi-

cation and hands-on skills that they 
can use right out of high school in 
skills-based education programs or in 
colleges like Thaddeus Stevens College 
of Technology. By modernizing the 
Federal investment in CTE programs, 
we will be able to connect more edu-
cators with industry stakeholders and 
close the skills gap that is in this coun-
try. There are good jobs out there, but 
people need to be qualified to get them. 

I have proudly championed the 
Strengthening Career and Technical 
Education for the 21st Century Act be-
cause it puts emphasis on advancing 
policies and promotes good-paying 
jobs, and it works to see that everyone 
from all walks of life can have the op-
portunity to succeed. Mr. Speaker, I 
witnessed this firsthand at Thaddeus 
Stevens College. 

This school is an outstanding exam-
ple of the transformative power of edu-
cation. The college is a national leader 
in technical workforce development, 
and it works to break the intergenera-
tional cycle of poverty for millions of 
students through career and technical 
education. 

For the fourth consecutive time, The 
Aspen Institute has named Thaddeus 
Stevens as the top 2-year technical col-
lege in Pennsylvania. I congratulate 
the school and all of its students. It is 
truly a shining example of strong ca-
reer and technical education programs 
at work, and its graduates enter the 
workforce armed with the knowledge 
and skills they need to succeed and 
pursue the American Dream. They are 
learning to earn. 

f 

RECOGNIZING GRANDPARENTS AS 
CLOSE FAMILY MEMBERS 

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

Mr. GUTIÉRREZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
think the President has a lot to learn 
about families. In my opinion, families 
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should be protected and families should 
remain intact wherever possible, but it 
is clear the President has other no-
tions. 

In the President’s world, families can 
and should be cut off from healthcare 
coverage. So he is working with Repub-
licans to take coverage away from 20 to 
30 million Americans so they can say 
they made good on a campaign prom-
ise, regardless of the consequences in 
real people’s lives. 

In the President’s world, children, es-
pecially his children, don’t have to be 
honest when they apply for security 
clearances or disclose all their meet-
ings they had with the Russians. 

In the President’s world, children and 
grandchildren can be convenient polit-
ical props, like when a 6-year-old 
granddaughter is sent into the Oval Of-
fice to interrupt an interview with The 
New York Times, especially when the 
interview isn’t going well for him. 

But grandchildren and grandparents 
in the President’s world do not have a 
‘‘bona fide’’ family connection when it 
comes to being refugees. In the latest 
incarnation of his Muslim and refugee 
ban, the President excluded grand-
parents from the category of those 
close family members—only in the Re-
publicans’ mind. 

Well, let me tell you something. If 
the President can be interrupted by his 
grandchild to shake up an interview 
that isn’t going so well, I can ask my 
grandson to help me make a point here 
in Congress. 

Here is Luis Andres. Luis Andres is 
my grandson. You see, in the Gutiérrez 
family, grandparents and grand-
children are pretty close family mem-
bers and have a bona fide family con-
nection. In fact, Luis Andres lives 
downstairs from me with his mom and 
dad in the ground floor unit of a two- 
flat in Portage Park in Chicago, and 
growing up with Grandma and Grandpa 
upstairs has distinct advantages. There 
is always someone to feed you, watch 
you, help you study, or just joke 
around. 

Throughout much of the world and 
throughout American history until 
fairly recently, the idea that families 
do not include grandparents is laugh-
able. Multiple generations live to-
gether or very nearby, and grand-
parents, even great-grandparents, are 
an integral part of the family unit and 
share child rearing responsibilities. 

So when you are in Syria or Yemen, 
Central Africa or Central America, 
places where surviving day to day 
without being killed by gunmen, gov-
ernment, or gangs is not easy, ex-
tended, multigenerational families not 
only live together and support each 
other, occasionally they have to flee to 
safety together. 

But not if Donald Trump has his way 
they don’t, or at least not when it 
comes to coming here to America. 

Thankfully, the American court sys-
tem disagrees with our President on 
this. Hawaii sued the President again 
and won an injunction again, and the 

Supreme Court, which would ulti-
mately determine the fate of America’s 
commitment to refugees and religious 
tolerance will determine the case later 
this year. 

But in the meantime, over the objec-
tions of the President, grandparents 
are officially part of the family and 
have a bona fide relationship that al-
lows them, under the law, to bypass the 
President’s attempt to keep them out. 

Thank you, courts, for recognizing 
and defending families and giving our 
President a lesson in the obvious. 

Mr. Speaker, on Sunday, I learned 
about a tragedy in San Antonio where 
a truck packed with immigrants was 
discovered and at least 10 people were 
killed. The truck had no ventilation or 
air-conditioning. There was no water 
for those inside who had paid a lot of 
money to risk their lives to live in 
America—10 dead and another 20 near 
death, some of them children, under 
the hot Texas sun in an apparent smug-
gling operation. 

You see, if you cut off legal immigra-
tion channels and make people wait 
decades for a visa, if they are eligible 
to apply at all, it strengthens the 
hands of smugglers. If you turn asylum 
seekers around, in violation of our own 
laws and international law, those seek-
ing freedom are driven into the arms of 
smugglers. 

If, by going through our legal system 
in requesting asylum, your entire fam-
ily becomes vulnerable to deportation, 
being sent back to a place you fled be-
cause death was a certainty, then peo-
ple will pay smugglers to go around our 
system because there are no ways to go 
through it. 

A border wall like the one Repub-
licans will slip into the military spend-
ing bill this week in the House will not 
help matters, but only make them 
worse. Forcing people to enter the 
black market because there is no way 
to go through our visa system will un-
doubtedly increase the number of times 
we hear about tragedies like the one in 
Texas and the number of parents, 
grandparents, and children who lose ev-
erything because we have failed to cre-
ate and maintain a functioning immi-
gration system. 

When Luis Andres turns 18 and is 
able to vote, just like a million young 
Latinos like him every year are eligi-
ble, I know he will remember which 
party stood for and stood by families 
and which ones did not. Grandparents, 
they are part of the American family 
even if the Republicans don’t seem to 
think so. 

f 

SHARING THE STORY OF HADAR 
GOLDIN 

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

Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to share and honor the 
story of Hadar Goldin, an Israel De-
fense Forces soldier who was killed by 
Hamas terrorists and whose remains 
have yet to be returned to his family. 

I met Hadar’s parent in south Florida 
earlier this year, and they told me 
about their son, his love of freedom 
that inspired his service to Israel and 
their just cause. 

On August 1, 2014, 23-year-old Hadar 
was killed by Hamas terrorists. His 
body was then dragged away from his 
home and into an underground tunnel. 
Hamas terrorists then stripped him and 
left his clothing and took his body with 
them. For nearly 3 years, Hamas has 
held Hadar’s remains from his parents, 
who merely want to give their son a 
proper burial. 

Mr. Speaker, Israel is one of our 
strongest allies, our greatest ally, and 
our support sends a clear message to 
all terrorists, including Hamas, that 
the United States will continue to 
firmly stand with Israel and its people. 

No parent should ever face the heart-
break of outliving a child, but those 
who do should expect a proper burial. 
Hadar’s parents have been denied that 
basic decency by the Hamas terrorists 
that murdered their son. So today I am 
urging those holding Hadar to let him 
come home so that his parents can say 
good-bye. 

SOLIDARITY WITH VENEZUELA 
Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speak-

er, Venezuela, once a beacon of eco-
nomic prosperity in South America, 
has descended into chaos and turmoil. 
An oil-rich nation, it now struggles as 
Maduro’s policies have led Venezuela 
to having the hemisphere’s highest in-
flation rate, resulting in critical short-
ages of food and medicine, as well as 
the collapse of the Venezuelan cur-
rency and rampant crime. 

The Maduro regime’s incompetence 
in managing Venezuela’s finances and 
systemic corruption has led to a crack-
down on human rights and violence 
against democratic demonstrators. The 
country is lurching towards single- 
party, totalitarian rule. 

Rather than working with the oppo-
sition to serve the interests of the Ven-
ezuelan people, Maduro is using his in-
fluence to grasp onto power, first, by 
having his henchmen on the Supreme 
Court attempt to strip the National 
Assembly of its powers, and now, by 
calling for an unelected constituent as-
sembly to rewrite Venezuela’s Con-
stitution. This is just another attempt 
to usurp and replace Venezuela’s 
Democratic National Assembly with a 
puppet parliament loyal only to him. 

This idea was recently rejected by 98 
percent of the 7.2 million Venezuelans 
that participated in a nonbinding ref-
erendum last week. Fortunately, the 
United States has been quick to show 
solidarity with these freedom-loving 
people. I am grateful for the Presi-
dent’s show of support and his direct 
warning to Maduro of the strong and 
swift economic sanctions the United 
States will take if he proceeds with the 
constituent assembly. 

The United States will no longer 
stand by and watch Maduro and his 
thugs ignore human rights and the rule 
of law. There is a bipartisan consensus 
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that Maduro’s undemocratic and tyran-
nical rule is unacceptable. 

All options are on the table, and I 
look forward to continuing to work 
with this administration and my col-
leagues here in Congress to stand in 
solidarity with the democratic opposi-
tion and the people of Venezuela. 

f 

RAISING THE GAS TAX 

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, we 
begin an unusual week here on Capitol 
Hill, although unusual is sort of the 
new usual in Washington, D.C. 

The Senate begins deliberations on 
an 8-year Republican mission to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act, and they don’t 
fully know what it is exactly they are 
voting on. 

There is uncertainty in the House 
over both the budget and appropria-
tions, but, you know, there is an oppor-
tunity for Congress to take a step 
back, to do something that will make a 
huge difference for everybody from 
coast to coast, something that can 
bring together a wide coalition of sup-
port and meet unmet needs. 

b 1015 

I am talking about addressing the 
unmet infrastructure needs for a coun-
try that is falling apart as we fall be-
hind. 

We haven’t raised the gas tax in 24 
years. And in the course of that 24 
years, we have watched the value of 
the Federal gas tax actually erode 40 
percent, due to inflation and increased 
fuel efficiency, while our needs con-
tinue to go up each and every year. 

Congress has put together a series of 
stopgap measures—gimmicks here and 
there—which have not adequately met 
those needs, and they have actually in-
creased the budget deficit. 

I think back to Ronald Reagan mak-
ing his Thanksgiving Day speech in No-
vember of 1982, when he called on Con-
gress to come back from their recess 
and more than double the gas tax be-
cause, he pointed out, it would put peo-
ple to work and improve road condi-
tions that were actually damaging peo-
ple’s cars more than what modest in-
crease they would pay. Well, Congress 
did it, and we were better off as a re-
sult. I think each of us would do well 
to look back at that speech that Ron-
ald Reagan gave, calling on Congress to 
step up and do its part. 

The States are not sitting back. 
Since over the last 5 years, more than 
half of the individual States have gone 
ahead and raised their transportation 
funding. So far in 2017 alone, Cali-
fornia, Indiana, Montana, Oregon, Ten-
nessee, West Virginia, and South Caro-
lina raised the gas tax. In fact, South 
Carolina raised the gas tax by over-
riding a Republican Governor’s veto. 

There are opportunities here for us to 
be able to step forward and build on 

this vast coalition. It really isn’t a pro-
file in courage to support legislation 
that is endorsed by the U.S. Chamber 
of Commerce, the AFL–CIO, contrac-
tors, a variety of labor unions, road 
builders, engineers, trucking compa-
nies, and AAA. The widest coalition of 
people supporting any major issue be-
fore us deals with increasing the fuel 
tax. 

And it is interesting, for those who 
are worried that maybe there is some 
political downturn, despite the fact 
that the States have been able to sum-
mon the courage. The American Road 
and Transportation Builders Associa-
tion did an extensive survey about who 
were those intrepid legislators that 
voted to raise the gas tax since 2012. 
What they found is that those legisla-
tors who had the courage and the vi-
sion to do what was right for their 
States were reelected by an over 90 per-
cent rate. 

But this shouldn’t be about elections. 
It should be about what is right for the 
American people. Stepping up, meeting 
our obligations, so that the Federal 
Government is a full partner, working 
with State and local governments, 
working with the private sector, to be 
able to meet the over $1.1 trillion of 
critical transportation needs between 
now and 2025 ought to be the order of 
business. 

I would hope that my friends in Re-
publican leadership would allow us to 
have just 1 week of hearings on this 
issue so that we can hear from the 
president of the U.S. Chamber of Com-
merce, the president of the AFL–CIO, 
the truckers, AAA, Republican legisla-
tors of principle, people across the 
country who talk about the need to re-
build and renew America, make our 
communities more livable, our families 
safer, healthier, and more economi-
cally secure. 

f 

STUDENT DEBT CRISIS 

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, we con-
tinue to hear about the challenges for 
college students who borrow more and 
more to pay higher tuition rates and 
then are saddled with huge debt loads 
that they will have great difficulty 
paying back. 

The average debt for a 4-year college 
student today is nearly $37,000. We need 
to explore new ways to ensure that 
every student has the opportunity to 
go to school, to develop their skills, 
and then pursue their dreams without 
feeling deterred by the price tag. 

I think we need to look at a new ap-
proach, an approach that would help 
students pay for college. It is a concept 
known as an income-share agreement. 
It is a concept that would provide stu-
dents the funding that they agree to 
pay back as small, affordable portions 
of their income over the years fol-
lowing graduation. 

Income-share agreements are inter-
est free, and students only will make 
those payments if they are employed 
and if they receive an income that 
meets a certain threshold. This method 
of financing puts less pressure on stu-
dents to keep up with fixed high-inter-
est payments while they are faced with 
job uncertainty. 

Rather than accruing debt under the 
traditional student loan structure, this 
makes the investment in these stu-
dents’ future more equity-based. Their 
payments are guaranteed to be afford-
able, rather than fixed, and a certain 
price. 

This is a much more manageable plan 
for students, Mr. Speaker, who are 
eager to get a career underway after 
graduation and want to make sure that 
they are putting their degrees into 
practice in a field that they have stud-
ied and have a passion for, rather than 
feel constrained by the impending 
weight of paying back loans right 
away. 

That is why I am co-authoring the 
Investing in Student Success Act. It is 
modeled after a program at Purdue 
University. At Purdue, an average stu-
dent received a little over $13,000 in 
funding for tuition, paired with a stu-
dent promise to pay back that money 
in 6 to 10 years after graduation in 
small percentages of their income. 

The bill provides a legal framework 
for private organizations to invest in 
individual students through imple-
menting similar income-share agree-
ments. Doing so creates more options 
for payment and increases accessibility 
for higher education. 

Today, the cost of tuition at a public 
4-year university is nearly quadruple 
what it was back in 1974. Due to rising 
tuition costs and the increased need for 
a college degree in the workforce, it is 
more important now, more than ever 
before, to address the student loan debt 
crisis and provide students with the re-
sources they need to graduate with 
minimal loans. 

Income-share agreements also pro-
vide the flexibility that students need 
when faced with an uncertain job mar-
ket and provide an alternative to the 
traditional student loan repayment 
structure. 

Mr. Speaker, as we look for ways to 
make higher education more affordable 
and more accessible, we should be ad-
vancing new innovative solutions to 
help students go to college without 
that burden of high debt after gradua-
tion, and income-share agreements are 
another way of accomplishing this. 

f 

SNAP CUTS IN HOUSE BUDGET 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, just 
weeks after President Trump released 
his devastating budget which guts 
SNAP, our Nation’s first line of defense 
against hunger, House Republicans 
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have joined in that effort, proposing 
drastic cuts to our anti-hunger safety 
net in the budget that they marked up 
last week. 

In their budget, House Republicans 
have laid out their dangerous agenda: 
dramatic increases in defense spending 
and tax cuts for millionaires, billion-
aires, and corporations—all paid for by 
cuts to programs that help working 
families and those struggling to make 
ends meet. 

Among the proposed cuts, House Re-
publicans are seeking $160 billion in 
cuts to the Supplemental Nutrition As-
sistance Program, known as SNAP, 
over 10 years. $150 billion of these cuts 
come from structural changes to SNAP 
and harsher work requirements and 
time limits, and an additional $10 bil-
lion would be fast-tracked through the 
reconciliation process. 

Mr. Speaker, SNAP is not an ATM. It 
is not money to be used for tax breaks 
for the wealthy, additional weapons 
systems, or any corporate handouts. It 
is intended to help our most vulnerable 
neighbors purchase groceries and put 
food on the table when times are 
tough. Simply put, SNAP helps people 
eat. 

For a meager $1.40 per person, per 
meal, SNAP helps alleviate poverty, 
reduce hunger, and improve nutrition. 
It is one of the most efficient and effec-
tive Federal programs. But it is only 
$1.40 per person, per meal. And my 
friends are proposing more cuts in this 
program? 

Mr. Speaker, I serve as the ranking 
member on the House Agriculture 
Committee, Subcommittee on Nutri-
tion. Since 2015, the committee has 
held 23 hearings on SNAP. In our hear-
ings, we have heard from over 80 wit-
nesses—Republican and Democrat— 
about ways to make SNAP even better. 
But none of these witnesses—not one— 
ever suggested changes like the ones 
proposed by President Trump and 
House Republicans. 

These Republican proposals are 
mean-spirited, and they are just as 
heartless as they are reckless. They do 
not reflect the realities of the program 
or seek to understand the challenges 
faced by those living in poverty. They 
don’t help struggling Americans find 
work, and they certainly don’t help ad-
dress the ‘‘benefit cliff,’’ as some of my 
Republican colleagues have proposed 
doing. 

If Republicans were genuinely inter-
ested in helping struggling families 
rise out of poverty, they would join 
Democrats in advocating for higher 
wages, more jobs, and better work sup-
ports like childcare and transpor-
tation. They would address affordable 
housing shortages and help to improve 
access to healthcare. They would in-
crease investments in job training and 
career and technical education. They 
would finally work with us to make 
college more affordable. 

But instead of working on these pri-
orities, House Republicans are hell- 
bent on pursuing an agenda that belit-

tles the struggles of the working poor 
and tears apart our safety net. Their 
awful budget is no exception. 

Under the guise of ‘‘State flexi-
bility,’’ their budget proposes a block 
grant-like approach to administering 
SNAP. 

Make no mistake, block-granting 
SNAP would make hunger worse in 
this country, plain and simple. It 
would undermine the successful struc-
ture of SNAP—its ability to expand as 
the economy struggles and contract in 
times of economic prosperity. The pro-
posed structural changes would likely 
result in drastic funding cuts and re-
duced eligibility for the program. 

If State flexibility is the true goal, 
then my Republican friends are in 
luck. SNAP already has a number of 
options that States can adopt. What is 
ironic is some of these State exceptions 
are exactly the provisions House Re-
publicans are seeking to do away with. 

The Republican budget also calls for 
additional work requirements of SNAP, 
relying on dangerous rhetoric that sug-
gests that hardworking families who 
rely on modest food benefits don’t want 
to work or are somehow lazy. That 
couldn’t be farther from the truth. 

I would like to point out that the 
majority of people on SNAP who can 
work, do work. Most people on SNAP 
are not expected to work or cannot 
work—they are kids, senior citizens, 
and people who are disabled. But that 
is exactly who Republicans will hurt if 
these dangerous proposals advance. 

If we are talking about how we can 
help transition people who can work 
into the workforce, you don’t do that 
by cutting the program by billions of 
dollars or by cutting people off from 
food aid. That does nothing to help 
people find jobs. It only makes people 
hungry. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my Republican 
colleagues to join me in rejecting these 
damaging cuts, and to support invest-
ments in our anti-hunger safety net 
that will help end hunger now. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF TROY 
BOWLING 

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

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
to honor the life of an American pa-
triot and hero, Mr. Troy Bowling of 
Lexington, Kentucky, who completed 
his life’s service on June 17, 2017, at the 
age of 90 years old. 

His military service during World 
War II and his commitment to sup-
porting our veterans and the men and 
women in uniform throughout his life 
is an inspiration to us all. 

At the age of 19, Mr. Bowling began 
his service as a United States marine 
and was a proud member of the Easy 
Company, 2nd Battalion, 27th Marines, 
5th Division. During the United States 
campaign to end the war against 
Japan, Mr. Bowling’s unit was among 
the first to arrive on the beachheads of 
Iwo Jima. 

While attempting to secure Mount 
Suribachi, his unit came under intense 
and concentrated fire, completely over-
whelming his unit. Two projectiles 
struck Mr. Bowling in the chest and 
leg, leaving him critically wounded on 
the battlefield. 

At that moment, Mr. Bowling said he 
looked to the heavens and committed 
to serving mankind for the rest of his 
life if he survived. Miraculously, a 
combat photographer and medical 
team then carried Mr. Bowling to the 
safety of a landing craft, where he wit-
nessed the planting of the American 
flag atop Mount Suribachi, an iconic 
image that persists as one of the most 
legendary and triumphant moments of 
the war. The U.S. Marines eventually 
took control of the island. However, 
this victory came at a heavy cost, as 
over 6,800 U.S. servicemembers gave 
their lives during the battle of Iwo 
Jima. 

In keeping faith with his commit-
ment to God made during that battle, 
Mr. Bowling devoted over 78,000 hours 
of volunteer service to others at the 
Lexington VA Medical Center. For over 
66 years, Mr. Bowling rose through the 
ranks within the Disabled American 
Veterans organization, holding nearly 
every position possible, including State 
commander. 

b 1030 

The Bible teaches in Proverbs 21:21 
that ‘‘He who pursues righteousness 
and love finds life, prosperity, and 
honor.’’ 

Mr. Bowling has brought great honor 
upon himself through his dedication, 
determination, and love for serving the 
people of our community. Without a 
doubt, he has remained true to the 
commitment he made on the rocky ter-
rain of Iwo Jima. 

Mr. Bowling embodies the best of 
American ideals, values, and commit-
ment to serving others, never aban-
doning the Marine motto of semper 
fidelis, ‘‘always faithful.’’ 

On behalf of a grateful nation, I 
would like to thank Mr. Bowling, a 
model member of the greatest genera-
tion, for his many years of service to 
our country and our community. He is 
truly an outstanding American and an 
inspiration to us all. 

Troy Bowling, may you rest in peace. 
f 

CONCERNS OF THE DAY 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from 
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) for 5 minutes. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, 
this is a somber day today, and it is a 
very important day in the history of 
the United States of America. 

I have joined with Senator FRANKEN, 
who indicated that, today, Senators of 
the United States Senate will make 
one of the most significant votes, if not 
the most significant vote of their ca-
reer, and it will be a vote that they 
will long remember because, rather 
than the serious and difficult decisions 
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of war and peace that, over the histor-
ical times of this body, many Members 
have had to make that decision and be 
in the midst of the throngs of patriot-
ism, the vote that will be taken today 
will be a vote that those Senators will 
have brought on themselves; and it is a 
vote that does not have to be taken, 
nor a movement that has to be moved; 
and that is, to cause the American peo-
ple to face a crumbling healthcare sys-
tem, to dismantle and diminish the 
rights and obligations and opportuni-
ties for Americans, some 32 million, to 
have health insurance. 

For me, it is both baffling and tragic 
that Senators would make this a cam-
paign competition game, and that it 
only represents a notch in their belt. 

This does not have anything to do 
with providing healthcare for Ameri-
cans. It doesn’t have anything to do 
with what doctors say, what hospitals 
say, what rural hospitals need, what 
individuals with chronic illnesses need, 
or those who have been diagnosed with 
devastating cancer. It has nothing to 
do with children who are in desperate 
need of healthcare. 

It has nothing to do with two young 
people who I met; one who was experi-
encing autism, who sought to live inde-
pendently and could not do so without 
Medicaid, or one who had a chronic ill-
ness of which, between 2015 and 2016, he 
spent or had to spend $700,000 to live, 
and, in the last 6 months, he had to 
spend $73,000, none of which would have 
been possible without the Affordable 
Care Act. 

So what is happening in the Senate 
this afternoon? What vote of courage is 
being taken? What vote of improving 
the lives of Americans when the Senate 
bill, TrumpCare, will cause 49 million 
people to not have their insurance by 
2026? 

It will cause rural hospitals to sim-
ply crumble. I am from Texas. We have 
a huge system of rural hospitals help-
ing my constituents, and those hos-
pitals will face disaster. Or the Texas 
Medical Center, like major hospital 
configurations across the Nation, 
where major research is being done, un-
dermined by the vote that will be 
taken. 

It saddens me because I think the 
American people believe that we come 
to this place, we take this oath of of-
fice, to do what is right for America. 

This is not political chips. This is not 
dominos. This is not a game. 

And to the Commander in Chief, for 
you to be in front of the Boy Scouts— 
my husband and my son were Boy 
Scouts, and I sit on the Boy Scout 
board. I am offended by your words. I 
am offended because I know how hard 
my son worked. I know how my hus-
band cherishes his status as an Eagle 
Scout, and I know what the jamboree 
means because my child went to it, and 
I know how excited those young patri-
ots are. 

Yet the Commander in Chief would 
come and speak about former President 
Obama in a dastardly way, talk about 

crowd sizes, and then have the nerve to 
talk about the healthcare bill, not as a 
moment of conscience, not as a serious 
issue that would, in fact, make higher 
costs. 

Under the Senate bill, people will be 
paying more than they have earned for 
health insurance—well-documented. Of 
course, this is 22 million in the earlier 
period of the House bill. We now know 
it may be 32 million, and, as I have 
said, 49 million by 2026. 

And then, of course, it cuts the pro-
tections for preexisting conditions. Of 
course, it has a crushing age tax. If you 
are older, 55, you pay more. And then, 
of course, it undermines Medicare. It 
interferes with the Medicare trust bill. 

Yet the Commander in Chief is 
speaking before 45,000 or more young 
men, patriots, Boy Scouts, and talking 
about the healthcare bill and calling 
out Senator CAPITO from West Vir-
ginia: You better make her vote for it. 
What kind of leadership and heart is 
that? What are we dealing with here in 
this Nation? 

I don’t have to say anything, Mr. 
Speaker, about this individual. As I 
close, let me simply say that I am in-
troducing a resolution to stop any 
President from firing the special coun-
sel, and any President from abusing 
the pardon by pardoning anybody who 
is under investigation for the Russian 
involvement in our elections. We have 
to do this, sadly, because we are not fo-
cused on governing; we are focusing on 
insulting. 

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

f 

VETERANS EDUCATION BENEFITS 
SHOULD BE TRANSFERABLE 

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

Mr. LABRADOR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in honor of an amazing Idaho 
family which has taken a horrible per-
sonal tragedy and turned it into a 
cause that will benefit many other 
families in the years to come. I am re-
ferring to the family of Shauna Hill, a 
16-year-old girl who lived in Eagle, 
Idaho, in my district, and who trag-
ically lost her life in 2012. 

At the time of her untimely death, 
Shauna was a junior at Eagle High 
School. She was a competitive figure 
skater and ice dancer and played the 
violin in her school orchestra. She even 
performed with the orchestra at New 
York’s Carnegie Hall. 

She was also working to qualify for a 
Congressional Silver Medal for public 
service, personal development, and 
physical fitness. She aspired to attend 
Stanford University and become a doc-
tor. Sadly, she lost her life in a car ac-
cident on her way home from orchestra 
practice. 

I first met Shauna’s parents, Captain 
Edward Hill and his wife, Heidi, in 2013, 
when I helped present them with the 

Congressional Bronze Medal their 
daughter had earned. While presenting 
the award, I learned that Captain Hill, 
who served 28 years as a Navy pilot and 
flew to protect America during three 
combat tours, had retired shortly be-
fore Shauna’s death. 

Following the tragedy, Captain Hill 
was working with the Navy to try to 
reassign his benefits to his second 
child, Haley, who was also planning to 
attend college. With almost 3 decades 
of distinguished service, Captain Hill 
qualified for the full utilization of the 
education benefit, but the Navy said 
Haley wasn’t eligible because edu-
cation benefits under the GI bill cannot 
be reassigned. 

The Hills asked for my help, and my 
staff got to work. Unfortunately, we 
found out that the Navy’s hands were 
tied. Current law does not allow the 
transfer of education benefits after a 
servicemember has retired. No waivers 
are permitted, even in such tragic cir-
cumstances. 

I promised the Hills that I would 
seek a legislative solution. In February 
of this year, I introduced H.R. 1112, the 
Shauna Hill Post 9/11 Education Bene-
fits Transferability Act. This bill 
would permit the reassignment of vet-
erans’ education benefits in cases 
where the designated beneficiary 
passes away. 

Losing a child is the worst thing I 
can imagine, and surely Congress 
didn’t intend to exclude the ability to 
transfer benefits to a surviving child or 
spouse. 

The bill I introduced would correct 
this oversight, and it has received sup-
port from many veterans’ groups. 
These include: the Concerned Veterans 
for America, the Military Order of the 
Purple Heart, the Student Veterans of 
America, AMVETS, the Air Force Ser-
geants Association, the Association of 
the United States Navy, and the Na-
tional Military Family Association. 

This month, VA Committee Chair-
man ROE and Ranking Member WALZ 
included my bill in the bipartisan GI 
Bill, the Harry W. Colmery Veterans 
Education Assistance Act of 2017. This 
bill passed the House last night, and I 
was proud to join my colleagues in vot-
ing for it. 

I am grateful to Chairman ROE and 
Ranking Member WALZ for including 
my bill in their legislation. I am also 
thankful to Senator CRAPO, who has in-
troduced companion legislation in the 
Senate. Now that the House has acted, 
it is my hope that the Senate will act 
too and, from there, our bill can be 
signed into law. 

This legislation will mean a great 
deal to the Hills. It will be a great com-
fort to them and all those who have ex-
perienced such a terrible loss. As a 
grateful nation, it is the least that we 
can do, and America must always be a 
grateful nation. 

The Harry W. Colmery Veterans Edu-
cation Assistance Act of 2017 keeps our 
promises to our veterans and their 
families, especially when they need it 
the most. 
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RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 41 
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess. 

f 

b 1200 

AFTER RECESS 

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

f 

PRAYER 

Reverend Lonnie Mitchell, Sr., Beth-
el African Methodist Episcopal Church, 
Spokane, Washington, offered the fol-
lowing prayer: 

O Lord God, pour out Your presence 
and Your power upon this opening ses-
sion of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives. Please empower our leaders to 
deliberate, collaborate, and, when nec-
essary, compromise for the good of our 
Nation. 

As President Lincoln said: With mal-
ice toward none, with charity for all, 
with firmness in the right, as God gives 
us to see the right, let this Congress 
strive on to finish the work they are in, 
to bind up the Nation’s wounds . . . to 
do all which may achieve and cherish a 
just and lasting peace among every-
body and with all nations. 

God, we the people in the land of the 
free and the home of the brave des-
perately need You now and forever-
more. O that You would bless this ses-
sion and the leaders in this House and 
all branches of our government. 

Respectful of all faiths, in Jesus the 
Christ I pray. 

Amen. 
f 

THE JOURNAL 

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

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

f 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman 
from Indiana (Mr. BANKS) come for-
ward and lead the House in the Pledge 
of Allegiance. 

Mr. BANKS of Indiana 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 

WELCOMING REVEREND LONNIE 
MITCHELL, SR. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, 
the gentlewoman from Washington 
(Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS) is recog-
nized for 1 minute. 

There was no objection. 
Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr. 

Speaker, I am pleased to welcome Pas-
tor Lonnie Mitchell today to the peo-
ple’s House. He accepted the call to 
ministry in 1985 under the AME church 
and came to Spokane, Washington, in 
1991. He moved his young family and 
has been there ever since, leading his 
congregation under the theme to be 
‘‘the cathedral of love, where every-
body is somebody and Jesus is the cen-
ter of attraction.’’ 

He also started the AHANA Business 
and Professional Organization, which 
was formed for persons of color. He 
started Unity in the Community in 
Spokane, which is now the largest 
multicultural celebration in the inland 
Northwest, 22 years strong. He has his 
master’s from Gonzaga University, 
which is our local Jesuit university, 
but is a proponent of bringing faith and 
government together to build and sus-
tain healthy communities. 

It was great to have him here today. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
BANKS of Indiana). The Chair will en-
tertain up to 15 further requests for 1- 
minute speeches on each side of the 
aisle. 

f 

CARE CORPS DEMONSTRATION 
ACT 

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to highlight the Care Corps 
Demonstration Act, a bill that Con-
gresswoman MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM 
and I will be introducing this week. 

Every year, millions of seniors and 
individuals with disabilities find them-
selves in need of long-term care and 
services. However, our Nation faces a 
critical shortage of caregivers. To ad-
dress this growing problem, I have 
joined MICHELLE to introduce the Care 
Corps Demonstration Act. 

This commonsense and bipartisan 
bill will create a grant program that 
will provide compassionate young men 
and women an opportunity to gain val-
uable experience working with seniors 
and individuals with disabilities across 
our great land. 

Care Corps will not only help em-
power our young adults to meet our 
Nation’s senior needs, but it will also 
provide them with essential edu-
cational assistance and give them an 
opportunity to start or further their 
careers as caregivers. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to cosponsor this bill so that 
our seniors and those with disabilities 
receive the care they so desperately 
need while empowering our youth to 
advance their careers. 

TRUMP ADMINISTRATION 
SABOTAGING ACA 

(Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas asked 
and was given permission to address 
the House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. Mr. 
Speaker, recently, we learned the 
Trump administration has diverted 
taxpayer funds allocated for the enroll-
ment in the Affordable Care Act activi-
ties to create social media videos and 
content claiming that the Affordable 
Care Act is failing, a deliberate act of 
sabotage. Instead of making sure 
Americans remain healthy and improve 
the risk pool, the HHS is peddling on-
line propaganda to discourage enroll-
ment and health insurance. 

According to the Kaiser Family 
Foundation, the ACA markets are sta-
bilized, and there is simply no evidence 
of death spirals or collapsing markets. 
According to reliable polls, over 50 per-
cent of the American people are in sup-
port of the Affordable Care Act. That is 
real news. 

The President has repeatedly de-
clared that he would let the ACA fail 
just to score political points. It is un-
believable that a sitting President 
would wish catastrophic harm on his 
own people, but, unfortunately, that is 
what is happening. 

Colleagues, the ACA is not failing on 
its own. It is being actively sabotaged 
by the President and our Republican 
Congress. The administration has re-
peatedly wavered in its responsibility 
to administer cost-sharing reduction 
payments, relaxed enforcement of the 
insurance mandate, and refused to help 
State governments shore up their own 
healthcare exchanges. 

The majority and the Trump admin-
istration should quit playing politics 
with our healthcare system. 

f 

HELLO GORGEOUS! 

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

Mrs. WALORSKI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to honor the life of Michael 
Becker, to celebrate the positive im-
pact that he has had in our commu-
nity. 

In 2006, Michael and his wife, Kim, 
founded the not-for-profit Hello Gor-
geous!, which brings joy to women 
fighting cancer by giving them a red 
carpet experience complete with a 
makeover and spa. 

Reaching 15 States with mobile day 
spas and affiliate salons, Hello Gor-
geous! has provided unforgettable expe-
riences to thousands of women all over 
the country. 

The organization Michael and Kim 
built together and the mission they de-
voted themselves to brings happiness 
and hope where it is needed most. 
Their passion, drive, and faith inspire 
us all, and their selfless generosity is 
an example we should strive to follow. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor and a 
privilege to represent such kind and 
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giving people. Michael lived a life full 
of love, laughter, and spirit. My 
thoughts are with Kim and everyone at 
Hello Gorgeous! in whose work, I have 
no doubt, Michael’s memory will live 
on. 

f 

PASSAGE OF THE GI BILL 

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

Mr. HIGGINS of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, the Servicemen’s Readjust-
ment Act of 1944, also known as the GI 
Bill, has since provided tens of millions 
of returning Active-Duty veterans with 
help buying a home, starting a busi-
ness, and going to college. Also, in ad-
dition to doing the right thing, the GI 
Bill fundamentally transformed the 
American economy from an industrial- 
based economy to a knowledge-based 
economy. 

I was proud to support H.R. 3218 this 
week that would renew this commit-
ment. The bill provides expanded edu-
cational benefits for servicemembers 
and their families, including the elimi-
nation of time restrictions on edu-
cation credits for veterans who reenter 
civilian life in 2013 or after. 

GI benefits should not come with an 
expiration date. Our veterans deserve 
our respect unexpired for their service 
to our country. This bill affirms that 
obligation. 

f 

CONGRATULATING CAPTAIN PHIL-
LIP DAWSON III ON HIS RETIRE-
MENT 

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

Mr. DUNN. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to congratulate Captain Phillip 
Dawson on his retirement from the 
United States Navy. On Friday, Cap-
tain Dawson will complete a nearly 4- 
year tour as the commanding officer of 
the Naval Surface Warfare Center, Pan-
ama City, Florida. 

A 1988 graduate of the United States 
Naval Academy, Captain Dawson first 
served on the USS Tattnall as the anti-
submarine warfare officer and, later, 
on the USS Harry E. Yarnell as the fire 
control officer. 

Captain Dawson assumed command 
of the Naval Surface Warfare Center in 
2013, where he led the center in a wide 
array of missions, including littoral 
warfare, coastal defense, and special 
missions. This base is also home to the 
U.S. Navy Dive School, where all of the 
divers from all of our services are 
trained. 

Captain Dawson’s selfless sacrifice to 
this country and dedication to our 
Navy is truly inspiring. Madam Speak-
er, please join me in thanking Captain 
Dawson, his wife, Belinda, and their 
three children for their years of service 
and sacrifice, and wish them luck as 
they enjoy a new chapter in life. 

HELPING AMERICANS FIGHT BACK 

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

Mr. KENNEDY. Madam Speaker, I 
met Ted a few weeks ago. He is a brick-
layer from Fall River, Massachusetts. 
It is hard, proud work, the kind that 
comes with frequent physical injury. 
Ted is no exception. 

Then came the opioid prescriptions. 
Then came a long and painful road to 
addiction. 

But Ted fought back. By force of will, 
faith, he pulled himself up, he got 
treatment, and he got clean. But his 
most recent injury cost him his job and 
his health insurance, and a new diag-
nosis just came in: liver cancer. 

Madam Speaker, this is where a sys-
tem proves what it is made of. When 
our people are sick, when they are 
tired, when they are terrified, and 
when they have given everything that 
they have got, do we abandon them? 
No. We pull them up. We bet on their 
resilience because there is nothing 
more fundamentally American than 
the belief that our people survive, they 
endure, and they rise to fight again. 

They deserve a government that will 
jump into the ring by their side. Today 
is that test of what is good and decent 
for our people. 

f 

THANK YOU, CANDACE RICH 

(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. 
Madam Speaker, it is with sincere 
gratitude and appreciation I have the 
opportunity to recognize Candace Rich, 
legislative assistant for South Caro-
lina’s Second Congressional District. I 
will always appreciate Candace for her 
years of service on behalf of the people 
of South Carolina. 

A native of Virginia, Candace is an 
esteemed alumna of the University of 
South Carolina, with degrees in history 
and political science. She also earned a 
master’s of arts in instruction and cur-
riculum from Angelo State University. 

She is truly dedicated to public serv-
ice, beginning as an intern in the dis-
trict office starting in 2010 before join-
ing the staff in 2014. 

Candace’s experience on healthcare, 
education, and workforce issues, com-
bined with a genuine desire to serve 
constituents, has made a difference. 
Candace was crucial in helping Repub-
licans pass and have signed a record 
number of bills this year. 

It is with mixed feelings but great 
happiness that I bid Candace farewell. 
She is moving on next week to a new 
role teaching social studies at Central 
High School in San Angelo, Texas. I 
know her parents, Tim and Angela, 
along with her brothers, Aaron and 
Adam, join me in recognizing her 
achievements. 

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

f 

WE MUST DO BETTER 

(Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of 
New York asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute.) 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Madam Speaker, I have been lis-
tening daily to heartbreaking stories 
from real people about their health 
challenges and what the repeal of the 
Affordable Care Act would mean to 
them. 

People like Peter Morley, who sur-
vived cancer and now lives with lupus— 
he won’t be able to afford his lifesaving 
infusions if repeal happens. 

For Baby Theo, born with two holes 
and an enlarged kidney, the return of 
lifetime caps would mean the loss of 
insurance for him. 

And Red Raccoon, an Iraq war vet-
eran suffering from PTSD, he relies on 
Medicaid to supplement the inadequate 
VA system. 

Each of them and millions more will 
suffer if repeal or replace goes forward. 
I believe we are a greater, more caring 
nation than this. I believe we can, we 
shall, we must do better. 

f 

INDIANA’S FISCAL STRENGTH 

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

Mr. BANKS of Indiana. Madam 
Speaker, here in Washington, we are 
currently in the middle of an impor-
tant debate on the Federal budget. 

It is clear that dramatic changes 
need to be made in the way that tax-
payer dollars are spent. We need to get 
our Nation’s fiscal house in order. 

As we consider important reforms, 
we would be wise to turn to my home 
State of Indiana. Last week, Indiana 
State Auditor Tera Klutz announced 
that our State currently has a rainy 
day fund of nearly $1.8 billion. Contrast 
that with a nearly $20 trillion national 
debt here in Washington. 

As Auditor Klutz noted in a press 
conference last week: ‘‘Hoosiers can 
rest assured that their government 
takes the task of managing taxpayers’ 
money seriously. Just like people 
across the State live within their 
means, Indiana has worked hard to 
spend less than we take in, invest in 
our priorities, and retain resources in 
the event of an economic downturn.’’ 

To get our fiscal house in order, we 
need more of this Hoosier common 
sense in Washington. The attitude and 
approach that has worked well in Indi-
ana should be a model for the Nation. 

f 

AMERICAN PEOPLE TO PAY FOR A 
WALL 

(Mr. AGUILAR asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 
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Mr. AGUILAR. Madam Speaker, the 

appropriations bills we are talking 
about today should be about providing 
critical funds to keep our servicemem-
bers safe, take care of our veterans, 
and support necessary defense pro-
grams. It should not be about helping 
President Trump keep a campaign 
promise that has no grounding in re-
ality. 

House Republicans’ reckless decision 
to force the American people to pay for 
a wall that does nothing to increase 
our security or to solve real problems 
facing our immigration system is both 
wasteful and counterproductive. 

This wall will cost American tax-
payers $1.6 billion. That is $1.6 billion 
that could go toward helping veterans 
or getting our servicemembers the re-
sources they need to stay safe while 
they risk their lives defending our 
country. 

Rather than come to the table to 
work on meaningful bipartisan and 
long-term solutions to fix our broken 
immigration system, House Repub-
licans would rather give American 
families’ paychecks to President 
Trump so he can build this wall. 

We are here to do the people’s work. 
Building this wall doesn’t do the peo-
ple’s work. It soothes the President’s 
ego at the expense of American fami-
lies. 

I urge my colleague to oppose this 
bill if this dangerous and divisive pol-
icy rider is included. 

f 

b 1215 

WE ARE DOING THE WORK OF THE 
PEOPLE AND KEEPING OUR 
PROMISES 

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

Mr. WALBERG. Madam Speaker, all 
too often, the important work we are 
doing in the people’s House does not 
get the attention it deserves. 

So far this year, we have rolled back 
14 overly burdensome regulations from 
the Obama administration, saving tax-
payers billions of dollars in the proc-
ess. 

We passed landmark reforms that are 
now law to bring greater account-
ability and better care to the Veterans 
Administration. 

Here in the House, we kept our prom-
ise to rescue families from the col-
lapsing ObamaCare law. 

We have taken action to rebuild our 
military, give our troops the biggest 
pay raise in 8 years, and expand the GI 
Bill to improve educational benefits. 

We have enhanced border security 
and public safety by passing Kate’s 
Law. 

And we have passed measures to 
strengthen career and technical edu-
cation, combat human trafficking, and 
reform the FDA to encourage medical 
innovation. 

Madam Speaker, these policies, and 
many more that are languishing in the 

Senate, will make a real difference in 
people’s lives. 

And we will keep working hard on 
the issues that matter, even if it 
doesn’t always make the headlines. 

f 

ECONOMY NOT WORKING THE WAY 
IT SHOULD 

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

Mrs. BUSTOS. Madam Speaker, the 
economy simply is not working the 
way it should. Millions of hardworking 
men and women across the heartland 
feel the American Dream has slipped 
out of reach. 

In places like Galesburg, Hanover, 
and Freeport, Illinois, too many of the 
families I serve have seen their jobs 
boxed up and shipped to places like 
Mexico and China. To make ends meet, 
many of them have had to take on two 
or three minimum wage jobs. 

That is not the American Dream that 
we believe in. We believe in an America 
where we never give up on the fight for 
better jobs, better wages, and a better 
future for all of our families. 

This is why I was proud to help 
present the American public with our 
‘‘Better Deal’’ economic agenda. To-
gether, we will help 10 million hard-
working Americans find good-paying, 
full-time jobs by making bold invest-
ments in our roads and bridges, and 
doubling our investments in workforce 
training and apprenticeships to con-
nect workers with the skills that em-
ployers need. 

And while wages will go up, costs will 
go down by reducing the price of pre-
scription drugs and making childcare 
more affordable. 

The American people are tired of ex-
cuses from Washington. They want real 
action, and we have a real plan. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF DAVID 
COGDILL, SR. 

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

Mr. DENHAM. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today to acknowledge and honor the 
life of a cherished leader and great 
friend, former California State Senator 
Dave Cogdill, Sr. The beloved husband, 
father, and grandfather passed away at 
the age of 66 on Sunday, surrounded by 
his family. 

Born on December 31, 1950, Dave 
spent most of his adult life in public 
service. That public service started 
when he enlisted in 1970 in the Air 
Force Reserve, serving in the Air Na-
tional Guard, as well as on Active 
Duty. 

In 1975, he was elected as a member 
of the Board of Directors of the Bridge-
port Fire Protection District in Mono 
County. He moved to Modesto in 1979 
and built his real estate appraisal busi-
ness while serving on various boards 
and commissions in both the public and 

private sectors. And he served two 
terms on the Modesto City Council. 
Dave went on to represent the 25th Dis-
trict in the California State Assembly 
for 6 years prior to being elected to the 
State senate in 2006. He served as the 
California State Senate Republican 
leader from 2008 to 2009, in addition to 
numerous committees, including Pub-
lic Safety, the Revenue and Taxation, 
and the Joint Legislative Audit Com-
mittees. 

A real estate appraiser by trade, 
Dave served as Stanislaus County as-
sessor from 2011 to 2013, after which he 
joined the California Building Industry 
Association as CEO and president in 
October of 2013. 

For his many years of an exemplary 
legislative career, Dave was awarded 
the prestigious Profile in Courage 
Award from the John F. Kennedy Li-
brary Foundation in 2010. That was just 
one of the many recognitions he re-
ceived throughout his lifetime. 

Dave and his wife, Stephanie, were 
married for 47 years. They have a son, 
David, Jr.; a daughter, Meghan Merrell; 
and three grandchildren, Connor, 
Katie, and Cooper. 

Madam Speaker, please join me in 
honoring and recognizing California 
State Senator Dave Cogdill for his un-
wavering leadership and friendship. He 
had a long history of service to Cali-
fornia and to our community. He will 
be greatly missed. 

f 

HONORING SERGEANT JOE 
MURRAY 

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

Mr. LAWSON of Florida. Madam 
Speaker, last week, we all learned the 
tragic news that a military transport 
plane crashed into the Mississippi 
Delta. Sixteen marines, who coura-
geously fought to defend our country, 
died from this unfortunate event. 

One of those marines was Sergeant 
Joe Murray of Jacksonville, Florida. I 
would like to take this moment to ex-
press our deepest condolences to Ser-
geant Murray’s family and friends. Our 
thoughts and prayers are with you. 

Sergeant Murray was a husband to 
Gayle Murray, and a father of four 
beautiful children—Isaac; Annabelle; 
and twins, Judah and Micah. He was 
known for being a family man who 
cared deeply for those around him. 

Murray was a member of a special op-
erations team and was promoted three 
times in the first 3 years he was in the 
Marine Corps and was deployed to Af-
ghanistan twice. 

The son of a Navy man, Sergeant 
Murray will always be remembered as a 
true American hero. I will continue to 
pray for him and his family and for 
every soldier out there protecting our 
great country. 

May he rest in peace, and semper fi. 
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WELFARE TO WORK PROGRAM 

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

Mr. MARSHALL. Madam Speaker, 
there are 20,000 open jobs in Kansas and 
an unemployment rate of 3 percent. 
This is a 16-year low for our State. 
However, we face only a 63 percent na-
tional workforce participation rate. 

Almost 40 percent of our country’s 
labor force has given up on finding a 
job, or has lost motivation to work. 

In Kansas, a top concern I have heard 
over our 40 townhalls this year is the 
need for a stronger workforce. 

My colleagues and I must start work 
on a welfare to work program—a set of 
policies that will empower people to 
find a job that lifts them out of pov-
erty and lifts their spirit with a sense 
of purpose. 

Let’s empower those across the coun-
try to get the training they need for a 
rewarding career and a quality of life 
that turns the tide of poverty and un-
certainty toward personal and societal 
prosperity. 

f 

BORDER WALL FUNDING 

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

Mrs. TORRES. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to express my disappointment that Re-
publican leadership has added some-
thing as controversial as funding for 
the border wall to a critical bill fund-
ing our Nation’s defense. 

There is a reason those who live on 
the border and know the region best 
don’t want this wall. They know this 
wall won’t keep us safe, and they know 
it won’t stop illegal immigration. 

Instead of wasting $1.6 billion in tax-
payer dollars on a piece of security the-
ater, DHS should focus its limited re-
sources on its declared mission, which 
is ‘‘to safeguard the American people, 
our homeland, and our values.’’ This 
wall does none of that. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to stop playing politics with 
our security and bring a clean bill to 
the floor. 

f 

CELEBRATING CRARY ART 
GALLERY’S 40TH ANNIVERSARY 

(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. 
Madam Speaker, I rise today to cele-
brate the 40th anniversary of one of the 
treasures of the Pennsylvania’s Fifth 
Congressional District, the Crary Art 
Gallery. The Crary Art Gallery was es-
tablished in 1977 in Warren, Pennsyl-
vania, by painter Gene Crary, and fea-
tured works by her late husband, the 
photographer, Clare J. Crary. 

In 1988, the gallery expanded to in-
clude the Oriental Room and the Foun-
tain Room. Its reopening in 2000 

brought the addition of the Sculpture 
Court, featuring works by Marion San-
ford. 

Today, the Crary Art Gallery is dedi-
cated to enriching the region’s cultural 
offerings through noteworthy tem-
porary exhibitions and the display of 
historical works. 

Beginning August 18, the gallery will 
celebrate its 40th anniversary with the 
Ruby Exhibition, which will fill the en-
tire museum with the finest works 
from its Permanent Collection, much 
of which has not been seen in many 
years. 

I wish the Crary Art Gallery the best 
as it celebrates 40 incredible years of 
enriching the lives of those in the com-
munity with its invaluable cultural im-
pact. 

f 

CELEBRATING ESTES PARK’S 
100TH ANNIVERSARY 

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

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
today in celebration of the 100th anni-
versary of the founding of Estes Park, 
Colorado—the gateway to Rocky 
Mountain National Park and one of the 
many treasured mountain towns in our 
beautiful Second Congressional Dis-
trict of Colorado. 

Over 150 years ago, pioneers of the 
mountain west settled in Estes Park. 
Homesteaders came from all walks of 
life. 

In April of 1917, the formal incorpora-
tion of the town of Estes Park took 
place, ensuring our community could 
continue to serve the growing needs of 
those living in and visiting the beau-
tiful valley. 

Since its incorporation, Estes Park 
has been a vital community partner in 
growing the outdoor recreation econ-
omy, playing host to 4.5 million visi-
tors to Rocky Mountain National 
Park, making it the single most pop-
ular tourist attraction in our entire 
State. The iconic Stanley Hotel and 
the Historic Park Theatre are just a 
few of the iconic landmarks in Estes 
Park. 

Estes Park’s ZIP Code is 80517, and on 
August 5, 2017—8/5/17—Estes Park will 
have its official centennial celebra-
tion—80517. I am incredibly proud to 
represent the community of Estes Park 
and its citizens in Congress, and I am 
thrilled to celebrate the 100th anniver-
sary of Estes Park. 

f 

RECOGNIZING THE 30TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF JOHN AND KAREN 
SHIMKUS 

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Madam Speaker, as 
my colleague from Colorado recognized 
the 100th anniversary of Estes Park, I 
take to the floor to thank my wife for 

putting up with me for 30 years—30 
years ago today. 

Madam Speaker, as we all know, be-
hind every good man is a great woman. 
I wanted to come to the floor to thank 
her for helping raise our three boys, 
helping make sure that we attend 
church faithfully, and putting up with 
the hectic life that a lot of our con-
stituents don’t understand living in 
two places at one time, trying to man-
age a family in another State, while we 
are gone almost half of the year. 

So I come to the floor just to pause 
and thank my beautiful wife, Karen, 
for sticking with me for 30 years. 

f 

b 1230 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.J. RES. 111, PROVIDING FOR 
CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL 
OF THE RULE SUBMITTED BY 
BUREAU OF CONSUMER FINAN-
CIAL PROTECTION RELATING TO 
ARBITRATION AGREEMENTS 
Mr. BUCK. Madam Speaker, by direc-

tion of the Committee on Rules, I call 
up House Resolution 468 and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 468 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval under 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, of 
the rule submitted by Bureau of Consumer 
Financial Protection relating to ‘‘Arbitra-
tion Agreements’’. All points of order 
against consideration of the joint resolution 
are waived. The joint resolution shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against 
provisions in the joint resolution are waived. 
The previous question shall be considered as 
ordered on the joint resolution and on any 
amendment thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of 
debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Financial Services; and (2) 
one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
WALORSKI). The gentleman from Colo-
rado is recognized for 1 hour. 

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

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BUCK. Madam Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BUCK. Madam Speaker, I rise 

today in support of the rule and the un-
derlying resolution. 

Congressional Review Act resolutions 
must follow a prescribed form accord-
ing to law. This rule provides for con-
sideration of H.J. Res. 111 in keeping 
with that form. 
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Madam Speaker, we are here today to 

prevent Federal overreach by the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, 
also known as the CFPB. According to 
the D.C. Circuit Court, this unaccount-
able government agency has more uni-
lateral authority than any single com-
missioner or board member in any 
other independent agency in the United 
States Government. 

On July 10, 2017, the CFPB exercised 
that vast authority by issuing a 776- 
page final rule that restricts the abil-
ity of consumers to enter into arbitra-
tion agreements. The CFPB’s mis-
guided rule effectively eliminates arbi-
tration clauses, instead forcing con-
sumers into significantly more burden-
some court proceedings. Eliminating 
this overbearing rule is a big win for 
consumers. 

Arbitration is an alternative to the 
judicial system, and it often results in 
a better outcome for consumers. Ac-
cording to the CFPB’s own study, arbi-
tration can be up to 12 times faster 
than litigation. This study also found 
that a class action lawsuit’s average 
payout was just $32 per person, not 
even close to the $5,389 awarded on av-
erage from arbitration. 

Moreover, it costs less for consumers 
to file an arbitration complaint than it 
does to file a new complaint in Federal 
court, making the arbitration system 
more accessible to all Americans. 

Arbitration allows parties to use an 
independent mediator, instead of hiring 
expensive lawyers, to settle a dispute. 
While the rule promulgated by the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau is a 
bad deal for consumers, it is a huge win 
for trial lawyers, who make an average 
of $1 million per case. 

The legislation being considered 
today would eliminate the CFPB’s pro-
hibition on an individual’s right to 
enter into contracts that include arbi-
tration agreements. 

The Congressional Review Act allows 
Congress to eliminate a rule from the 
executive branch, and prevents a sub-
stantially similar rule from being pro-
posed in its place. 

Checks and balances between the 
three branches of government are the 
cornerstone of our Constitution. The 
Congressional Review Act allows Con-
gress to exercise our Article I author-
ity and stop executive overreach that 
was never intended by the original leg-
islation. 

The Congressional Review Act is a 
powerful tool because it only requires 
51 votes to pass in the Senate. To date, 
Congress has passed 14 CRAs that have 
been signed by the President. One by 
one, we have eliminated Obama admin-
istration rules that harm Americans 
and small businesses across this coun-
try. 

Despite the work we have ahead, 
these CRAs are important to bringing 
regulatory relief to millions of Ameri-
cans. President Trump campaigned on 
a promise to end government overregu-
lation that hurts Americans and small 
businesses. He turned those words into 

action by signing an executive order 
that requires two regulations be elimi-
nated for every new regulation that is 
proposed. 

President Trump has exceeded those 
expectations in his first 6 months. For 
every new proposed rule, he has elimi-
nated 16 regulations. 

Unfortunately, he has limited tools 
to rein in the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau, because it was de-
signed to be unaccountable under 
Dodd-Frank. This is an agency that 
continues to be run by an unchecked 
Director. The structure of the bureau 
has even been ruled unconstitutional 
by the judicial branch. 

A few weeks ago, the House of Rep-
resentatives passed legislation to re-
structure the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau, restoring congressional 
oversight duties and moving the agen-
cy back under the regular legislative 
appropriations process. I hope the Sen-
ate will consider this bill and bring ac-
countability to the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution and the underlying bill, and 
eliminate the bad antiarbitration rule 
issued by the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume, 
and I rise in opposition to the rule and 
the underlying legislation, H.J. Res. 
111, disapproval of the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau’s arbitra-
tion rule. 

Before turning to the underlying leg-
islation, I want to raise concerns about 
the bulk of the work this week, which 
is the so-called minibus appropriations 
bill, in which this body will seek to 
spend over $700 billion of deficit ex-
penditures. That funding bill combines 
four major appropriations bills and rep-
resents more than half of discretionary 
spending. It includes our spending for 
the legislative branch, veterans, energy 
and water, and the Department of De-
fense. 

Unfortunately, there is additional 
deficit spending that my colleagues on 
the other side of the aisle have decided 
to put in the bill, providing $1.6 billion 
to build a border wall, directly con-
trary to the promises President Trump 
made on the campaign trail that an-
other country would pay for the wall. 
Republicans are seeking to pass the bill 
to you, Madam Speaker, and our fellow 
taxpayers to pay for this wall, in direct 
violation of President Trump’s prom-
ise. 

They also stripped out a bipartisan 
amendment by Representative LEE 
that would end the 2001 AUMF and re-
quire Congress to come up with a new 
Authorization for Use of Military 
Force within 8 months that was placed 
into this bill in committee. Represent-
ative LEE’s amendment was stripped 
out by the Rules Committee despite it 
being in the committee mark and de-
spite bipartisan support to require an 

Authorization for Use of Military 
Force. We really need to start making 
some decisions about the direction of 
our military. Representative LEE’s 
amendment would have forced Con-
gress to have that discussion. 

Congress, unfortunately, seems to 
only work—or works best—when we are 
on the clock, the day or two before the 
expiration of funding, the day or two 
before an arbitrary time limit. This 
would apply a similar test to force Con-
gress to have a discussion around the 
Authorization for Use of Military 
Force. 

I have full confidence that, had that 
time not been met, Democrats and Re-
publicans could have provided addi-
tional short-term extensions for the 
Authorization for Use of Military 
Force until such time Congress could 
come together to pass a new one, agree 
with the Senate, and send it to the 
President’s desk. 

Now on to the matters at hand. 
This underlying resolution of dis-

approval weakens consumer protec-
tions while protecting big banks rather 
than consumers. This rule was crafted 
by the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau to help restore consumer rights 
and give consumers the ability to join 
together when they are taken advan-
tage of by big banks. 

Instead of debating ways to improve 
consumer protections or increase ac-
cess to financial services, my col-
leagues instead have brought a Con-
gressional Review Act resolution that 
would stop our own financial safety 
mechanisms from taking any future ac-
tion on arbitration clauses in consumer 
financial products. 

Now, we have all seen these arbitra-
tion clauses. You might need a magni-
fying glass because the font is small, 
the contract is large. Even sophisti-
cated consumers often don’t know that 
by unilaterally signing those rights 
away, they are removing their ability 
to address their grievances in court. In 
many cases, removing the ability to 
have any justice because when you 
have a large class, each of whom suf-
fers a small amount of damage, even 
the cost of administering an arbitra-
tion claim can be prohibitive if the 
claim per affected individual is $50, $75, 
or $100. Absent these kinds of protec-
tions, you give broad license for big 
banks to rip off large numbers of con-
sumers and take a small amount of 
money from each of them. That is what 
this rule is intended to prevent. 

The House Financial Services Com-
mittee did not hold any hearings on 
this rule. It didn’t go through com-
mittee. It appeared just a few days ago 
when it was introduced. The Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau didn’t 
have the opportunity to testify about 
their studies or their findings, or the 
process they went through to finalize 
the rule, including input from the gen-
eral public. 

Congress has authorized the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau to 
examine the use of arbitration agree-
ments by financial institutions and 
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consumer contracts; and, if necessary, 
to take appropriate steps to limit the 
use of them, to prevent arbitration 
agreements from being forced on con-
sumers. In any particular case, both 
sides can certainly agree to arbitra-
tion. Given the choice, many con-
sumers will choose arbitration. This is 
about forcing consumers and giving 
them no alternative but to give away 
their rights to sue in a court of law in 
favor of an arbitration process. 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau found that 90 percent of arbi-
tration agreements built into the fine 
point of financial consumer products 
actually do prohibit class action law-
suits. In cases involving credit card 
issuers, companies being sued used the 
arbitration clauses buried in the fine 
print contract to block class action 
lawsuits 65 percent of the time. 

Again, even with the lower costs of 
administering an arbitration case, it is 
prohibitive if the claim per person is 
relatively small. So we are talking 
about situations where people are ille-
gally ripped off of $20, of $100, of their 
annual credit card processing fee ille-
gally charged. Their redress, absent a 
class action, is essentially nonexistent 
because even though the cost of pur-
suing an arbitration case is signifi-
cantly less than the courts, they still 
can either take up an enormous 
amount of time or, if you hire outside 
counsel, thousands of dollars. Thank 
goodness, not the hundreds of thou-
sands of dollars that a full court case 
can entail, but certainly thousands of 
dollars. 

And if you were deprived of $30 or $50, 
are you just supposed to accept it? Or 
can hundreds or thousands of people 
who were ripped off band together and 
seek justice, as this rule would allow 
for? 

Long before the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau took any action, the 
Department of Defense already recog-
nized that forced arbitration clauses in 
consumer loans to servicemembers 
stripped away the rights of service-
members and ultimately banned forced 
arbitration clauses in consumer loan 
products made to servicemembers. We 
don’t want people taking advantage of 
members of our military. So, too, we 
don’t want anybody taking advantage 
of members of the American public. 

But we know that big banks don’t 
want consumers to have more power 
when it comes to financial products. 
They prefer the deck remained stacked 
against consumers, even when a bank 
or a credit card company breaks the 
law. 

When it comes to financial service 
products, most consumers are entirely 
at the mercy of our financial institu-
tions. These arbitration clauses are 
buried in pages and pages of small 
print and disclosures that are very 
technical for people with a college de-
gree, no less a high school degree, no 
less not even graduating from high 
school. The consumer doesn’t have the 
ability to modify the contract before 

they sign it—take it or leave it—or ne-
gotiate on any type of footing equally 
with the bank. They are left with a 
take-it-or-leave-it choice. According to 
the Bureau study, more than 75 percent 
of consumers surveyed did not know 
whether they were subject to an arbi-
tration clause in their agreements, and 
less than 7 percent knew that those 
clauses limit their ability to bring a 
claim to court. That means 93 percent 
of the people who sign these agree-
ments don’t even realize they are sign-
ing their right to sue away, and that is 
because they are buried in fine print, 
are unclear, and run contrary to the 
fundamental American principle of the 
ability to seek justice when you are 
wronged. 

This final rule restores consumer 
rights to band together when there is a 
systemic and widespread form of mis-
conduct by a bank. This resolution of 
disapproval would stop consumers from 
even knowing if others were harmed in 
a similar manner by the same bank or 
lender so they could potentially band 
together. 

I am glad that the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau final rule actu-
ally gave some power back to con-
sumers. And now here we have the Re-
publicans trying to take that power 
right away and give it back to the big 
banks. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to in-
clude in the RECORD a letter signed by 
310 organizations that include civil 
rights, faith-based, and consumer advo-
cacy groups that support the arbitra-
tion rule. 

JULY 12, 2017. 
Re Final Rule on Arbitration Agreements. 

MONICA JACKSON, 
Office of the Executive Secretary, Consumer Fi-

nancial Protection Bureau, Washington DC. 
The 310 undersigned consumer, civil rights, 

labor, community, and non-profit organiza-
tions write to state our strong support for 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
(CFPB)’s final rule to limit pre-dispute bind-
ing mandatory (or forced) arbitration clauses 
in consumer finance contracts. The rule, 
which will restore consumers’ ability to band 
together in court to pursue claims, is a sig-
nificant step forward in the ongoing fight to 
curb predatory practices in consumer finan-
cial products and services and to make these 
markets fairer and safer. 

Lenders and other financial services com-
panies use forced arbitration to push con-
sumers out of court and into a private arbi-
tration system that is tilted against them. 
Forced arbitration eliminates the right to a 
civil jury trial, limits discovery, restricts or 
prohibits public disclosure of proceedings 
and outcomes, and makes meaningful ap-
peals virtually impossible. It also often pro-
hibits consumers from banding together in a 
class action to hold the company respon-
sible. 

Recent scandals again demonstrate the 
very real harm forced arbitration causes con-
sumers. Reports show that customers had 
been trying to sue financial services institu-
tions over fraudulent accounts going back a 
number of years. However, some banks 
forced those customers into secret, binding 
arbitration by invoking fine print in con-
sumers’ legitimate account agreements to 
block them from suing over reasons as out-
rageous as fake accounts, also helping to 

keep the scandal out of the public eye. Even 
in cases where widespread fraud has been ex-
posed, banks continue to invoke these fine- 
print clauses to kill lawsuits stemming from 
their illegal acts and block consumer recov-
ery. 

The CFPB’s thorough arbitration study 
further documents how forced arbitration 
blocks consumer access to courts, shielding 
banks and lenders from meaningful account-
ability for their unlawful behavior. Final-
izing the proposed rule will restore crucial 
class action rights that deter systemic 
abuses and bring much-needed transparency 
to consumer financial arbitration. 
THE CFPB STUDY DATA SHOWS THAT FORCED AR-

BITRATION ELIMINATES CONSUMER CLAIMS 
AND SHIELDS COMPANIES FROM ACCOUNT-
ABILITY 
The CFPB’s study verified the prevalence 

of forced arbitration clauses—including class 
action bans—in consumer financial contracts 
and found that this practice impacts tens of 
millions of consumers. Yet it also revealed 
that consumers typically have no idea they 
are signing away their right to sue in court 
when they participate in the financial mar-
ketplace. 

The most obvious impact of forced arbitra-
tion clauses is that they block most con-
sumer claims from going forward at all. 
Class action bans prevent consumers from 
bringing complaints of fraud or other abu-
sive or deceptive practices in financial serv-
ices because the individual value of these 
claims is often too small for a single con-
sumer to afford to bring alone. Without the 
option to join together in a class action, just 
25 consumers with claims of under $1,000 pur-
sued arbitration each year. In a county of 
over 320 million, these numbers leave no 
doubt that class action bans effectively wipe 
out consumer claims and thus shield cor-
porate wrongdoers from liability. In the few 
claims that went to arbitration, the study 
also confirmed that forced arbitration over-
whelmingly favors industry over consumers. 
CLASS ACTIONS PROVIDE GREAT BENEFIT FOR 

CONSUMERS CHEATED BY SYSTEMIC WRONG-
DOING AND DETER RISKY OR ILLEGAL CONDUCT 
The data makes clear that class actions 

provide a practical way for groups of con-
sumers who have suffered the same kind of 
abuse from the same corporate wrongdoer to 
join together to attempt to hold the finan-
cial institution accountable. The CFPB 
study found that 34 million consumers re-
ceived a total of $2.2 billion in cash pay-
ments, debt forbearance, and other in-kind 
relief from 2008–2012—not including any at-
torneys’ fees or court costs. 

These findings were echoed in an empirical 
study by disinterested academics, which 
found consumer class actions against illegal 
overdraft fees ‘‘deliver[ed] fair compensation 
to a significant portion of class members.’’ 
Several major banks settled class actions 
that claimed the banks had purposely reor-
dered consumer transactions to maximize 
the amount of overdraft fees charged to the 
consumer. This study found that plaintiffs in 
these cases recovered up to ‘‘65% of damages, 
with the variation based largely on the 
strength of the class’s claims and the likeli-
hood of winning certification of the class.’’ 
Yet unknown thousands of other consumers 
subject to similarly unlawful overdraft fee 
practices likely got little or no relief when 
class actions against their banks were dis-
missed due to arbitration clauses. 

Even assuming that their claims would be 
fairly resolved in arbitration, leaving 34 mil-
lion consumers to find their own attorney, 
establish the individual facts of their case, 
and take time off work to attend an arbitra-
tion will never be more efficient than pool-
ing time and resources between millions of 
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consumers harmed in the same way by the 
same bank or lender to challenge abusive 
practices. Indeed, additional empirical schol-
arship demonstrates that most consumers 
are unaware when they have been harmed, 
unaware that the harm violates a law, or 
have decided that filing individual claims is 
not worth their time and expense. 

Collective action is critically important, 
not only for enabling those already victim-
ized to obtain justice, but also for deterring 
bad behavior and preventing harm to other 
victims. While each individual consumer 
may only lose $25 or $50 to a fraudulent 
charge or illegal fee, for example, unlawful 
practices implemented at a systemic level 
can add up to millions or more in ill-gotten 
gains for banks and lenders who violate the 
law. Government enforcers have limited re-
sources, and the prospect of class actions 
helps ensure that banks and lenders obey 
legal requirements that protect consumers. 

THE RULE’S REPORTING REQUIREMENTS ADD 
CRUCIAL TRANSPARENCY TO ARBITRATION 

Our organizations strongly support the 
proposed provision to begin shining a light 
on individual arbitrations through reporting 
requirements. Unlike our legal system, 
which is built upon hundreds of years of 
precedent, common law principles, and stat-
utory standards of fairness and ethics, arbi-
tration firms have few constraints on their 
practices and scant record of their pro-
ceedings. The substantially shorter history 
of consumer arbitration has nonetheless pro-
duced both anecdotal claims of unethical be-
havior and documented systemic abuses by 
unregulated arbitration films. 

The rule’s reporting requirements will lend 
crucial transparency and accountability to a 
previously opaque system. Increased trans-
parency can help consumers make informed 
decisions when choosing how to pursue their 
claim, in line with well-established prin-
ciples of the free market. Data collected by 
the CFPB will also help other government 
entities, as well as the general public, ensure 
that arbitrators operate within the law and 
treat all parties fairly. 
THE RULE IS IN THE PUBLIC INTEREST AND FOR 

THE PROTECTION OF CONSUMERS 
Because forced arbitration undermines 

compliance with laws and creates an uneven 
playing field between corporations that use 
forced arbitration and those that allow for 
greater consumer choice in dispute resolu-
tion, it is in the public interest and in the in-
terest of consumer protection to prohibit or 
strictly curtail the use of forced arbitration 
clauses in consumer financial contracts. 

We commend the CFPB for finalizing its 
rule to restore consumers’ right to choose 
how to resolve disputes with financial insti-
tutions and address the public harm caused 
by forced arbitration, as thoroughly docu-
mented in its three-year, comprehensive 
study. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share 
our views. 

NATIONAL SIGNATORIES 
9to5 National Association of Working 

Women; Action In Maturity, Inc.; Affordable 
Housing Alliance; AFL–CIO; Alianza Amer-
icas; Alliance for Justice; Allied Progress; 
American Association for Justice; American 
Association of University Women (AAUW); 
American Council of the Blind; American 
Family Voices; American Federation of 
State, County and Municipal Employees 
(AFSCME); American Federation of Teach-
ers; Americans for Democratic Action; 
Americans for Financial Reform; Associa-
tion of University Centers on Disabilities; 
Bankruptcy Law Center; The Bazelon Center 
for Mental Health Law; Center for Economic 
Integrity; Center for Economic Justice. 

Center for Global Policy Solutions; Center 
for Justice & Democracy; Center for Popular 
Democracy; Center for Progressive Reform; 
Center for Responsible Lending; Centro 
Legal de la Raza; CFED; Committee to Sup-
port the Antitrust Laws; Consumer Action; 
Consumer Federation of America; Consumers 
for Auto Reliability and Safety; Consumers 
Union; Consumer Voice; Daily Kos; Demos; 
Disability Rights Education & Defense Fund; 
Economic Analysis and Research Network 
(EARN); Economic Policy Institute; The Em-
ployee Rights Advocacy Institute For Law & 
Policy; Equal Justice Society. 

Equal Justice Works; Fair Share; The Fi-
nancial Clinic; Food & Water Watch; Fund 
Democracy; Government Accountability 
Project; Heartland Alliance for Human Needs 
& Human Rights; Hindu American Founda-
tion; Homeowners Against Deficient Dwell-
ings; Institute for Agriculture and Trade 
Policy; The Institute for College Access & 
Success; Institute for Science and Human 
Values; Interfaith Center on Corporate Re-
sponsibility; International Association for 
College Admission Counseling; Jobs With 
Justice; Justice in Aging; The Leadership 
Conference on Civil and Human Rights; 
League of United Latin American Citizens; 
Main Street Alliance; Manufactured Housing 
Action; Mission Asset Fund. 

NAACP; NAACP Legal Defense and Edu-
cational Fund, Inc.; National Association for 
College Admission Counseling; National As-
sociation of Consumer Advocates; National 
Association of Social Workers (NASW); Na-
tional Center for Law and Economic Justice; 
National Center for Lesbian Rights; National 
Center for Transgender Equality; National 
Coalition for Asian Pacific American Com-
munity Development; National Community 
Reinvestment Coalition (NCRC); National 
Council of Jewish Women; National Council 
of La Raza; National Consumer Law Center 
(on behalf of its low income clients); Na-
tional Consumers League; National Employ-
ment Lawyers Association; National Em-
ployment Law Project; National Fair Hous-
ing Alliance; National Health Law Program; 
National Latino Farmers & Ranchers Trade 
Association; National Legal Aid and De-
fender Association. 

National LGBTQ Task Force; National 
Partnership for Women & Families; National 
Organization for Women; National Urban 
League; National Women’s Law Center; New 
Rules for Global Finance; Occupational Safe-
ty & Health Law Project; Other98; People’s 
Action; Privacy Rights Clearinghouse; Pro-
gressive Congress Action Fund; Protect All 
Children’s Environment; Public Citizen; Pub-
lic Justice; Public Knowledge; Public Law 
Center; The Rootstrikers Project at Demand 
Progress; Salvadoran American National 
Network (SANN); Service Employees Inter-
national Union (SEIU); Small Business Ma-
jority. 

Southern Poverty Law Center; TURN—The 
Utility Reform Network; United Auto Work-
ers (UAW); United Church of Christ Justice 
and Witness Ministries; United Policy-
holders; U.S. PIRG; Veterans Education Suc-
cess; Woodstock Institute; Workplace Fair-
ness; Worksafe; World Hunger Education, 
Advocacy & Training (WHEAT); Young 
Invincibles. 

STATE AND LOCAL SIGNATORIES 
Alabama: Woodmere Neighborhood Asso-

ciation—AL. 
Arkansas: Arkansans Against Abusive 

Payday Lending—AR; Arkansas Advocates 
for Children and Families—AR. 

Arizona: Arizona Community Action Asso-
ciation—AZ; Arizona PIRG—AZ; Gila County 
Community Services—AZ; Mesa Community 
Action Network—AZ; Save the Family Foun-
dation of Arizona—AZ. 

California: California Reinvestment Coali-
tion—CA; CALPIRG—CA; Center for Public 
Interest Law, University of San Diego 
School of Law—CA; Consumer Attorneys of 
California—CA; Consumer Federation of 
California—CA; East Bay Community Law 
Center—CA; Golden State Manufactured- 
home Owners League—CA; Law Foundation 
of Silicon Valley—CA; The Greenlining Insti-
tute—CA. 

Colorado: 9to5 Colorado—CO; Bell Policy 
Center—CO; Build Our Homes Right—CO; 
Colorado AFL–CIO—CO; Colorado Alliance of 
Retired Americans—CO; Colorado Council of 
Churches—CO; Colorado Fiscal Institute— 
CO; Colorado Latino Forum, Denver Chap-
ter—CO; Colorado Latino Leadership, Advo-
cacy and Research Organization (CLLARO)— 
CO; Colorado Public Interest Research Group 
(PIRG)—CO; Colorado Trial Lawyers Asso-
ciation—CO; NAACP State Conference—CO, 
MT, WY; National Council of Jewish Women, 
Colorado Section—CO; The Interfaith Alli-
ance of Colorado—CO. 

Connecticut: Capital For Change, Inc.—CT; 
CT. Citizen Action Group—CT; Connecticut 
Legal Services, Inc.—CT; ConnPIRG—CT. 

Delaware: Legal Aid Society of the District 
of Columbia—DC; ACLU of Delaware, Inc.— 
DE; Community Legal Aid Society, Inc.—DE; 
Delaware Alliance for Community Advance-
ment—DE; Delaware Community Reinvest-
ment Action Council, Inc.—DE; Delaware 
Manufactured Homeowners Association 
(DMHOA)—DE. 

Florida: Catalyst Miami—FL; Fair Housing 
Center of the Greater Palm Beaches—FL; 
Florida Alliance for Consumer Protection— 
FL; Florida PIRG—FL; Jacksonville Area 
Legal Aid, Inc.—FL; Progress Florida—FL. 

Georgia: Georgia PIRG—GA; Georgia Rural 
Urban Summit—GA; Georgia Watch—GA. 

Iowa: Iowa Citizens for Community Im-
provement—IA; Iowa PIRG—IA. 

Illinois: Chicago Jobs Council—IL; Citizen 
Action—IL; Illinois Asset Building Group— 
IL; Illinois Association for College Admis-
sion Counseling—IL; Illinois PIRG—IL; Man-
ufactured Home Owners Association of Illi-
nois—IL; Metropolitan Tenants Organiza-
tion—IL; Partners In Community Building, 
Inc.—IL; Project IRENE—IL. 

Indiana: Habitat for Humanity of North-
east Indiana—IN; HomesteadCS—IN; Indiana 
University McKinney School of Law—IN. 

Kansas: Interfaith Housing Services, Inc.— 
KS; Labette Assistance Center—KS. 

Kentucky: Homeless & Housing Coalition 
of Kentucky—KY; Kentucky Council of 
Churches—KY Kentucky Equal Justice Cen-
ter—KY. 

Louisiana: The Middleburg Institute/ 
LABEST—LA; PREACH—LA. 

Massachusetts: Cambridge Economic Op-
portunity Committee, Inc.—MA; Community 
Action!—MA; Consumer World—MA; Massa-
chusetts Consumers Council, Inc.—MA; 
MASSPIRG—MA; The Midas Collaborative— 
MA. 

Maryland: Baltimore CASH Campaign— 
MD; Baltimore Neighborhoods, Inc.—MD; 
Belair-Edison Neighborhoods, Inc.—MD; 
Civil Justice, Inc.—MD; Housing Options & 
Planning Enterprises, Inc.—MD; Howard 
County Office of Consumer Protection—MD; 
Maryland CASH Campaign—MD; Maryland 
Consumer Rights Coalition—MD; Maryland 
PIRG—MD; Maryland United for Peace and 
Justice—MD; Public Justice Center—MD. 

Michigan: Michigan Association for Col-
lege Admission Counseling—MI; Michigan 
Disability Rights Coalition—MI; PIRG in 
Michigan (PIRGIM)—MI; Progress Michi-
gan—MI. 

Minnesota: Mid-Minnesota Legal Aid—MN; 
Minnesota Association for College Admission 
Counseling—MN. 

Missouri: Missouri Association for College 
Admission Counseling—MO; Missouri Faith 
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Voices—MO; Missouri PIRG—MO; MORE— 
Missourians Organizing for Reform and Em-
powerment—MO. 

Mississippi: Mississippi Center for Jus-
tice—MS. 

Montana: AFSCME Montana Council 9— 
MT; Greater Yellowstone Central Labor 
Council—MT Laborers Local #1686—MT; 
Montana Organizing Project—MT Rural Dy-
namics, Inc.—MT. 

North Carolina: Financial Pathways of the 
Piedmont—NC; North Carolina Consumers 
Council—NC; North Carolina Justice Cen-
ter—NC; NCPIRG—NC; OnTrack WNC Finan-
cial Education & Counseling—NC; Reinvest-
ment Partners—NC; The Collaborative NC— 
NC; Winston Salem Forsyth County Asset 
Building Coalition—NC. 

North Dakota: North Dakota Economic Se-
curity and Prosperity Alliance—ND; Sacred 
Pipe Resource Center—ND. 

Nebraska: Nebraska Appleseed—NE. 
New Hampshire: Granite State Organizing 

Project—NH; NHPIRG—NH. 
New Jersey: Consumers League of New Jer-

sey—NJ; Legal Services of New Jersey—NJ; 
Manufactured Home Owners of New Jersey, 
Inc.—NJ; New Jersey Association for College 
Admission Counseling—NJ; New Jersey Cit-
izen Action—NJ; NJ PIRG—NJ; Sisters of St. 
Dominic of Caldwell—NJ. 

New Mexico: Center for Economic Integ-
rity—New Mexico Office—NM; NMPIRG— 
NM. 

Nevada: Legal Aid Center of Southern Ne-
vada, Inc.—NV; Opportunity Alliance Ne-
vada—NV. 

New York: Bankruptcy Law Center—NY; 
Central New York Citizens in Action, Inc.— 
NY; Community Service Society of New 
York—NY; Empire Justice Center—NY; Em-
pire State Consumer Project—NY; Housing 
and Family Services of Greater New York, 
Inc.—NY; Hudson River Housing—NY; JASA 
Legal Services for the Elderly in Queens— 
NY; Keuka Housing Council, Inc.—NY; Long 
Island Housing Services, Inc.—NY; Make the 
Road New York—NY; MFY Legal Services, 
Inc.—NY; NELA/NY (New York Affiliate of 
National Employment Lawyers Associa-
tion)—NY; New Economy Project—NY; New 
York Legal Assistance Group—NY; New 
York Public Interest Research Group 
(NYPIRG)—NY; New York State Association 
for College Admission Counseling—NY; Pub-
lic Utility Law Project of New York—NY; 
Western New York Law Center—NY. 

Ohio: Cleveland Tenants Organization— 
OH; COHHIO—OH; Habitat for Humanity of 
Findlay/Hancock County—OH; Miami Valley 
Fair Housing Center, Inc.—OH; Neighbor-
hood Housing Services of Greater Cleve-
land—OH; Ohio Association of Local Reentry 
Coalitions—OH; Ohio PIRG—OH; Ohio Pov-
erty Law Center—OH. 

Oregon: Innovative Changes—OR; Oregon 
Consumer League—OR Oregon PIRG 
(OSPIRG)—OR. 

Pennsylvania: Integra Home Counseling, 
Inc.—PA; Keystone Progress—PA; PathWays 
PA—PA; Pennsylvania Association for Col-
lege Admission Counseling—PA; Pennsyl-
vania National Organization for Women— 
PA; PennPIRG—PA. 

Rhode Island: RIPIRG—RI. 
South Carolina: Columbia Consumer Edu-

cation Council—SC; SC Association for Com-
munity Economic Development—SC; South 
Carolina Appleseed Legal Justice Center— 
SC. 

Tennessee: New Level Community Devel-
opment Corporation—TN; Tennessee Citizen 
Action—TN. 

Texas: Chinese Community Center, Hous-
ton—TX; Equal Justice Center—TX; Family 
Houston—TX; Literacy Advance of Hous-
ton—TX; Take Back Your Rights PAC—TX; 
Texas Appleseed—TX; Texas Consumer Asso-

ciation—TX; Texas Watch—TX; TexPIRG— 
TX; United Way of Greater Houston—TX. 

Virginia: Virginia Citizens Consumer 
Council—VA; Virginia Poverty Law Center— 
VA; Virginia Organizing—VA. 

Vermont: Vermont PIRG (VPIRG)—VT. 
Washington: Columbia Legal Services— 

WA; The Northwest Consumer Law Center— 
WA; SafeWork Washington—WA; 
WashPIRG—WA. 

Wisconsin: Legal Aid Society of Mil-
waukee—WI; WISPIRG—WI. 

West Virginia: Mountain State Justice— 
WV; WV Center on Budget and Policy—WV; 
West Virginia Citizen Action Group—WV. 

Regional: Potomac and Chesapeake Asso-
ciation for College Admission Counseling; 
Southern Association for College Admission 
Counseling; Tri-State Coalition for Respon-
sible Investment; Western Association for 
College Admission Counseling. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, this let-
ter, which I think my colleagues will 
find convincing, has 310 groups that 
have signed on in support of this rule, 
including groups from across the ideo-
logical spectrum, across the States, 
many faith-based groups, and many 
others, including from my friend from 
Colorado’s and my home State, the 
Interfaith Alliance of Colorado; the Na-
tional Council of Jewish Women, Colo-
rado Section; the NAACP State Con-
ference of Colorado; the Colorado Fis-
cal Institute; the Colorado Council of 
Churches; the Colorado Alliance of Re-
tired Americans, and many others. 

b 1245 

So I am glad that this will appear in 
the RECORD for all of Congress to see. I 
will encourage my colleagues to read 
this letter and see who signed it before 
casting your vote on the repeal of this 
rule, the Congressional disapproval res-
olution. So this will appear in the 
RECORD, and I know that my colleagues 
will study that RECORD before making 
their decision. 

Prior to the creation of the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, 
Federal consumer protection laws were 
enforced by a number of different regu-
lators and different agencies. This was 
uneven and, after the 2008 financial cri-
sis, I was personally glad that we were 
able to pull together the efforts to pro-
tect consumers in the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau. 

But despite their success, Repub-
licans have been going after the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau 
ever since. Despite record profits by 
banks and Wall Street, here we are try-
ing to go back to a time when there 
was nobody to keep them in check. De-
spite the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau returning nearly $12 bil-
lion to harmed consumers, the Repub-
licans continue to attack the agency. 

This is entirely the purpose that the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bureau 
was created, this type of rule. Congress 
specifically authorized the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau to study 
forced arbitration agreements, and de-
termine what steps were necessary. 

The Bureau undertook an extensive 
rulemaking process that had public 
comments. I hope my colleagues across 

the aisle who support this repeal were 
active in that public comment process 
because that was an important time to 
be heard. The banks participated in 
that, consumer groups, and so many 
other stakeholders before the final rule 
was issued. 

My colleagues across the aisle have 
not offered any evidence in support of 
this resolution of disapproval. Why are 
you seeking to strip rights away from 
consumers in this fashion? 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau found that just 400 consumers 
per year pursue claims in arbitration, 
with only 16 receiving any cash relief. 
Again, when you are ripped off of a rel-
atively small amount of money, you 
don’t have redress in the courts as a 
sole plaintiff. You don’t have redress— 
I shouldn’t say you don’t; you tech-
nically do—you don’t have an economic 
form of redress in the courts, and you 
don’t have an economically viable form 
of redress through arbitration. 

So the only true mechanism, if you 
have a million people, each of whom 
are deprived of $20 or $50, the only real-
istic legal mechanism is a class action 
lawsuit, which this rule would protect. 

There is also no evidence to show, no 
studies—I would challenge my col-
leagues to cite them if there are—to 
show that removing this type of clause 
can somehow increase costs to con-
sumers. 

Frankly, this resolution of dis-
approval is just a giveaway to big 
banks at the expense of you, me, every-
body who has a credit card, everybody 
who has a loan—the wrong direction 
for the country. 

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

Mr. BUCK. Madam Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), the author of 
this resolution. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today to call on all of my col-
leagues to support this resolution and 
the underlying legislation, H.J. Res. 
111. 

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau’s antiarbitration rule will 
cause a great deal of harm to con-
sumers, including consumers who wish 
to settle a dispute with a firm in a 
timely and effective fashion, as well as 
other consumers who will see their op-
tions and choices diminished and their 
costs increased by this rule. 

The CFPB’s rule will hurt the very 
people the CFPB claims it is supposed 
to help by depriving individuals of the 
efficient and effective process of arbi-
tration. The CFPB itself acknowledged 
that arbitration is 12 times faster, on 
average, than class actions. 

In today’s fast-paced economy, hard-
working Americans may want to pur-
sue a quicker option than becoming a 
party to costly and time-consuming 
litigation that can take years. 

Not only are class actions burden-
some in terms of time, but they often 
produce negligible benefits for the 
plaintiffs in question. In fact, class ac-
tions reviewed in the CFPB study re-
sulted in an average recovery of only 
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$32 per class member. This is so minus-
cule that the firms being sued are 
forced to charge their customers addi-
tional fees, which fees may be larger 
than the initial recovery to cover the 
costs of the firm’s legal fees. This often 
leaves customers worse off financially 
than if they had never chosen to settle 
their dispute. 

Contrast this negligible or non-
existent relief and headache it causes 
consumers with the average $5,300 of 
relief that consumers obtained through 
arbitration in the cases that the CFPB 
reviewed in its own study. Contrast the 
$32 average individual recovery as well 
with the average $1 million that plain-
tiff lawyers make per settled case. 

Madam Speaker, consider also the 
fact that 87 percent of class actions 
generate no benefits for consumers 
whatsoever because they are dismissed 
by the Court or settled with the named 
plaintiff only. 

In addition to the direct harm the 
CFPB’s antiarbitration rule will cause 
to consumers, it will also have nega-
tive effects on a variety of companies 
and firms that will have to prepare 
themselves for falling victim to costly 
litigation. In light of that, they will be 
unlikely to direct any financial re-
sources toward providing their cus-
tomers even the option for arbitration. 

In addition, many firms are unavail-
able to survive such costly litigation, 
meaning they will either go out of 
business or be forced to stop offering 
certain products and services. 

How will this benefit consumers? 
It won’t. It will make their purchases 

costlier and the products and services 
they need more difficult to find. 

If you want to help ensure consumer 
recoveries and justice—and we all do— 
depriving them of the most efficient 
and most remunerative option is not 
the answer. Sadly, that is precisely 
what will result from the CFPB’s mis-
guided, anticonsumer rule. 

The CFPB’s antiarbitration rule will 
close the door to recovery for con-
sumers, but open the door for million- 
dollar trial attorney’s fees. The under-
lying legislation considered today will 
reopen the door to consumer recovery. 

Mr. POLIS. It is wonderful to have so 
many Coloradans here, isn’t it, Madam 
Speaker? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Abso-
lutely. 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT), another great State 
that borders the State of Colorado. 

Mr. DOGGETT. It once included the 
State of Colorado, or part of it. 

Madam Speaker, I think Republicans 
are just scared. They are afraid to 
leave town this week without doing an-
other favor for Wall Street, and this 
proposal to undermine consumer rights 
is the next gift that they want to be-
stow on the big banks. 

Republicans can never seem to find 
their voice, no matter how outrageous 
the latest Trump tweet might be. They 
cannot pass meaningful legislation on 

other subjects, but they feel compelled 
to answer when Wall Street comes ‘‘a 
calling,’’ as it has on this bill. 

Only last month, Republicans ap-
proved a bill to give Trump the power 
to fire the chief cop on the beat; that 
would be the Director of the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, who 
Trump could now dump for actually 
trying to do his job of protecting con-
sumers from abusive financial prac-
tices. 

Of course, we see daily that Trump 
thinks the White House is just a new 
venue for the latest sequel of ‘‘The Ap-
prentice,’’ with him declaring ‘‘you’re 
fired’’ to one person after another, no 
matter how much damage he does to 
our national security or to the eco-
nomic security of families that are 
struggling to make a go of it all over 
America. 

Well, today’s Republican gift to Wall 
Street is about denying any effective 
remedy to those who are abused by big 
banks. A bank can rightfully go to 
court if a consumer abuses it, and that 
happens every day in courts across 
America, with good reason, because it 
is not a one-way street. 

But in the non-negotiable, deceitful 
fine print at the back of the contract, 
the bank can deny the consumer the 
very same opportunity to go to court if 
that consumer is abused. It is called ar-
bitration, but what it really means is 
that if a consumer has been treated 
wrong, neither a judge nor a jury can 
ever evaluate the facts and conclude 
for the consumer. 

Since usually the arbitrator depends 
upon the same bank or group of banks 
to get repeat business, the arbitrator 
has an incentive to rule against the 
consumer and for the bank. Often arbi-
tration is little better than going to 
the bank’s own attorney and asking: 
Do you think your client did anything 
wrong? And if so, should they do any 
more than say ‘‘I’m sorry’’? 

Arbitration is the very scheme that 
Wells Fargo relied upon to obstruct 
any opportunity for ordinary con-
sumers who tried to hold their bank ac-
countable for creating accounts to 
which they never gave any consent and 
charging them for it. Wells Fargo used 
those arbitration clauses to kick the 
consumers out of court and to continue 
its fraud against consumers across 
America for another 2 years. That is 
the kind of practice that we will have 
more of if this legislation is approved. 

You know, in the Military Lending 
Act of 2007, Congress showed the good 
sense to try to protect our servicemem-
bers who are defending our country all 
over the world in certain of their loan 
agreements from having a lender im-
pose a mandatory arbitration agree-
ment. And what, today, we should be 
doing is supporting similar protections 
for other Americans who can be ex-
posed to the same type of abuse. 

Today’s bill to undermine consumer 
protection is opposed by The Military 
Coalition and 29 other servicemember 
and veterans groups representing mil-

lions of people. This sorry bill is also 
opposed by a number—I think literally 
hundreds of consumer, civil rights, 
labor, and community groups. 

All we are saying in rejecting this 
bill is to give consumers their day in 
court, give them the same rights the 
banks want. In fact, treat consumers as 
if they were banks because they should 
be treated with the same dignity and 
the same rights; and we do that by re-
jecting this bill and rejecting it sound-
ly. 

Mr. BUCK. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
souri (Mr. LUETKEMEYER), the chair-
man of the Financial Institutions and 
Consumer Credit Subcommittee. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Madam Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Colo-
rado (Mr. BUCK) for his help in quickly 
bringing this resolution to the floor. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today in sup-
port of this rule and the underlying 
resolution, which would block the Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau 
from denying the American people the 
use of arbitration as a means to resolve 
consumer complaints. 

Since the creation of the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, consumer 
costs have gone up and access to finan-
cial products has been severely re-
stricted. In some cases, access has 
evaporated altogether. 

The Bureau’s arbitration rule is proof 
of what we have said for years: the 
CFPB does not operate in the best in-
terest of American consumers. It does 
not protect the American people, their 
access to financial products, or their 
ability to achieve financial independ-
ence. 

Take as evidence the CFPB’s own 
study on arbitration. It shows that just 
13 percent of class action suits actually 
provided a benefit to consumers, with 
an average payout of $32. Let me say 
that again: an average payout of $32. 

Arbitration, on the other hand, pro-
vides an average of more than $5,000— 
let me say that again: over $5,000—to 
the aggrieved parties. 

Again, these figures come from the 
Bureau’s own analysis, their own 
study. The fact that they cannot some-
how justify this rule in the name of 
consumer protection should offend 
every single person on this floor today, 
Madam Speaker. 

Simply put, this rule is 
anticonsumer. It hurts the very people 
the CFPB purports to protect. It is yet 
another example of the Washington- 
knows-best attitude that makes the 
American people so mad. 

This is also why Congress has the 
oversight tools granted under the Con-
gressional Review Act. In this in-
stance, it is time for Congress to inter-
vene on behalf of the people we rep-
resent. 

We have argued about the CFPB in 
the past, but the reality is that this 
rule, in particular, will have dev-
astating consequences for American 
consumers. It should serve as a dra-
matic wake-up call for the need to re-
strain what is the most powerful and 
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unaccountable government agency in 
the history of our Nation. 

I thank the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ROTHFUS) and Chairman 
HENSARLING for their steadfast leader-
ship on this very important issue. 

Madam Speaker, I ask my colleagues 
for their support on the rule and the 
underlying measure. 

b 1300 

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Ohio 
(Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the ranking member, Mr. POLIS, 
for yielding me the time. 

Madam Speaker, I rise today to op-
pose the rule and underlying bill by my 
Republican colleagues. The Republican 
bill favors big Wall Street megabanks 
and financial interests over the Amer-
ican people. I would ask my Republican 
friends: Don’t you remember the finan-
cial crash of 2008 and who created it? 

Their bill repeals a new Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau rule which 
cuts down on those companies’ abilities 
to use so-called forced arbitration 
clauses which prevent cheated or de-
frauded consumers from going to court. 
In other words, they prevent the vic-
tims from going to court. They want to 
handcuff the customers, not the 
megabanks that took them to the 
cleaners. 

This takes us back to the days of 
when the fine print in the credit card 
or other financial agreement prevented 
consumers from banding together in 
class action lawsuits to challenge ille-
gal behavior by the most powerful fi-
nancial giants in the world. Try to deal 
with one of them as an individual. 
They don’t even return phone calls, for 
heaven’s sake. You get in that robo 
system for hours and hours, and then 
the phone call cuts off. 

Republicans want to dismantle the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, even after the agency’s work for 
consumers resulted in $12 billion in re-
lief to 27 million Americans who were 
harmed, and that is just the beginning. 

Why is this Republican-led Congress 
so keen on protecting companies like 
Wells Fargo that used arbitration 
clauses and class action bans to create 
fraudulent accounts, overcharge cus-
tomers with debit fees and mortgages, 
and even avoid responsibility for their 
misconduct? Criminal misconduct. 

You can laugh. Come and meet the 
millions of people who have lost their 
homes across this country or are un-
derwater on their mortgages. There is 
no justice for them. 

The idea that banks can rip off con-
sumers by abusing obscure clauses bur-
ied deep in their contracts is totally 
outrageous. 

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

Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I yield 
an additional 1 minute to the gentle-
woman. 

Ms. KAPTUR. The Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau’s rule banning 

the use of these clauses is simply a 
commonsense step to ensure that all 
consumers have equal access to justice. 
This is the people’s House. We should 
protect consumers from the wolves. 
Our job is to keep them at bay, not 
make it easier for them to prey on the 
American people. This is not what 
President Trump ran on. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’’ and stand with 
America’s consumers over special in-
terests, particularly the financial pred-
ators that brought this country to 
ruin. 

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

Madam Speaker, for months now we 
have been debating bills that hurt 
hardworking Americans—bills that 
kick millions, tens of millions, of peo-
ple off health insurance; bills that gut 
safety and environmental protections 
that would keep our air clean; bills 
that prioritize the interests of Wall 
Street over Main Street. 

This is not what my constituents 
want. It is also not what the constitu-
ents of many of us want. Madam 
Speaker, for this reason, Democrats 
have unveiled an agenda to increase 
wages, reduce costs for everyday ex-
penses, and give workers the training 
they need to compete in 21st century 
jobs. 

Madam Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up Represent-
ative POCAN’s Leveraging Effective Ap-
prenticeships to Rebuild National 
Skills Act, H.R. 2933, which would pro-
mote effective apprenticeships that 
would give students and workers more 
opportunities to find good-paying jobs. 

Madam Speaker, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert the text of my 
amendment in the RECORD, along with 
extraneous material, immediately 
prior to the vote of the previous ques-
tion. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, we have 

less than 4 days left before the sched-
uled August recess. I hope in that time 
we can focus on strengthening the 
economy and empowering consumers 
rather than taking away consumers’ 
rights, like this bill does. 

We should focus on fixing our broken 
immigration system to create more 
economic growth and reduce our def-
icit, and we should create jobs and 
make sure that more people are cov-
ered by healthcare, not less. 

Instead, here we are, spending time 
on the floor of the House stripping 
away consumer protections and spend-
ing American taxpayer money on an 
unwanted border wall, in direct viola-
tion of President Trump’s promise. 

Madam Speaker, I oppose this rule, 
and I oppose the underlying legislation. 
I strongly urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on both, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

The Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau has been a continuous example 
of Federal overreach. Once again, bu-
reaucrats in Washington have created a 
rule that will hurt consumers and 
make their lives more difficult. 

The last 8 years of overregulation 
have crippled our economy. Today, we 
have a chance to end this 
antiarbitration rule and empower con-
sumers with an alternative to spending 
years in a courtroom. 

We can’t let concerns about the trial 
lawyer lobby impact the way we treat 
consumers. Trial lawyers love this rule 
enacted by the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau because they will be 
the biggest beneficiaries. They will 
walk home with the big winnings, 
while the individuals who have been 
harmed walk away with little. 

Arbitration allows harmed individ-
uals to receive payouts on the merits 
of their case without enriching the 
pockets of trial lawyers at the same 
time. This legislation is for consumers. 
It is for the average American who re-
lies on our financial system every day. 

Madam Speaker, I thank Chairman 
SESSIONS and Chairman HENSARLING 
for bringing this bill to the floor. I urge 
my colleagues now to vote ‘‘yes’’ on 
the resolution, and then to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on the underlying bill. 

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 468 OFFERED BY 
MR. POLIS 

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

SEC 2. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to 
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House 
resolved into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 2933) to promote effec-
tive registered apprenticeships, for skills, 
credentials, and employment, and for other 
purposes. The first reading of the bill shall 
be dispensed with. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. General 
debate shall be confined to the bill and shall 
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chair and ranking minority 
member of the Committee on Education and 
the Workforce. After general debate the bill 
shall be considered for amendment under the 
five-minute rule. All points of order against 
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for 
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered 
on the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole 
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after 
the third daily order of business under clause 
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of 
the Whole for further consideration of the 
bill. 

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not 
apply to the consideration of H.R. 2933. 

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT 
IT REALLY MEANS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays 
184, not voting 20, as follows: 

[Roll No. 410] 

YEAS—229 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes (KS) 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 

Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Handel 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norman 

Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

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

NAYS—184 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 

Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 

Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 

Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

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

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Foster 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 

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

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—20 

Bass 
Brooks (AL) 
Cheney 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crowley 
Cummings 

Davis, Danny 
Duncan (SC) 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 
Langevin 

Meadows 
Napolitano 
Renacci 
Richmond 
Scalise 
Wittman 

b 1330 
So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. WITTMAN. Madam Speaker, I was un-

avoidably detained. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 410. 

Ms. CHENEY. Madam Speaker, I was un-
avoidably detained in a meeting with the Chief 
of Naval Operations. Had I been present, I 
would have voted ‘‘yea’’ on rollcall No. 410. 

Stated against: 
Mr. LANGEVIN. Madam Speaker, on rollcall 

vote No. 410 I was unavoidably detained. Had 
I been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

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

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

RECORDED VOTE 
Mr. POLIS. Madam Speaker, I de-

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

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

vice, and there were—ayes 233, noes 188, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 411] 

AYES—233 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bergman 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 
Emmer 
Estes (KS) 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garrett 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 

Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Handel 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Katko 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger 
Knight 
Kustoff (TN) 
Labrador 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
Lewis (MN) 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Massie 
Mast 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Murphy (PA) 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Norman 
Nunes 

Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Posey 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Rice (SC) 
Roby 
Roe (TN) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

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

NOES—188 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Barragán 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 

Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Boyle, Brendan 

F. 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (MD) 

Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 

Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crist 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 

Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lawson (FL) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—12 

Bass 
Brooks (AL) 
Costello (PA) 
Crowley 

Cummings 
Davis, Danny 
Graves (MO) 
Green, Al 

Meadows 
Napolitano 
Renacci 
Scalise 

b 1337 

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

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
f 

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. 

The House will resume proceedings 
on postponed questions at a later time. 

f 

MEDICARE PART B IMPROVEMENT 
ACT OF 2017 

Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 3178) to amend title 

XVIII of the Social Security Act to im-
prove the delivery of home infusion 
therapy and dialysis and the applica-
tion of the Stark rule under the Medi-
care program, and for other purposes, 
as amended. 

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

H.R. 3178 
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 ‘‘Medicare Part B Improvement Act of 
2017’’. 

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-
tents of this Act is as follows: 
Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 
TITLE I—IMPROVEMENTS IN PROVISION 

OF HOME INFUSION THERAPY 
Sec. 101. Home infusion therapy services 

temporary transitional pay-
ment. 

Sec. 102. Extension of Medicare Patient 
IVIG Access Demonstration 
Project. 

Sec. 103. Orthotist’s and prosthetist’s clin-
ical notes as part of the pa-
tient’s medical record. 

TITLE II—IMPROVEMENTS IN DIALYSIS 
SERVICES 

Sec. 201. Independent accreditation for di-
alysis facilities and assurance 
of high quality surveys. 

Sec. 202. Expanding access to home dialysis 
therapy. 

TITLE III—IMPROVEMENTS IN 
APPLICATION OF STARK RULE 

Sec. 301. Modernizing the application of the 
Stark rule under Medicare. 

Sec. 302. Funds from the Medicare Improve-
ment Fund. 

TITLE I—IMPROVEMENTS IN PROVISION 
OF HOME INFUSION THERAPY 

SEC. 101. HOME INFUSION THERAPY SERVICES 
TEMPORARY TRANSITIONAL PAY-
MENT. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 1834(u) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395m(u)) is 
amended, by adding at the end the following 
new paragraph: 

‘‘(7) HOME INFUSION THERAPY SERVICES TEM-
PORARY TRANSITIONAL PAYMENT.— 

‘‘(A) TEMPORARY TRANSITIONAL PAYMENT.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall, in 

accordance with the payment methodology 
described in subparagraph (B) and subject to 
the provisions of this paragraph, provide a 
home infusion therapy services temporary 
transitional payment under this part to an 
eligible home infusion supplier (as defined in 
subparagraph (F)) for items and services de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of sec-
tion 1861(iii)(2)) furnished during the period 
specified in clause (ii) by such supplier in co-
ordination with the furnishing of transi-
tional home infusion drugs (as defined in 
clause (iii)). 

‘‘(ii) PERIOD SPECIFIED.—For purposes of 
clause (i), the period specified in this clause 
is the period beginning on January 1, 2019, 
and ending on the day before the date of the 
implementation of the payment system 
under paragraph (1)(A). 

‘‘(iii) TRANSITIONAL HOME INFUSION DRUG 
DEFINED.—For purposes of this paragraph, 
the term ‘transitional home infusion drug’ 
has the meaning given to the term ‘home in-
fusion drug’ under section 1861(iii)(3)(C)), ex-
cept that clause (ii) of such section shall not 
apply if a drug described in such clause is 
identified in clauses (i), (ii), (iii) or (iv) of 
subparagraph (C) as of the date of the enact-
ment of this paragraph. 
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‘‘(B) PAYMENT METHODOLOGY.—For pur-

poses of this paragraph, the Secretary shall 
establish a payment methodology, with re-
spect to items and services described in sub-
paragraph (A)(i). Under such payment meth-
odology the Secretary shall— 

‘‘(i) create the three payment categories 
described in clauses (i), (ii), and (iii) of sub-
paragraph (C); 

‘‘(ii) assign drugs to such categories, in ac-
cordance with such clauses; 

‘‘(iii) assign appropriate Healthcare Com-
mon Procedure Coding System (HCPCS) 
codes to each payment category; and 

‘‘(iv) establish a single payment amount 
for each such payment category, in accord-
ance with subparagraph (D), for each infu-
sion drug administration calendar day in the 
individual’s home for drugs assigned to such 
category. 

‘‘(C) PAYMENT CATEGORIES.— 
‘‘(i) PAYMENT CATEGORY 1.—The Secretary 

shall create a payment category 1 and assign 
to such category drugs which are covered 
under the Local Coverage Determination on 
External Infusion Pumps (LCD number 
L33794) and billed with the following HCPCS 
codes (as identified as of July 1, 2017, and as 
subsequently modified by the Secretary): 
J0133, J0285, J0287, J0288, J0289, J0895, J1170, 
J1250, J1265, J1325, J1455, J1457, J1570, J2175, 
J2260, J2270, J2274, J2278, J3010, or J3285. 

‘‘(ii) PAYMENT CATEGORY 2.—The Secretary 
shall create a payment category 2 and assign 
to such category drugs which are covered 
under such local coverage determination and 
billed with the following HCPCS codes (as 
identified as of July 1, 2017, and as subse-
quently modified by the Secretary): J1559 
JB, J1561 JB, J1562 JB, J1569 JB, or J1575 JB. 

‘‘(iii) PAYMENT CATEGORY 3.—The Secretary 
shall create a payment category 3 and assign 
to such category drugs which are covered 
under such local coverage determination and 
billed with the following HCPCS codes (as 
identified as of July 1, 2017, and as subse-
quently modified by the Secretary): J9000, 
J9039, J9040, J9065, J9100, J9190, J9200, J9360, 
or J9370. 

‘‘(iv) INFUSION DRUGS NOT OTHERWISE IN-
CLUDED.—With respect to drugs that are not 
included in payment category 1, 2, or 3 under 
clause (i), (ii), or (iii), respectively, the Sec-
retary shall assign to the most appropriate 
of such categories, as determined by the Sec-
retary, drugs which are— 

‘‘(I) covered under such local coverage de-
termination and billed under HCPCS codes 
J7799 or J7999 (as identified as of July 1, 2017, 
and as subsequently modified by the Sec-
retary); or 

‘‘(II) billed under any code that is imple-
mented after the date of the enactment of 
this paragraph and included in such local 
coverage determination or included in sub-
regulatory guidance as a home infusion drug 
described in subparagraph (A)(i). 

‘‘(D) PAYMENT AMOUNTS.— 
‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Under the payment 

methodology, the Secretary shall pay eligi-
ble home infusion suppliers, with respect to 
items and services described in subparagraph 
(A)(i) furnished during the period described 
in subparagraph (A)(ii) by such supplier to 
an individual, at amounts equal to the 
amounts determined under the physician fee 
schedule established under section 1848 for 
services furnished during the year for codes 
and units of such codes described in clauses 
(ii), (iii), and (iv) with respect to drugs in-
cluded in the payment category under sub-
paragraph (C) specified in the respective 
clause, determined without application of 
the geographic adjustment under subsection 
(e) of such section. 

‘‘(ii) PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR CATEGORY 1.— 
For purposes of clause (i), the codes and 
units described in this clause, with respect 

to drugs included in payment category 1 de-
scribed in subparagraph (C)(i), are one unit 
of HCPCS code 96365 plus four units of 
HCPCS code 96366 (as identified as of July 1, 
2017, and as subsequently modified by the 
Secretary). 

‘‘(iii) PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR CATEGORY 2.— 
For purposes of clause (i), the codes and 
units described in this clause, with respect 
to drugs included in payment category 2 de-
scribed in subparagraph (C)(i), are one unit 
of HCPCS code 96369 plus four units of 
HCPCS code 96370 (as identified as of July 1, 
2017, and as subsequently modified by the 
Secretary). 

‘‘(iv) PAYMENT AMOUNT FOR CATEGORY 3.— 
For purposes of clause (i), the codes and 
units described in this clause, with respect 
to drugs included in payment category 3 de-
scribed in subparagraph (C)(i), are one unit 
of HCPCS code 96413 plus four units of 
HCPCS code 96415 (as identified as of July 1, 
2017, and as subsequently modified by the 
Secretary). 

‘‘(E) CLARIFICATIONS.— 
‘‘(i) INFUSION DRUG ADMINISTRATION DAY.— 

For purposes of this subsection, a reference, 
with respect to the furnishing of transitional 
home infusion drugs or home infusion drugs 
to an individual by an eligible home infusion 
supplier, to payment to such supplier for an 
infusion drug administration calendar day in 
the individual’s home shall refer to payment 
only for the date on which professional serv-
ices (as described in section 1861(iii)(2)(A)) 
were furnished to administer such drugs to 
such individual. For purposes of the previous 
sentence, an infusion drug administration 
calendar day shall include all such drugs ad-
ministered to such individual on such day. 

‘‘(ii) TREATMENT OF MULTIPLE DRUGS ADMIN-
ISTERED ON SAME INFUSION DRUG ADMINISTRA-
TION DAY.—In the case that an eligible home 
infusion supplier, with respect to an infusion 
drug administration calendar day in an indi-
vidual’s home, furnishes to such individual 
transitional home infusion drugs which are 
not all assigned to the same payment cat-
egory under subparagraph (C), payment to 
such supplier for such infusion drug adminis-
tration calendar day in the individual’s 
home shall be a single payment equal to the 
amount of payment under this paragraph for 
the drug, among all such drugs so furnished 
to such individual during such calendar day, 
for which the highest payment would be 
made under this paragraph. 

‘‘(F) ELIGIBLE HOME INFUSION SUPPLIERS.— 
In this paragraph, the term ‘eligible home 
infusion supplier’ means a supplier that is 
enrolled under this part as a pharmacy that 
provides external infusion pumps and exter-
nal infusion pump supplies and that main-
tains all pharmacy licensure requirements in 
the State in which the applicable infusion 
drugs are administered. 

‘‘(G) IMPLEMENTATION.—Notwithstanding 
any other provision of law, the Secretary 
may implement this paragraph by program 
instruction or otherwise.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section 
1842(b)(6)(I) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395u(b)(6)(I)) is amended by inserting 
‘‘or, in the case of items and services de-
scribed in clause (i) of section 1834(u)(7)(A) 
furnished to an individual during the period 
described in clause (ii) of such section, pay-
ment shall be made to the eligible home in-
fusion therapy supplier’’ after ‘‘payment 
shall be made to the qualified home infusion 
therapy supplier’’. 
SEC. 102. EXTENSION OF MEDICARE PATIENT 

IVIG ACCESS DEMONSTRATION 
PROJECT. 

Section 101(b) of the Medicare IVIG Access 
and Strengthening Medicare and Repaying 
Taxpayers Act of 2012 (42 U.S.C. 1395l note) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by inserting after ‘‘for 
a period of 3 years’’ the following: ‘‘and, sub-
ject to the availability of funds under sub-
section (g)— 

‘‘(A) if the date of enactment of the Medi-
care Part B Improvement Act of 2017 is on or 
before September 30, 2017, for the period be-
ginning on October 1, 2017, and ending on De-
cember 31, 2020; and 

‘‘(B) if the date of enactment of such Act is 
after September 30, 2017, for the period begin-
ning on the date of enactment of such Act 
and ending on December 31, 2020’’ ’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (2), by adding at the end 
the following new sentences: ‘‘Subject to the 
preceding sentence, a Medicare beneficiary 
enrolled in the demonstration project on 
September 30, 2017, shall be automatically 
enrolled during the period beginning on the 
date of the enactment of the Medicare Part 
B Improvement Act of 2017 and ending on De-
cember 31, 2020, without submission of an-
other application. Chapter 35 of title 44, 
United States Code, shall not apply to any 
application form used for a Medicare bene-
ficiary who enrolls in the demonstration 
project on or after such date of enactment.’’. 
SEC. 103. ORTHOTIST’S AND PROSTHETIST’S 

CLINICAL NOTES AS PART OF THE 
PATIENT’S MEDICAL RECORD. 

Section 1834(h) of the Social Security Act 
(42 U.S.C. 1395m(h)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(5) DOCUMENTATION CREATED BY 
ORTHOTISTS AND PROSTHETISTS.—For purposes 
of determining the reasonableness and med-
ical necessity of orthotics and prosthetics, 
documentation created by an orthotist or 
prosthetist shall be considered part of the in-
dividual’s medical record to support docu-
mentation created by eligible professionals 
described in section 1848(k)(3)(B).’’. 

TITLE II—IMPROVEMENTS IN DIALYSIS 
SERVICES 

SEC. 201. INDEPENDENT ACCREDITATION FOR DI-
ALYSIS FACILITIES AND ASSURANCE 
OF HIGH QUALITY SURVEYS. 

(a) ACCREDITATION AND SURVEYS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1865 of the Social 

Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395bb) is amended— 
(A) in subsection (a)— 
(i) in paragraph (1), in the matter pre-

ceding subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘or the 
conditions and requirements under section 
1881(b)’’; and 

(ii) in paragraph (4), by inserting ‘‘(includ-
ing a renal dialysis facility)’’ after ‘‘facil-
ity’’; and 

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

‘‘(e) With respect to an accreditation body 
that has received approval from the Sec-
retary under subsection (a)(3)(A) for accredi-
tation of provider entities that are required 
to meet the conditions and requirements 
under section 1881(b), in addition to review 
and oversight authorities otherwise applica-
ble under this title, the Secretary shall (as 
the Secretary determines appropriate) con-
duct, with respect to such accreditation body 
and provider entities, any or all of the fol-
lowing as frequently as is otherwise required 
to be conducted under this title with respect 
to other accreditation bodies or other pro-
vider entities: 

‘‘(1) Validation surveys referred to in sub-
section (d). 

‘‘(2) Accreditation program reviews (as de-
fined in section 488.8(c) of title 42 of the Code 
of Federal Regulations, or a successor regu-
lation). 

‘‘(3) Performance reviews (as defined in 
section 488.8(a) of title 42 of the Code of Fed-
eral Regulations, or a successor regula-
tion).’’. 

(2) TIMING FOR ACCEPTANCE OF REQUESTS 
FROM ACCREDITATION ORGANIZATIONS.—Not 
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later than 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of Health 
and Human Services shall begin accepting 
requests from national accreditation bodies 
for a finding described in section 1865(a)(3)(A) 
of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395bb(a)(3)(A)) for purposes of accrediting 
provider entities that are required to meet 
the conditions and requirements under sec-
tion 1881(b) of such Act (42 U.S.C. 1395rr(b)). 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR TIMING OF SURVEYS 
OF NEW DIALYSIS FACILITIES.—Section 
1881(b)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395rr(b)(1)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new sentence: ‘‘Begin-
ning 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this sentence, an initial survey of a pro-
vider of services or a renal dialysis facility 
to determine if the conditions and require-
ments under this paragraph are met shall be 
initiated not later than 90 days after such 
date on which both the provider enrollment 
form (without regard to whether such form 
is submitted prior to or after such date of en-
actment) has been determined by the Sec-
retary to be complete and the provider’s en-
rollment status indicates approval is pending 
the results of such survey.’’. 
SEC. 202. EXPANDING ACCESS TO HOME DIALYSIS 

THERAPY. 
(a) ALLOWING USE OF TELEHEALTH FOR 

MONTHLY END STAGE RENAL DISEASE-RE-
LATED VISITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Paragraph (3) of section 
1881(b) of the Social Security Act (42 U.S.C. 
1395rr(b)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and 
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively; 

(B) in clause (i), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (A), by striking ‘‘under this sub-
paragraph’’ and inserting ‘‘under this 
clause’’; 

(C) in clause (ii), as redesignated by sub-
paragraph (A), by inserting ‘‘subject to sub-
paragraph (B),’’ before ‘‘on a comprehen-
sive’’; 

(D) by striking ‘‘With respect to’’ and in-
serting ‘‘(A) With respect to’’; and 

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

‘‘(B)(i) Subject to clause (ii), an individual 
who is determined to have end stage renal 
disease and who is receiving home dialysis 
may choose to receive monthly end stage 
renal disease-related visits, furnished on or 
after January 1, 2019, via telehealth. 

‘‘(ii) Clause (i) shall apply to an individual 
only if the individual receives a face-to-face 
visit, without the use of telehealth— 

‘‘(I) in the case of the initial three months 
of home dialysis of such individual, at least 
monthly; and 

‘‘(II) after such initial three months, at 
least once every three consecutive months.’’. 

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Paragraph 
(1) of such section is amended by striking 
‘‘paragraph (3)(A)’’ and inserting ‘‘paragraph 
(3)(A)(i)’’. 

(b) EXPANDING ORIGINATING SITES FOR 
TELEHEALTH TO INCLUDE RENAL DIALYSIS FA-
CILITIES AND THE HOME FOR PURPOSES OF 
MONTHLY END STAGE RENAL DISEASE-RE-
LATED VISITS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 1834(m) of the So-
cial Security Act (42 U.S.C. 1395m(m)) is 
amended— 

(A) in paragraph (4)(C)(ii), by adding at the 
end the following new subclauses: 

‘‘(IX) A renal dialysis facility, but only for 
purposes of section 1881(b)(3)(B). 

‘‘(X) The home of an individual, but only 
for purposes of section 1881(b)(3)(B).’’; and 

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

‘‘(5) TREATMENT OF HOME DIALYSIS MONTHLY 
ESRD-RELATED VISIT.—The geographic re-
quirements described in paragraph (4)(C)(i) 
shall not apply with respect to telehealth 

services furnished on or after January 1, 2019, 
for purposes of section 1881(b)(3)(B), at an 
originating site described in subclause (VI), 
(IX), or (X) of paragraph (4)(C)(ii)), subject to 
applicable State law requirements, including 
State licensure requirements.’’. 

(2) NO FACILITY FEE IF ORIGINATING SITE FOR 
HOME DIALYSIS THERAPY IS THE HOME.—Sec-
tion 1834(m)(2)(B) of the Social Security (42 
U.S.C. 1395m(m)(2)(B)) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 
subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and by 
indenting each of such subclauses 2 ems to 
the right; 

(B) in subclause (II), as redesignated by 
subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘clause (i) or 
this clause’’ and inserting ‘‘subclause (I) or 
this subclause’’; 

(C) by striking ‘‘SITE.—With respect to’’ 
and inserting ‘‘SITE.— 

‘‘(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (ii), 
with respect to’’; and 

(D) by adding at the end the following new 
clause: 

‘‘(ii) NO FACILITY FEE IF ORIGINATING SITE 
FOR HOME DIALYSIS THERAPY IS THE HOME.— 
No facility fee shall be paid under this sub-
paragraph to an originating site described in 
subclause (X) of paragraph (4)(C)(ii).’’. 

(c) CLARIFICATION REGARDING TELEHEALTH 
PROVIDED TO BENEFICIARIES.—Section 
1128A(i)(6) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1320a–7a(i)(6)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (H), by striking ‘‘; or’’ 
and inserting a semicolon; 

(2) in subparagraph (I), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; or’’; and 

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

‘‘(J) the provision of telehealth tech-
nologies on or after January 1, 2019, to indi-
viduals with end stage renal disease under 
title XVIII by a health care provider for the 
purpose of furnishing of telehealth.’’. 

(d) STUDY AND REPORT ON FURTHER EXPAN-
SION.— 

(1) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of the 
United States shall conduct a study to exam-
ine the feasibility, benefits, and drawbacks 
of expanding the use of telehealth and store- 
and-forward technologies under the Medicare 
program under title XVIII of the Social Se-
curity Act for items and services included in 
renal dialysis services, as such term is de-
fined in section 1881(b)(14)(B) of such Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395rr(b)(14)(B)). 

(2) REPORT.—Not later than two years after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Comptroller General shall submit to Con-
gress a report on the results of the study 
conducted under paragraph (1). 

TITLE III—IMPROVEMENTS IN 
APPLICATION OF STARK RULE 

SEC. 301. MODERNIZING THE APPLICATION OF 
THE STARK RULE UNDER MEDI-
CARE. 

(a) CLARIFICATION OF THE WRITING REQUIRE-
MENT AND SIGNATURE REQUIREMENT FOR AR-
RANGEMENTS PURSUANT TO THE STARK 
RULE.— 

(1) WRITING REQUIREMENT.—Section 
1877(h)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395nn(h)(1)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(D) WRITTEN REQUIREMENT CLARIFIED.—In 
the case of any requirement pursuant to this 
section for a compensation arrangement to 
be in writing, such requirement shall be sat-
isfied by such means as determined by the 
Secretary, including by a collection of docu-
ments, including contemporaneous docu-
ments evidencing the course of conduct be-
tween the parties involved.’’. 

(2) SIGNATURE REQUIREMENT.—Section 
1877(h)(1) of the Social Security Act (42 
U.S.C. 1395nn(h)(1)), as amended by para-
graph (1), is further amended by adding at 
the end the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) SPECIAL RULE FOR SIGNATURE REQUIRE-
MENTS.—In the case of any requirement pur-
suant to this section for a compensation ar-
rangement to be in writing and signed by the 
parties, such signature requirement shall be 
met if— 

‘‘(i) not later than 90 consecutive calendar 
days immediately following the date on 
which the compensation arrangement be-
came noncompliant, the parties obtain the 
required signatures; and 

‘‘(ii) the compensation arrangement other-
wise complies with all criteria of the appli-
cable exception.’’. 

(b) INDEFINITE HOLDOVER FOR LEASE AR-
RANGEMENTS AND PERSONAL SERVICES AR-
RANGEMENTS PURSUANT TO THE STARK 
RULE.—Section 1877(e) of the Social Security 
Act (42 U.S.C. 1395nn(e)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1), by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) HOLDOVER LEASE ARRANGEMENTS.—In 
the case of a holdover lease arrangement for 
the lease of office space or equipment, which 
immediately follows a lease arrangement de-
scribed in subparagraph (A) for the use of 
such office space or subparagraph (B) for the 
use of such equipment and that expired after 
a term of at least one year, payments made 
by the lessee to the lessor pursuant to such 
holdover lease arrangement, if— 

‘‘(i) the lease arrangement met the condi-
tions of subparagraph (A) for the lease of of-
fice space or subparagraph (B) for the use of 
equipment when the arrangement expired; 

‘‘(ii) the holdover lease arrangement is on 
the same terms and conditions as the imme-
diately preceding arrangement; and 

‘‘(iii) the holdover arrangement continues 
to satisfy the conditions of subparagraph (A) 
for the lease of office space or subparagraph 
(B) for the use of equipment.’’; and 

(2) in paragraph (3), by adding at the end 
the following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(C) HOLDOVER PERSONAL SERVICE AR-
RANGEMENT.—In the case of a holdover per-
sonal service arrangement, which imme-
diately follows an arrangement described in 
subparagraph (A) that expired after a term of 
at least one year, remuneration from an en-
tity pursuant to such holdover personal serv-
ice arrangement, if— 

‘‘(i) the personal service arrangement met 
the conditions of subparagraph (A) when the 
arrangement expired; 

‘‘(ii) the holdover personal service arrange-
ment is on the same terms and conditions as 
the immediately preceding arrangement; and 

‘‘(iii) the holdover arrangement continues 
to satisfy the conditions of subparagraph 
(A).’’. 
SEC. 302. FUNDS FROM THE MEDICARE IMPROVE-

MENT FUND. 
Section 1898(b)(1) of the Social Security 

Act (42 U.S.C. 1395iii(b)(1)) is amended by 
striking ‘‘during and after fiscal year 2021, 
$270,000,000’’ and inserting ‘‘during and after 
fiscal year 2021, $245,000,000’’. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY) and the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. NEAL) each 
will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
within which to revise and extend their 
remarks and include extraneous mate-
rial on H.R. 3178, currently under con-
sideration. 

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. BRADY of Texas. Madam Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Madam Speaker, improving and 
strengthening Medicare for the long 
term is a major priority for the Amer-
ican people and Members of Congress 
on both sides of the aisle; but as we 
pursue this larger goal, we should not 
pass up opportunities to make smart, 
focused improvements that will help 
Medicare beneficiaries today. That is 
exactly what the Medicare Part B Im-
provement Act will do. 

I introduced this bill with Ways and 
Means Ranking Member RICHARD NEAL, 
Health Subcommittee Chairman PAT 
TIBERI, and Ranking Member SANDER 
LEVIN. This legislation delivers tar-
geted, immediate reforms to make 
Medicare work better for the American 
people, and it includes solutions from 
roughly one dozen Members of Con-
gress on both sides of the aisle. 

The Medicare Part B Improvement 
Act takes action on three primary 
goals: first, expanding access to high- 
quality care; second, improving effi-
ciency in the delivery of care so that 
patients can better receive the care 
they need when they need it; and, 
third, easing administrative burdens on 
healthcare providers so they can spend 
less time on paperwork and more time 
with patients. 

Importantly, H.R. 3178 extends and 
improves Medicare home infusion serv-
ices, which allow patients to receive 
personalized care in the comfort of 
their own home. 

This legislation also extends an ongo-
ing Medicare pilot program, the IVIG 
demonstration program, that allows 
patients with weakened immune sys-
tems to receive care in their homes. 

This demonstration program carries 
a lot of meaning for me. I introduced it 
in 2012 as a direct response to the chal-
lenges facing patients with immuno-
deficiency diseases. 
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As I learned from Carol Ann 
Demaret, a constituent and friend of 
mine whose son David suffered from se-
vere combined immunodeficiency dis-
ease, life with a severely weakened im-
mune system can be an incredible 
struggle. For children especially, it can 
be a daily fight just to survive. 

Allowing these vulnerable patients to 
receive treatment from the safety of 
their own home cannot only improve 
the quality of care, it can greatly en-
hance their quality of life. It can give 
a kid a real chance to be a kid. 

In addition to these important provi-
sions, this bill contains numerous solu-
tions that will lower healthcare costs 
and increase access to high-quality, co-
ordinated care for beneficiaries. 

More than that, the bill is an excel-
lent example of what we can accom-
plish through regular order. This legis-
lation was approved unanimously by 
the Ways and Means Committee on 
July 13. It demonstrates how, working 

together, we can solve real challenges 
facing patients, families, and 
healthcare providers in our commu-
nities. 

I would like to thank all the Ways 
and Means members on both sides of 
the aisle who helped craft the solutions 
in this bill. I would also like to recog-
nize Chairman WALDEN and Ranking 
Member PALLONE of the Energy and 
Commerce Committee for their leader-
ship and hard work in helping us move 
this bill forward. 

The Medicare Part B Improvement 
Act takes targeted action to make 
Medicare work better for the American 
people. I urge all of my colleagues to 
join me in supporting its passage. 

Madam Speaker, I reserve the bal-
ance of my time, and I ask unanimous 
consent that the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. TIBERI), chairman of the Health 
Subcommittee, be permitted to control 
the remainder of the time. 

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

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

myself such time as I may consume. 
Madam Speaker, I stand in support of 

H.R. 3178, the Medicare Part B Im-
provement Act of 2017. 

I am pleased that Chairman BRADY, 
along with Health Subcommittee 
Chairman TIBERI, Ranking Member 
LEVIN, and I worked in a bipartisan 
manner to draft this legislation. It 
brings together a number of important 
measures to improve Medicare part B. I 
encourage all of our colleagues to sup-
port it. 

As I said during the bipartisan Ways 
and Means Committee markup of H.R. 
3178, I hope the committee will be able 
to hold more meetings like this. This is 
what the American people want and ex-
pect from their Members: to get things 
done in a bipartisan manner. 

The bill before us today is pretty 
straightforward. It makes important 
changes to Medicare part B in a num-
ber of ways. It includes a commonsense 
transitional policy for home infusion 
services, cosponsored by Mr. TIBERI and 
Mr. PASCRELL. 

Our colleagues Mr. BISHOP and Mr. 
MIKE THOMPSON are cosponsors of lan-
guage to streamline Medicare rules to 
improve access to medically necessary 
prosthetics and orthotics. 

Mr. JOHN LEWIS cosponsored lan-
guage to help dialysis facilities im-
prove backlogs so they can more effi-
ciently treat end-stage renal disease. 

Ms. DELBENE and Mr. MIKE THOMP-
SON are cosponsors of a bill that allows 
telehealth so patients can receive di-
alysis in the comfort of their own 
home. 

Finally, the measure includes clari-
fication language to Stark laws that 
Mr. KIND led to provide more certainty 
for Medicare providers. 

Our colleagues on both sides of the 
aisle worked hard on these bills, and I 
am pleased we can move them forward 
in a bipartisan manner. 

Madam Speaker, I encourage my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3178, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

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

Madam Speaker, I stand in this 
Chamber today in strong support of 
H.R. 3178, a package of bipartisan poli-
cies centered on improving care for 
Medicare beneficiaries across several 
areas. 

In particular, H.R. 3178 includes a bill 
that I introduced with my friend and 
colleague from New Jersey, Mr. BILL 
PASCRELL, that provides a temporary 
transitional payment for home infusion 
providers. 

The 21st Century Cures Act created a 
new reimbursement benefit for home 
infusion therapies beginning in 2021. 
This new temporary transitional pay-
ment will bridge the potential gap in 
care for beneficiaries, and home infu-
sion providers will continue to admin-
ister these therapies without going 
bankrupt. 

This legislation includes other good 
public policies that further encourage 
giving seniors the choice to receive 
more care in the comfort of their own 
homes, as well as expanding access to 
providers, particularly in rural and in 
needy areas. 

I would like to thank my colleagues 
on the Ways and Means Committee for 
their support. I would also like to 
thank my colleagues on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee for their 
commitment to working on this issue, 
especially MICHAEL BURGESS, as well as 
Chairman Emeritus FRED UPTON, who 
helped pave the way for these policies 
with the passage of the 21st Century 
Cures Act. 

Madam Speaker, I would like to con-
clude with a commitment that this is 
not an end for policies encouraging 
care—especially drug infusion—in the 
home for patients who choose to do so. 
We look forward to working with the 
administration and clarifying current 
rules to ensure we successfully imple-
ment both this legislation and future 
policies to ensure inclusion of payment 
for all drugs needed by the home infu-
sion patient community. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. THOMPSON). 

Mr. THOMPSON of California. 
Madam Speaker, I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in strong sup-
port of this legislation, and I want to 
thank all my colleagues who worked in 
a bipartisan manner to make it hap-
pen. 

Patients and providers in my district 
and across the country will benefit 
from these important improvements, 
and I am proud to support them. 

Two provisions come from bipartisan 
bills that I have worked on for a num-
ber of years. The first helps patients 
get the devices they need while keep-
ing fraudulent providers out of Medi-
care. The change we are debating today 
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will ensure that any documentation 
created by device experts will be in-
cluded in a patient’s medical record to 
support the physician’s directions. 

The second provision that I authored 
comes from the comprehensive tele-
health packages that I have been work-
ing on with Representative BLACK and 
our colleagues from the Energy and 
Commerce Committee, Mr. WELCH and 
Mr. HARPER. This change will allow for 
virtual visits and remote patient moni-
toring for kidney failure patients liv-
ing at home. Letting these patients 
utilize telehealth ensures that they can 
access the services they need from the 
setting that they prefer: their homes. 

This bill is another step forward in 
the expansion of telehealth, but we can 
do a lot more. Our telehealth bills offer 
a menu of options for moving forward. 
Policies like paying for telestroke 
services or adding telehealth to the 
Medicare Advantage program have bi-
partisan support among both Houses, 
as well as a broad coalition of support 
from stakeholders. 

We know they save money. I have 
worked on telehealth for decades. When 
I was in the California State Senate, I 
wrote the State’s first telehealth legis-
lation to bring critical services to folks 
enrolled in the State Medicaid pro-
gram. That was in 1996. Now it is 2017, 
and we still haven’t passed, in Con-
gress, comprehensive telehealth legis-
lation that would expand access for 
Medicare beneficiaries. 

It is long past time for Congress to 
come to the conclusion that California 
reached long ago: telehealth saves 
money, and it saves lives. I am opti-
mistic that the passage of this bill is 
just a small sample of what is to come 
in regard to telehealth in the future. 

Mr. TIBERI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. BURGESS), chairman of the Health 
Subcommittee of the Energy and Com-
merce Committee and a leader on 
healthcare issues. 

Mr. BURGESS. Madam Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

Madam Speaker, I rise in support of 
H.R. 3178, the Medicare Part B Im-
provement Act of 2017. 

This bill represents a series of bipar-
tisan reforms from the Committees on 
Energy and Commerce and Ways and 
Means that will provide targeted re-
forms to improve access to care for 
Medicare beneficiaries. 

Home infusion patients are often-
times our Nation’s sickest and most 
vulnerable, and maintaining access to 
these services in home settings has 
proved invaluable in ensuring that pa-
tients can continue to effectively re-
ceive the care that they need. 

Under last year’s 21st Century Cures 
Act, we took the necessary steps to en-
sure that taxpayers and beneficiaries 
were no longer overcharged on the ac-
quisition and dispensing costs associ-
ated with home infusion. Additionally, 
we took complementary steps to recog-
nize the unique education needs associ-
ated with receiving infusion in the 
home. 

However, as my subcommittee 
learned in a hearing on this issue just 
last week, there is still more that must 
be done to integrate these two policies 
without jeopardizing access to patient 
care. Therefore, today’s bill creates a 
bridge to connect these critical policies 
and to resolve the issue. 

Additionally, H.R. 3178 takes an addi-
tional needed step to protect home 
health services by expanding opportu-
nities for individuals to receive home 
dialysis. Access to services like home 
infusion and home dialysis has had a 
significant impact in my home State of 
Texas, and I am encouraged by today’s 
bill, as it will build upon these addi-
tional successes for Texans and all 
Americans. 

I would like to thank Chairman 
BRADY, Chairman TIBERI, and Chair-
man WALDEN for their leadership on 
the bill. They rose to the challenge to 
address these tough policy decisions. 
This bill is a product of their hard 
work, as well as the hard work of all 
the staff involved at the subcommittee 
and full committee level, and I thank 
them as well. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from New 
Jersey (Mr. PASCRELL). 

Mr. PASCRELL. Madam Speaker, I 
rise today in support of H.R. 3178, the 
Medicare Part B Improvement Act. 

I am pleased that the bill before us 
today includes legislation that I intro-
duced with my good friend PAT TIBERI 
from Ohio, the Medicare Part B Home 
Infusion Services Temporary Transi-
tional Payment Act. 

Listening to Mr. TIBERI and Mr. 
NEAL, I believe what they say should 
resonate across the Hill. This can’t be 
one and done. Bipartisanship is some-
thing that should be contagious, par-
ticularly as we are talking about a 
healthcare event which is important 
and may mean life or death to many of 
our citizens. 

Home infusion is an essential treat-
ment option for individuals suffering 
from many, many debilitating diseases 
like cancer, congestive heart failure, 
multiple sclerosis, and rheumatoid ar-
thritis. The 21st Century Cures Act, 
which became law last year, correctly 
adjusted payments for home infusion 
drugs and would establish a new home 
infusion nursing benefit within Medi-
care beginning in 2021. 

However, we have heard concerns 
that the payment adjustment going 
into effect before the nursing benefit is 
implemented could jeopardize access to 
home infusion in the interim. The bill 
that Congressman TIBERI from Ohio 
and I introduced would address that 
concern by creating a temporary nurs-
ing benefit until the new permanent 
benefit can be implemented. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues to support H.R. 3178. 

Mr. TIBERI. Madam Speaker, I yield 
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Kansas (Ms. JENKINS), a valuable mem-
ber of our Health Subcommittee of the 
Ways and Means Committee. 

Ms. JENKINS of Kansas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.R. 
3178, the Medicare Part B Improvement 
Act of 2017, which includes my legisla-
tion, the Dialysis Certification Act. 

Kansas currently ranks among the 
top three longest wait times for dialy-
sis center surveys. The lack of man-
power at the State administrative 
agency that contracts with CMS for 
these surveys has left some clinics 
waiting 2 years for a certification. This 
bill gives dialysis providers the oppor-
tunity to receive surveys and certifi-
cations from a CMS-approved third- 
party accreditor, much like hospitals 
are able to do now. 
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Those third-party organizations must 
demonstrate their standards are as 
good as or better than the standards 
used by CMS, and the Secretary must 
approve them. 

I toured several clinics in my district 
last year, and I was frustrated to learn 
that a state-of-the-art clinic, necessary 
to fill a need in Topeka for ESRD pa-
tients, has been waiting 2 years for an 
initial survey, and a clinic in Pitts-
burg, Kansas, has been waiting for 250 
days. Without these clinics, patients 
are forced to find clinics much further 
away, which, depending on the access 
to transportation, can be a barrier to 
treatment. That is unacceptable, and 
this problem will be easily solved by 
this provision. 

I want to thank my cosponsor, Con-
gressman JOHN LEWIS, the Energy and 
Commerce Committee and the Ways 
and Means Committee chairmen for 
quickly moving this bill to the House 
floor for action. This provision will 
allow dialysis clinics across America to 
more easily obtain a survey so they 
may serve patients that depend on 
their care. 

Mr. NEAL. Madam Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from 
Washington (Ms. DELBENE), who is a 
coauthor of this legislation. 

Ms. DELBENE. Madam Speaker, I 
would like to thank the chair and the 
ranking member for working with me 
to include a proposal in this bill that I 
developed with Congresswoman BLACK, 
Congressman THOMPSON, and Congress-
man MEEHAN modernizing Medicare 
and harnessing the promise of tele-
health to improve care for patients na-
tionwide. 

Allowing patients with end-stage 
renal disease to receive dialysis at 
home can dramatically improve their 
health outcomes and quality of life. 
This is something I have heard consist-
ently from providers in my home State 
of Washington, like the Northwest Kid-
ney Centers, who do incredible work to 
help patients receive dialysis at home 
when it is medically appropriate. 

Advances in telehealth hold great po-
tential to extend this treatment option 
to more Americans, particularly in 
rural communities, but there are still 
too many barriers to the use of cut-
ting-edge technologies in Medicare. 
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There is a great need to update our 
laws to reflect these innovations and 
reimburse telehealth appropriately; 
otherwise, we won’t just be denying ac-
cess to healthcare today, we could be 
preventing the next frontier of innova-
tions from even getting off the ground. 

Without the long-term visibility of 
Medicare coverage, startups and entre-
preneurs might never get the funding 
they need to develop new technologies 
and bring them to market. It is essen-
tial that we unlock the full potential of 
telehealth. By doing so, we can im-
prove patient care, promote health, de-
feat heartbreaking diseases, and save 
lives. That is why I am so glad we are 
taking this step today. 

Thank you again to the committee 
for working with me on this important 
bill, and I hope it is the first of many 
victories as we work together to ex-
pand telehealth. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes.’’ 
Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 

minutes to the gentlewoman from Ten-
nessee (Mrs. BLACK), a valuable mem-
ber of the Health Subcommittee of the 
Committee on Ways and Means and 
who, as you have already heard from 
previous speakers, has an important 
provision in this bill and who, more im-
portantly, brings her valuable training 
as a nurse who practiced before she 
came to Congress. 

Mrs. BLACK. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
my colleague for yielding me time on 
this very important issue. 

I also want to thank my colleagues 
for working with me on this—Mr. MEE-
HAN, Mr. THOMPSON, and Ms. 
DELBENE—for working on a really im-
portant piece of legislation that is in-
cluded in this package, which will im-
prove the quality of life for seniors on 
Medicare across the country. 

As has previously been said, I am a 
nurse. I have worked in the field for 
over 45 years, and I am proud to spon-
sor a bill that enhances patient care 
for those patients who are suffering 
from end-stage renal disease. 

You know, we have made tremendous 
advances in technology over the last 
decade, and now it would be almost 
something we couldn’t have thought of 
45 years ago. Physicians can remotely 
monitor patients in their dialysis 
treatments through telehealth to re-
duce the number of medical visits that 
are necessary, to ensure that the treat-
ment is efficient and effective, and to 
also catch signs of complications early, 
which would cause not only a decrease 
in quality of care for the patient, but 
also a cost. 

Telehealth provides patients an im-
portant component in the comfort of 
their own homes—think about being 
sick and having to get in the car to 
travel—while physicians now have a 
new tool to treat their patients’ whole 
health. 

Our seniors deserve access to this in-
novative care, and it can save money. 
It can help to ensure that Medicare can 
be there for seniors who most need the 
care. 

So I urge my colleagues to take a 
vote for your constituents and for 
Medicare beneficiaries across the coun-
try and support this bill. 

I also look forward to continuing this 
work. This is certainly not the end of 
what we can do for our patients who 
are homebound and need care in the 
home. I will continue this work with 
Members on both sides of the aisle, 
which is being done now, for our Na-
tion’s seniors to have access to these 
kinds of innovative telehealth tech-
nologies that will improve care and 
also, more importantly, help to lower 
the cost of treatment. 

I urge passage of this amendment. 
Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. MATSUI), whose husband 
served with great distinction as a 
member of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee. 

Ms. MATSUI. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3178, the Medi-
care Part B Improvement Act, and, 
specifically, a provision to extend the 
IVIG demonstration project that Chair-
man BRADY and I worked on together. 

I have long been a champion of those 
impacted by primary immuno-
deficiency diseases, which include more 
than 300 rare genetic diseases, all of 
which keep the immune system from 
functioning properly. A mild infection 
can cause serious problems and even 
death for these patients. 

Thanks to the IVIG demo, Medicare 
beneficiaries with immunodeficiency 
diseases are now able to receive in- 
home IVIG therapy, meaning they can 
avoid community settings of care, 
which can be very important to people 
with compromised immune systems. 

I am pleased that this provision was 
included in the Medicare Part B Im-
provement Act. I urge support of this 
important bill. 

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

Mr. NEAL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4 
minutes to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. DOGGETT). 

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, as so 
often happens here, this bill bears a 
somewhat grander title than its con-
tents. Medicare part B certainly does 
need improvement. While I support 
putting into statute what is already 
administrative practice, extending a 
demonstration project that appears to 
be working and the other provisions 
that my colleagues have worked on in 
this bill, I think much more should 
have happened. 

It is especially ironic that, at the 
very moment we are considering this 
bill, the United States Senate across 
the hall is proposing to eliminate 
healthcare coverage for millions of 
Americans. Certainly, this Republican 
repeal effort does far more harm to far 
more people than we can collectively 
undo here in the House with this rather 
modest piece of legislation. 

And there is one glaring omission 
from today’s Medicare Improvement 
Act, one subject that the Republican 

leadership of the House Ways and 
Means Committee fears. It fears not 
only doing something about this prob-
lem, it fears about even understanding 
the extent of the problem, and it cer-
tainly fears having any public hearings 
to explore this subject. That is the 
menace that is affecting millions of 
people across this country: pharma-
ceutical price gouging. 

This bill fails to address any aspect 
of soaring pharmaceutical costs of part 
B medications. For almost a year, a 
number of us, House Democrats on the 
Ways and Means Committee, have 
called on the chairman to at least 
schedule a hearing about all aspects, 
all categories of soaring pharma-
ceutical prices that not only mean fi-
nancial ruin for too many families, but 
also burden Medicare and most any 
type of taxpayer-financed healthcare 
initiative. 

Government-approved monopolies for 
drug manufacturers are being exploited 
by charging the sick and dying what-
ever they might pay for a little more 
life, for a little more comfort at mo-
nopoly prices. 

Under longstanding existing law—it 
has been there before this Congress 
ever got together—pharmaceutical 
companies are at least required to pro-
vide average sales price data on part B 
Medicare drugs. Three years ago, the 
Office of the Inspector General at the 
Department of Health and Human 
Services found that at least one-third 
of the more than 200 manufacturers of 
part B drugs had not submitted any of 
this average sales price data for some 
of their products, and an additional 45 
manufacturers had not been required 
to report any data. The Inspector Gen-
eral found that inaccuracies in these 
average sales price filings may affect 
taxpayer-financed Medicare payments. 

Last month, the nonpartisan Medi-
care Payment Advisory Commission 
came before the House Ways and Means 
Committee and gave its report on 
Medicare. It noted that this problem on 
average sales price data continues, and 
that it has not been addressed by Con-
gress, as the Inspector General had rec-
ommended. 

The Republican majority has refused 
to do anything about this problem. It 
has blocked an amendment that I of-
fered in committee that simply imple-
mented the recommendation of the In-
spector General and of MedPAC to get 
that average sales price data and to en-
sure that all part B manufacturers re-
port that data or are penalized at a 
reasonable level. It would simply have 
ensured compliance with existing law 
to protect program integrity and to 
protect the taxpayer interest. And you 
can be sure that if the Republicans 
didn’t want to know what the prices 
were, they certainly didn’t want to do 
anything about the soaring prices and 
the impact on American families. 

So I support the bill, but this is a 
missed opportunity that we should 
have employed to address a critical 
problem. 
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Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self as much time as I may consume. 
As the previous speaker said, he sup-

ports the bill, which I am pleased to 
hear that, but as the chairman has 
said, as the ranking member has said, 
this is just the beginning. This is just 
the beginning, and we can’t let the per-
fect be the enemy of the good in this 
piece of legislation because there is 
very important bipartisan legislation 
that is meaningful to people in a home 
today somewhere in Ohio or Massachu-
setts where home infusion is really im-
portant or dialysis is really important. 

I am pleased that the ranking mem-
ber from Massachusetts has been so 
helpful on this bill, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank the 
staff for their hard work on this bill, 
including Amy Hall, Sarah Levin, 
Melanie Egorin from the Democratic 
staff; Emily Murry and Nick Uehlecke 
from the Republican staff; Jessica Sha-
piro from the House Legislative Coun-
sel’s office; Ira Burney, Jennifer 
Druckman, and Lisa Yen from CMS; 
and the staff of the Congressional 
Budget Office, Tom Bradley, Rebecca 
Yip, and Lara Robillard. I want to 
thank them all for their very, very 
hard work. 

We have this rare opportunity, this 
rare moment where we have broad 
agreement on this legislation, and I 
hope all Members of the House can find 
their way to be supportive of this legis-
lation, and I hope the path of biparti-
sanship that we have chosen here can 
serve as a reminder of what we can get 
done. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I just say ‘‘ditto’’ to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
NEAL), whom I have a great relation-
ship with, for all the words about the 
staff. In particular, I also want to 
thank Abby Finn from my staff, and 
Emily Murray and her team; but it has 
been a pleasure working with the gen-
tleman from Massachusetts’ team as 
well, and Mr. LEVIN, the ranking mem-
ber of the Health Subcommittee. 

Mr. Speaker, this is a good step in 
the right direction and the first step in 
expanding access to high-quality care 
and improving efficiency and delivery 
of care so seniors can better receive the 
care they need where they need it, 
which is so incredibly important. I 
really appreciate the comments of the 
ranking member. 

And again, I want to remind every-
body what the chairman said, that this 
is just the beginning, and hopefully 
this will be a template to much more 
bipartisan support for the remainder of 
this year. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
SIMPSON). The question is on the mo-

tion offered by the gentleman from 
Texas (Mr. BRADY) that the House sus-
pend the rules and pass the bill, H.R. 
3178, 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 
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PLUM ISLAND PRESERVATION ACT 

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I move 
to suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 2182) to require the Comptroller 
General of the United States to submit 
a report to Congress on the alter-
natives for the final disposition of 
Plum Island, including preservation of 
the island for conservation, education, 
and research, and for other purposes. 

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

H.R. 2182 
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 ‘‘Plum Island 
Preservation Act’’. 
SEC. 2. FINDINGS. 

Congress finds the following: 
(1) The Federal Government has owned 

Plum Island, New York, since 1899. 
(2) Since 1954, the Plum Island Animal Dis-

ease Center has conducted unrivaled sci-
entific research on a variety of infectious 
animal-borne diseases, including foot-and- 
mouth disease, resulting, most recently, in 
the development of a new cell line that rap-
idly and reliably detects this highly debili-
tating disease of livestock. 

(3) Over 62 years, the Center has had a 
strong, proven record of safety. 

(4) $23,200,000 in Federal dollars have been 
spent on upgrades to, and the maintenance 
of, the Center since January 2012. 

(5) In addition to the Center, Plum Island 
contains cultural, historical, ecological, and 
natural resources of regional and national 
significance. 

(6) Plum Island is situated where the Long 
Island Sound and Peconic Bay meet, both of 
which are estuaries that are part of the Na-
tional Estuary Program and are environ-
mentally and economically significant to the 
region. 

(7) The Federal Government has invested 
hundreds of millions of Federal dollars over 
the last two decades to make long-term im-
provements with respect to the conservation 
and management needs of Long Island Sound 
and Peconic Bay. 

(8) In a report submitted to Congress on 
April 11, 2016, entitled ‘‘National Bio- and 
Agro-Defense Facility Construction Plan Up-
date’’ the Department of Homeland Security 
noted that the new National Bio- and Agro- 
Defense Facility under construction on such 
date in Manhattan, Kansas, is, as of such 
date, fully paid for through a combination of 
Federal appropriations and funding from the 
State of Kansas. 
SEC. 3. REPORT REQUIRED ON FINAL DISPOSI-

TION OF PLUM ISLAND. 
Not later than one year after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Comptroller 
General of the United States shall submit to 
Congress a report containing the following: 

(1) The alternatives for the final disposi-
tion of Plum Island, including the transfer of 

ownership to another Federal agency, a 
State or local government, a nonprofit orga-
nization, or a combination thereof for the 
purpose of education, research, or conserva-
tion. 

(2) With respect to each such alternative 
final disposition, an analysis of— 

(A) the effect such disposition would have 
on the island’s resources; 

(B) the remediation responsibilities under 
such disposition; 

(C) any future legislation necessary to im-
plement such disposition; 

(D) the possible implications and issues, if 
any, of implementing such disposition; 

(E) the costs of such disposition, including 
any potential costs related to the transition, 
hazard mitigation, and cleanup of property 
that would be incurred by a recipient of the 
property under such disposition; and 

(F) the potential revenue from such dis-
position. 
SEC. 4. SUSPENSION OF ACTION. 

No action, including any pre-sale mar-
keting activity, may be taken to carry out 
section 538 of title V of division D of the Con-
solidated Appropriations Act, 2012 (Public 
Law 112–74; 125 Stat. 976) until at least 180 
days after the report required by section 3 
has been submitted to Congress. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. DONOVAN) and the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. DONOVAN. 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 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. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 

of H.R. 2182, the Plum Island Preserva-
tion Act, sponsored by my colleague 
from New York (Mr. ZELDIN). 

This bill requires the Government 
Accountability Office to review the al-
ternatives for the final disposition of 
the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity’s Science and Technology Direc-
torate’s Plum Island Animal Disease 
Center, commonly known as Plum Is-
land. 

Since 1954, Plum Island, located in 
Suffolk County, New York, has served 
the Nation in defending against acci-
dental or intentional introduction of 
foreign animal diseases, including foot- 
and-mouth disease. However, Plum Is-
land’s facilities are aging and nearing 
the end of their life cycle. 

That is why in 2005, DHS announced 
that the work being conducted on 
Plum Island would be moved to a new 
Federal facility in Kansas. Plum Island 
will continue to operate until the Na-
tional Bio and Agro-Defense Facility is 
fully operational and a complete tran-
sition has been made in 2022 or 2023. 

This raises the question of what will 
happen to Plum Island once its activi-
ties are fully transferred over to the 
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new facility. The Department looked at 
this issue and, in June of 2016, released 
a report that reviewed several options 
for the final disposition of Plum Island. 

This bill simply requires GAO to re-
view and analyze these alternatives to 
ensure all necessary information was 
taken into account before the Depart-
ment decides how to move forward 
with the final disposition of Plum Is-
land. Specifically, GAO is to analyze 
the effects, possible implications and 
issues, and potential costs and revenue 
for each disposition. 

Finally, H.R. 2182 suspends the sale of 
Plum Island until GAO completes this 
thorough review and analysis of alter-
natives. 

My friend, Representative ZELDIN, in-
troduced H.R. 2182 with strong bipar-
tisan support. H.R. 2182 is very similar 
to a bill that passed the House by voice 
vote last May. 

In conclusion, this bill ensures that 
there is adequate consideration of all 
the options for the disposition of the 
island. 

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 TRANSPORTATION AND 
INFRASTRUCTURE, 

Washington, DC, July 25, 2017. 
Hon. MICHAEL MCCAUL, 
Chairman, Committee on Homeland Security, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR CHAIRMAN MCCAUL: I write con-

cerning H.R. 2182, the Plum Island Preserva-
tion Act. This legislation includes matters 
that fall within the Rule X jurisdiction of 
the Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. 

In order to expedite floor consideration of 
H.R. 2182, 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 would not prejudice the 
Committee 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, July 25, 2017. 
Hon. BILL SHUSTER, 
Chairman, Committee on Transportation and 

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

your letter regarding H.R. 2182. I appreciate 
your support in bringing this legislation be-
fore the House of Representatives, and ac-
cordingly, understand that the Committee 
on Transportation and Infrastructure will 
not seek a sequential referral on the bill. 

The Committee on Homeland Security con-
curs with the mutual understanding that by 

forgoing a sequential referral of this bill at 
this time, the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure does not waive any juris-
diction 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 your request to 
have the Committee on Transportation and 
Infrastructure 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. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R. 
2182, the Plum Island Preservation Act. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1954, the Plum Is-
land Animal Disease Center in New 
York’s Long Island has served as the 
Nation’s principal laboratory respon-
sible for research on foreign animal 
diseases of livestock, such as foot-and- 
mouth disease and other animal dis-
eases. 

At Plum Island, the Department of 
Homeland Security works with the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture to re-
search and develop new vaccines and 
diagnostic tests for animal disease out-
breaks and to defend against inter-
national or accidental introduction of 
animal diseases into the United States. 

On September 11, 2005, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security announced 
plans to develop the National Bio and 
Agro-Defense Facility, or NBAF, as a 
state-of-the-art biocontainment lab-
oratory for the study of diseases that 
threaten both America’s animal agri-
cultural industry and public health. 

As envisioned by DHS, the 580,000- 
square-foot facility would replace the 
Plum Island laboratory. 

Following an extensive selection 
process, DHS selected a site in Manhat-
tan, Kansas, for the new lab, and the 
site is slated to be fully operational by 
December of 2022. 

What H.R. 2182 aims to answer is 
what will happen to Plum Island when 
DHS vacates the facility. 

DHS is currently studying the range 
of options for disposition of the prop-
erty, including transferring it to an-
other Federal agency, a State or local 
government, or a nonprofit organiza-
tion for the purposes of education, re-
search, or conservation. 

In doing so, DHS is expected to assess 
the full implications of each option, in-
cluding cost, cleanup, and hazard miti-
gation. 

H.R. 2182 requires the Government 
Accountability Office, or GAO, to as-
sess whether the forthcoming study is 
satisfactory to support a decision. In 
the event that the study is lacking in a 
key area, GAO would be required to 
conduct its own study. 

Importantly, H.R. 2182 ensures that 
Plum Island cannot be sold by the Fed-
eral Government to the highest bidder. 

Under this bill, the sale of Plum Is-
land is prohibited until at least 180 

days after the required reports in the 
bill have been submitted to Congress. 

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

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
distinguished gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ZELDIN), the sponsor of the 
bill. 

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mr. DONOVAN for his support. 

I rise today in support of H.R. 2182, to 
prevent the sale of Plum Island by the 
Federal Government to the highest bid-
der. 

Situated at the gateway of the Long 
Island Sound, I personally had the 
pleasure of visiting this treasured is-
land. 

In addition to being a critical re-
source for research, approximately 90 
percent of the land on Plum Island has 
been sheltered from development, of-
fering Long Island a diverse wildlife 
and ecosystem and critical habitat for 
migratory birds, marine mammals, and 
rare plants. 

Plum Island is also an essential cul-
tural and historical resource as well, 
with recorded history dating back to 
the 1700s. 

The island held the U.S. military’s 
Fort Terry, a coastal defense fortifica-
tion, which was used through the end 
of World War II. 

Since then, Plum Island has been uti-
lized as a research laboratory and has 
since grown to become what is known 
today as the Plum Island Animal Dis-
ease Center. 

In 2005, the Department of Homeland 
Security, which currently has jurisdic-
tion over the island, announced that 
the Animal Disease Center research 
would be moved to a new Federal facil-
ity, the National Bio and Agro-Defense 
Facility, NBAF, in Kansas. 

To offset the cost of this relocation, 
a law was enacted that called for the 
private sale of Plum Island by the Fed-
eral Government to the highest bidder. 

However, because of the costs associ-
ated with the cleanup and closure of 
Plum Island, and because of local zon-
ing restrictions, the Federal Govern-
ment would receive little compensa-
tion for the sale of Plum Island. 

Also, in the 12 years since the move 
to Kansas was approved, the new facil-
ity in Kansas is already fully paid for 
by a combination of Federal appropria-
tions and State and private funds. 

Allowing for continued research, pub-
lic access, and permanent preservation 
of the island, H.R. 2182 will suspend the 
laws passed in 2008 and 2011 that man-
dated the public sale of Plum Island. 

This bill will commission the Gov-
ernment Accountability Office, in con-
sultation with the Department of 
Homeland Security, which currently 
owns the island, to formulate a com-
prehensive plan for the future of the is-
land. 

It requires the plan focus on con-
servation, education, and research and 
include alternative uses for the island, 
including a transfer of ownership to an-
other Federal agency, the State or 
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local government, a nonprofit, or a 
combination thereof. 

In the 114th Congress, this bill passed 
the House unanimously with bipartisan 
support as H.R. 1887. 

My amendment to the Financial 
Services and General Government Ap-
propriations Act of 2017, H.R. 5485, 
which would have prohibited any of the 
funding within the appropriations bill 
to market or sell Plum Island, also 
passed the House as well. 

I would like to thank the other Mem-
bers of Congress who have cosponsored 
this legislation and lent their support 
to this cause, especially my colleagues 
from Connecticut, Congressman JOE 
COURTNEY and Congresswoman ROSA 
DELAURO. 

I would also like to thank House Ma-
jority Leader KEVIN MCCARTHY for 
bringing this bill to the floor, House 
Homeland Security Chairman MICHAEL 
MCCAUL, and all of the local elected of-
ficials, groups, and concerned residents 
on Long Island who have taken an 
issue on this important issue. 

This bill is endorsed by the Preserve 
Plum Island Coalition, an alliance of 
over 65 community and environmental 
groups in New York and Connecticut, 
focused on the conservation of this is-
land. 

I am proud to work alongside all of 
these great individuals and groups as 
we strive to save Plum Island. 

Since taking office in 2015, one of my 
highest local priorities has been to pro-
tect Plum Island. Preserving this is-
land’s natural beauty, while maintain-
ing a research mission, will continue to 
provide important economic and envi-
ronmental benefits for Long Island. 

Mr. Speaker, I encourage all of my 
colleagues to vote in support of this 
critical bill, as well as for the Senate 
to pass this legislation, so it may be 
signed into law this year. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Con-
necticut (Mr. COURTNEY). 

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Mr. PAYNE for his leadership on 
the Homeland Security Committee and 
also for his hard work on this legisla-
tion, which, again, has been closely 
watched back home in Connecticut and 
on the other side of Long Island Sound, 
as Mr. ZELDIN indicated as well, in the 
State of New York. 

Again, I rise in strong support, with 
my colleague, for passage of H.R. 2182, 
the Plum Island Preservation Act. This 
has been an effort that has been ongo-
ing since Congress, unfortunately, 
took, I think, a wrong turn when they 
enacted legislation in 2009, with the 
goal of trying to create funding for the 
National Bio and Agro-Defense Facility 
in Kansas; but in the process of doing 
that, it set up a truncated sale of this 
property, which really deviated from 
the normal GSA process of trying to 
exhaust other beneficial uses before 
putting it up for sale to the highest 
bidder. 

Again, that has been the struggle for 
people on both sides of the Long Island 

Sound, who have been frustrated by the 
fact that, because Congress mandated a 
sale without any other options, the in-
credible, pristine environmental qual-
ity of this precious piece of property 
was basically pushed down the food 
chain in terms of, again, the way the 
Federal Government was operating. 

Again, I think it is important to rec-
ognize—and my colleagues from New 
York, Mr. DONOVAN and Mr. ZELDIN, 
understand this—this still is the most 
densely populated area of America. The 
boat traffic, the maritime traffic that 
flows through Long Island Sound, 
again, is the busiest in the country. 
And to have a piece of property that is 
this precious and this pure—which Mr. 
ZELDIN visited, and I think he can at-
test to that personally, and I have 
sailed past it—is really an opportunity 
that really we just cannot possibly 
allow to go to a developer that would 
make that quality forever lost. 

So this legislation, which stops the 
2009 process in its tracks, has GAO step 
in and do a full complete analysis 
across the board in evaluating all op-
tions. In particular, the options of pre-
serving this unique environmental 
asset is the right move for our country, 
and, again, it will be to the benefit of 
generations to come. 

Again, I want to congratulate Mr. 
ZELDIN for his persistence. Again, we 
did get it through the last Congress, 
the 114th. 

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

Mr. PAYNE. I yield an additional 30 
seconds to the gentleman. 

Mr. COURTNEY. I think getting this 
done early in the 115th Congress will 
hopefully allow us the opportunity to 
get some bandwidth in the Senate’s 
floor schedule to finally get this to the 
President’s desk, and, again, forever 
protect an asset for generations to 
come. 

Mr. Speaker, again, I urge strong 
support for this measure. 

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

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentlewoman from Con-
necticut (Ms. DELAURO). 

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of this legislation. 

It is very simple. It directs the Comp-
troller General of the United States to 
submit a report to the Congress on al-
ternative uses for Plum Island. 

b 1430 

The report underscores its ecological 
significance, that is what it would do; 
the need to be protected; and it would 
be an important step toward identi-
fying conservation alternatives to sell-
ing Plum Island. 

I believe that Plum Island should be 
a unit of the National Wildlife Refuge 
System, ensuring that we would safe-
guard the island’s sensitive wildlife and 
ecological value. 

Plum Island is the largest area in 
southern New England, where seals can 
rest on dry land. Its 843 acres are home 

to two threatened bird species: the pip-
ing plovers and the roseate terns. 

We need to proceed very carefully 
when considering the future of Plum 
Island. This is a refuge for wildlife and 
native plants, and once it is developed, 
it cannot be restored, which is why the 
legislation is so important. 

By evaluating the alternative uses 
for Plum Island fully rather than sell-
ing it to the highest bidder, we can en-
sure that this ecological, historical, 
and cultural treasure can be protected 
for generations to come. 

I am proud to join with my col-
leagues, Congressman ZELDIN and Con-
gressman COURTNEY, on a bipartisan 
basis to ensure that the environment is 
respected in our region and across the 
country. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this bill, and I thank the gen-
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. PAYNE) 
for yielding me the time. 

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, H.R. 2182 
has broad support on both sides of the 
aisle, as we can see. Plum Island has a 
history dating back to the 1700s and 
has been owned by the Federal Govern-
ment since 1899. This bill takes steps to 
ensure that this culturally and histori-
cally important site is not sold until 
all relevant questions are answered re-
garding the final disposition of Plum 
Island and that a satisfactory com-
prehensive plan has been developed. 

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

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

Mr. DONOVAN. Mr. Speaker, I, once 
again, urge my colleagues to support 
H.R. 2182. 

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 New York (Mr. 
DONOVAN) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 2182. 

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 

COUNTERING AMERICA’S ADVER-
SARIES THROUGH SANCTIONS 
ACT 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I move to suspend the rules and 
pass the bill (H.R. 3364) to provide con-
gressional review and to counter ag-
gression by the Governments of Iran, 
the Russian Federation, and North 
Korea, and for other purposes. 

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

H.R. 3364 

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 ‘‘Countering America’s Adversaries 
Through Sanctions Act’’. 
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(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—The table of con-

tents for this Act is as follows: 

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents. 

TITLE I—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
IRAN 

Sec. 101. Short title. 
Sec. 102. Definitions. 
Sec. 103. Regional strategy for countering 

conventional and asymmetric 
Iranian threats in the Middle 
East and North Africa. 

Sec. 104. Imposition of additional sanctions 
in response to Iran’s ballistic 
missile program. 

Sec. 105. Imposition of terrorism-related 
sanctions with respect to the 
IRGC. 

Sec. 106. Imposition of additional sanctions 
with respect to persons respon-
sible for human rights abuses. 

Sec. 107. Enforcement of arms embargos. 
Sec. 108. Review of applicability of sanctions 

relating to Iran’s support for 
terrorism and its ballistic mis-
sile program. 

Sec. 109. Report on coordination of sanc-
tions between the United States 
and the European Union. 

Sec. 110. Report on United States citizens 
detained by Iran. 

Sec. 111. Exceptions for national security 
and humanitarian assistance; 
rule of construction. 

Sec. 112. Presidential waiver authority. 

TITLE II—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION AND COM-
BATING TERRORISM AND ILLICIT FI-
NANCING 

Sec. 201. Short title. 

Subtitle A—Sanctions and Other Measures 
With Respect to the Russian Federation 

Sec. 211. Findings. 
Sec. 212. Sense of Congress. 

PART 1—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF SANC-
TIONS IMPOSED WITH RESPECT TO THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION 

Sec. 215. Short title. 
Sec. 216. Congressional review of certain ac-

tions relating to sanctions im-
posed with respect to the Rus-
sian Federation. 

PART 2—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

Sec. 221. Definitions. 
Sec. 222. Codification of sanctions relating 

to the Russian Federation. 
Sec. 223. Modification of implementation of 

Executive Order 13662. 
Sec. 224. Imposition of sanctions with re-

spect to activities of the Rus-
sian Federation undermining 
cybersecurity. 

Sec. 225. Imposition of sanctions relating to 
special Russian crude oil 
projects. 

Sec. 226. Imposition of sanctions with re-
spect to Russian and other for-
eign financial institutions. 

Sec. 227. Mandatory imposition of sanctions 
with respect to significant cor-
ruption in the Russian Federa-
tion. 

Sec. 228. Mandatory imposition of sanctions 
with respect to certain trans-
actions with foreign sanctions 
evaders and serious human 
rights abusers in the Russian 
Federation. 

Sec. 229. Notifications to Congress under 
Ukraine Freedom Support Act 
of 2014. 

Sec. 230. Standards for termination of cer-
tain sanctions with respect to 
the Russian Federation. 

Sec. 231. Imposition of sanctions with re-
spect to persons engaging in 
transactions with the intel-
ligence or defense sectors of the 
Government of the Russian 
Federation. 

Sec. 232. Sanctions with respect to the de-
velopment of pipelines in the 
Russian Federation. 

Sec. 233. Sanctions with respect to invest-
ment in or facilitation of pri-
vatization of state-owned assets 
by the Russian Federation. 

Sec. 234. Sanctions with respect to the 
transfer of arms and related 
materiel to Syria. 

Sec. 235. Sanctions described. 
Sec. 236. Exceptions, waiver, and termi-

nation. 
Sec. 237. Exception relating to activities of 

the National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration. 

Sec. 238. Rule of construction. 
PART 3—REPORTS 

Sec. 241. Report on oligarchs and parastatal 
entities of the Russian Federa-
tion. 

Sec. 242. Report on effects of expanding 
sanctions to include sovereign 
debt and derivative products. 

Sec. 243. Report on illicit finance relating to 
the Russian Federation. 

Subtitle B—Countering Russian Influence in 
Europe and Eurasia 

Sec. 251. Findings. 
Sec. 252. Sense of Congress. 
Sec. 253. Statement of policy. 
Sec. 254. Coordinating aid and assistance 

across Europe and Eurasia. 
Sec. 255. Report on media organizations con-

trolled and funded by the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federa-
tion. 

Sec. 256. Report on Russian Federation in-
fluence on elections in Europe 
and Eurasia. 

Sec. 257. Ukranian energy security. 
Sec. 258. Termination. 
Sec. 259. Appropriate congressional commit-

tees defined. 
Subtitle C—Combating Terrorism and Illicit 

Financing 
PART 1—NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR COMBATING 

TERRORIST AND OTHER ILLICIT FINANCING 
Sec. 261. Development of national strategy. 
Sec. 262. Contents of national strategy. 
PART 2—ENHANCING ANTITERRORISM TOOLS OF 

THE DEPARTMENT OF THE TREASURY 
Sec. 271. Improving antiterror finance moni-

toring of funds transfers. 
Sec. 272. Sense of Congress on international 

cooperation regarding terrorist 
financing intelligence. 

Sec. 273. Examining the counter-terror fi-
nancing role of the Department 
of the Treasury in embassies. 

Sec. 274. Inclusion of Secretary of the Treas-
ury on the National Security 
Council. 

Sec. 275. Inclusion of all funds. 
PART 3—DEFINITIONS 

Sec. 281. Definitions. 
Subtitle D—Rule of Construction 

Sec. 291. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 292. Sense of Congress on the strategic 

importance of Article 5 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty. 

TITLE III—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
NORTH KOREA 

Sec. 301. Short title. 
Sec. 302. Definitions. 
Subtitle A—Sanctions to Enforce and Imple-

ment United Nations Security Council 
Sanctions Against North Korea 

Sec. 311. Modification and expansion of re-
quirements for the designation 
of persons. 

Sec. 312. Prohibition on indirect cor-
respondent accounts. 

Sec. 313. Limitations on foreign assistance 
to noncompliant governments. 

Sec. 314. Amendments to enhance inspection 
authorities. 

Sec. 315. Enforcing compliance with United 
Nations shipping sanctions 
against North Korea. 

Sec. 316. Report on cooperation between 
North Korea and Iran. 

Sec. 317. Report on implementation of 
United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolutions by other govern-
ments. 

Sec. 318. Briefing on measures to deny spe-
cialized financial messaging 
services to designated North 
Korean financial institutions. 

Subtitle B—Sanctions With Respect to 
Human Rights Abuses by the Government 
of North Korea 

Sec. 321. Sanctions for forced labor and slav-
ery overseas of North Koreans. 

Sec. 322. Modifications to sanctions suspen-
sion and waiver authorities. 

Sec. 323. Reward for informants. 
Sec. 324. Determination on designation of 

North Korea as a state sponsor 
of terrorism. 

Subtitle C—General Authorities 
Sec. 331. Authority to consolidate reports. 
Sec. 332. Rule of construction. 
Sec. 333. Regulatory authority. 
Sec. 334. Limitation on funds. 

TITLE I—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
IRAN 

SEC. 101. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Countering 

Iran’s Destabilizing Activities Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 102. DEFINITIONS. 

In this title: 
(1) ACT OF INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM.—The 

term ‘‘act of international terrorism’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 14 of 
the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public Law 
104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ has the meaning given that 
term in section 14 of the Iran Sanctions Act 
of 1996 (Public Law 104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 
note). 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign 
person’’ means a person that is not a United 
States person. 

(4) IRANIAN PERSON.—The term ‘‘Iranian 
person’’ means— 

(A) an individual who is a citizen or na-
tional of Iran; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
Iran or otherwise subject to the jurisdiction 
of the Government of Iran. 

(5) IRGC.—The term ‘‘IRGC’’ means Iran’s 
Islamic Revolutionary Guard Corps. 

(6) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’ 
has the meaning given that term in section 
14 of the Iran Sanctions Act of 1996 (Public 
Law 104–172; 50 U.S.C. 1701 note). 

(7) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a United States citizen or an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence to 
the United States; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
the United States or of any jurisdiction 
within the United States, including a foreign 
branch of such an entity. 
SEC. 103. REGIONAL STRATEGY FOR COUN-

TERING CONVENTIONAL AND ASYM-
METRIC IRANIAN THREATS IN THE 
MIDDLE EAST AND NORTH AFRICA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 2 years thereafter, the Secretary 
of State, the Secretary of Defense, the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, and the Director of 
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National Intelligence shall jointly develop 
and submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership a strategy for de-
terring conventional and asymmetric Ira-
nian activities and threats that directly 
threaten the United States and key allies in 
the Middle East, North Africa, and beyond. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The strategy required by 
subsection (a) shall include at a minimum 
the following: 

(1) A summary of the near- and long-term 
United States objectives, plans, and means 
for countering Iran’s destabilizing activities, 
including identification of countries that 
share the objective of countering Iran’s de-
stabilizing activities. 

(2) A summary of the capabilities and con-
tributions of individual countries to shared 
efforts to counter Iran’s destabilizing activi-
ties, and a summary of additional actions or 
contributions that each country could take 
to further contribute. 

(3) An assessment of Iran’s conventional 
force capabilities and an assessment of Iran’s 
plans to upgrade its conventional force capa-
bilities, including its acquisition, develop-
ment, and deployment of ballistic and cruise 
missile capabilities, unmanned aerial vehi-
cles, and maritime offensive and anti-access 
or area denial capabilities. 

(4) An assessment of Iran’s chemical and 
biological weapons capabilities and an as-
sessment of Iranian plans to upgrade its 
chemical or biological weapons capabilities. 

(5) An assessment of Iran’s asymmetric ac-
tivities in the region, including— 

(A) the size, capabilities, and activities of 
the IRGC, including the Quds Force; 

(B) the size, capabilities, and activities of 
Iran’s cyber operations; 

(C) the types and amount of support, in-
cluding funding, lethal and nonlethal con-
tributions, and training, provided to 
Hezbollah, Hamas, special groups in Iraq, the 
regime of Bashar al-Assad in Syria, Houthi 
fighters in Yemen, and other violent groups 
across the Middle East; and 

(D) the scope and objectives of Iran’s infor-
mation operations and use of propaganda. 

(6) A summary of United States actions, 
unilaterally and in cooperation with foreign 
governments, to counter destabilizing Ira-
nian activities, including— 

(A) interdiction of Iranian lethal arms 
bound for groups designated as foreign ter-
rorist organizations under section 219 of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1189); 

(B) Iran’s interference in international 
commercial shipping lanes; 

(C) attempts by Iran to undermine or sub-
vert internationally recognized governments 
in the Middle East region; and 

(D) Iran’s support for the regime of Bashar 
al-Assad in Syria, including— 

(i) financial assistance, military equip-
ment and personnel, and other support pro-
vided to that regime; and 

(ii) support and direction to other armed 
actors that are not Syrian or Iranian and are 
acting on behalf of that regime. 

(c) FORM OF STRATEGY.—The strategy re-
quired by subsection (a) shall be submitted 
in unclassified form, but may include a clas-
sified annex. 

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Finance, the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and the majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and the Speaker, 

the majority leader, and the minority leader 
of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 104. IMPOSITION OF ADDITIONAL SANC-

TIONS IN RESPONSE TO IRAN’S BAL-
LISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that the Secretary of the Treasury 
and the Secretary of State should continue 
to implement Executive Order 13382 (50 
U.S.C. 1701 note; relating to blocking prop-
erty of weapons of mass destruction delivery 
system proliferators and their supporters). 

(b) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—The Presi-
dent shall impose the sanctions described in 
subsection (c) with respect to any person 
that the President determines, on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act— 

(1) knowingly engages in any activity that 
materially contributes to the activities of 
the Government of Iran with respect to its 
ballistic missile program, or any other pro-
gram in Iran for developing, deploying, or 
maintaining systems capable of delivering 
weapons of mass destruction, including any 
efforts to manufacture, acquire, possess, de-
velop, transport, transfer, or use such capa-
bilities; 

(2) is a successor entity to a person re-
ferred to in paragraph (1); 

(3) owns or controls or is owned or con-
trolled by a person referred to in paragraph 
(1); 

(4) forms an entity with the purpose of 
evading sanctions that would otherwise be 
imposed pursuant to paragraph (3); 

(5) is acting for or on behalf of a person re-
ferred to in paragraph (1), (2), (3), or (4); or 

(6) knowingly provides or attempts to pro-
vide financial, material, technological, or 
other support for, or goods or services in sup-
port of, a person referred to in paragraph (1), 
(2), (3), (4) or (5). 

(c) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
described in this subsection are the fol-
lowing: 

(1) BLOCKING OF PROPERTY.—The President 
shall block, in accordance with the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), all transactions in all 
property and interests in property of any 
person subject to subsection (b) if such prop-
erty and interests in property are in the 
United States, come within the United 
States, or are or come within the possession 
or control of a United States person. 

(2) EXCLUSION FROM UNITED STATES.—The 
Secretary of State shall deny a visa to, and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall ex-
clude from the United States, any person 
subject to subsection (b) that is an alien. 

(d) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-
tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of subsection (c)(1) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out that subsection shall be subject to the 
penalties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) 
of section 206 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) 
to the same extent as a person that commits 
an unlawful act described in subsection (a) of 
that section. 

(e) REPORT ON CONTRIBUTIONS TO IRAN’S 
BALLISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter, the President 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report describing each 
person that— 

(A) has, during the period specified in para-
graph (2), conducted any activity that has 
materially contributed to the activities of 
the Government of Iran with respect to its 
ballistic missile program, or any other pro-
gram in Iran for developing, deploying, or 
maintaining systems capable of delivering 
weapons of mass destruction, including any 
efforts to manufacture, acquire, possess, de-

velop, transport, transfer, or use such capa-
bilities; 

(B) is a successor entity to a person re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A); 

(C) owns or controls or is owned or con-
trolled by a person referred to in subpara-
graph (A); 

(D) forms an entity with the purpose of 
evading sanctions that could be imposed as a 
result of a relationship described in subpara-
graph (C); 

(E) is acting for or on behalf of a person re-
ferred to in subparagraph (A), (B), (C), or (D); 
or 

(F) is known or believed to have provided, 
or attempted to provide, during the period 
specified in paragraph (2), financial, mate-
rial, technological, or other support for, or 
goods or services in support of, any material 
contribution to a program described in sub-
paragraph (A) carried out by a person de-
scribed in subparagraph (A), (B), (C), (D), or 
(E). 

(2) PERIOD SPECIFIED.—The period specified 
in this paragraph is— 

(A) in the case of the first report submitted 
under paragraph (1), the period beginning 
January 1, 2016, and ending on the date the 
report is submitted; and 

(B) in the case of a subsequent such report, 
the 180-day period preceding the submission 
of the report. 

(3) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report required 
by paragraph (1) shall be submitted in un-
classified form but may include a classified 
annex. 

SEC. 105. IMPOSITION OF TERRORISM-RELATED 
SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE 
IRGC. 

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

(1) The IRGC is subject to sanctions pursu-
ant to Executive Order 13382 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note; relating to blocking property of weap-
ons of mass destruction delivery system 
proliferators and their supporters), the Com-
prehensive Iran Sanctions, Accountability, 
and Divestment Act of 2010 (22 U.S.C. 8501 et 
seq.), Executive Order 13553 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note; relating to blocking property of certain 
persons with respect to serious human rights 
abuses by the Government of Iran), and Ex-
ecutive Order 13606 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note; relat-
ing to blocking the property and suspending 
entry into the United States of certain per-
sons with respect to grave human rights 
abuses by the Governments of Iran and Syria 
via information technology). 

(2) The Iranian Revolutionary Guard 
Corps–Quds Force (in this section referred to 
as the ‘‘IRGC–QF’’) is the primary arm of the 
Government of Iran for executing its policy 
of supporting terrorist and insurgent groups. 
The IRGC–QF provides material, logistical 
assistance, training, and financial support to 
militants and terrorist operatives through-
out the Middle East and South Asia and was 
designated for the imposition of sanctions by 
the Secretary of the Treasury pursuant to 
Executive Order 13224 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note; re-
lating to blocking property and prohibiting 
transactions with persons who commit, 
threaten to commit, or support terrorism) in 
October 2007 for its support of terrorism. 

(3) The IRGC, not just the IRGC–QF, is re-
sponsible for implementing Iran’s inter-
national program of destabilizing activities, 
support for acts of international terrorism, 
and ballistic missile program. 

(b) IN GENERAL.—Beginning on the date 
that is 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President shall impose 
the sanctions described in subsection (c) 
with respect to the IRGC and foreign persons 
that are officials, agents, or affiliates of the 
IRGC. 
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(c) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 

described in this subsection are sanctions ap-
plicable with respect to a foreign person pur-
suant to Executive Order 13224 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note; relating to blocking property and pro-
hibiting transactions with persons who com-
mit, threaten to commit, or support ter-
rorism). 
SEC. 106. IMPOSITION OF ADDITIONAL SANC-

TIONS WITH RESPECT TO PERSONS 
RESPONSIBLE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS 
ABUSES. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the Secretary of 
State shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a list of each person 
the Secretary determines, based on credible 
evidence, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act— 

(1) is responsible for extrajudicial killings, 
torture, or other gross violations of inter-
nationally recognized human rights com-
mitted against individuals in Iran who 
seek— 

(A) to expose illegal activity carried out by 
officials of the Government of Iran; or 

(B) to obtain, exercise, defend, or promote 
internationally recognized human rights and 
freedoms, such as the freedoms of religion, 
expression, association, and assembly, and 
the rights to a fair trial and democratic elec-
tions; or 

(2) acts as an agent of or on behalf of a for-
eign person in a matter relating to an activ-
ity described in paragraph (1). 

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may, in ac-

cordance with the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), 
block all transactions in all property and in-
terests in property of a person on the list re-
quired by subsection (a) if such property and 
interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

(2) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-
tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of paragraph (1) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out paragraph (1) shall be subject to the pen-
alties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) of 
section 206 of the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) to the 
same extent as a person that commits an un-
lawful act described in subsection (a) of that 
section. 
SEC. 107. ENFORCEMENT OF ARMS EMBARGOS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (d), the President shall impose 
the sanctions described in subsection (b) 
with respect to any person that the Presi-
dent determines— 

(1) knowingly engages in any activity that 
materially contributes to the supply, sale, or 
transfer directly or indirectly to or from 
Iran, or for the use in or benefit of Iran, of 
any battle tanks, armored combat vehicles, 
large caliber artillery systems, combat air-
craft, attack helicopters, warships, missiles 
or missile systems, as defined for the purpose 
of the United Nations Register of Conven-
tional Arms, or related materiel, including 
spare parts; or 

(2) knowingly provides to Iran any tech-
nical training, financial resources or serv-
ices, advice, other services or assistance re-
lated to the supply, sale, transfer, manufac-
ture, maintenance, or use of arms and re-
lated materiel described in paragraph (1). 

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.— 
(1) BLOCKING OF PROPERTY.—The President 

shall block, in accordance with the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.), all transactions in all 
property and interests in property of any 
person subject to subsection (a) if such prop-

erty and interests in property are in the 
United States, come within the United 
States, or are or come within the possession 
or control of a United States person. 

(2) EXCLUSION FROM UNITED STATES.—The 
Secretary of State shall deny a visa to, and 
the Secretary of Homeland Security shall ex-
clude from the United States, any person 
subject to subsection (a) that is an alien. 

(c) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-
tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of subsection (b)(1) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out that subsection shall be subject to the 
penalties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) 
of section 206 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) 
to the same extent as a person that commits 
an unlawful act described in subsection (a) of 
that section. 

(d) EXCEPTION.—The President is not re-
quired to impose sanctions under subsection 
(a) with respect to a person for engaging in 
an activity described in that subsection if 
the President certifies to the appropriate 
congressional committees that— 

(1) permitting the activity is in the na-
tional security interest of the United States; 

(2) Iran no longer presents a significant 
threat to the national security of the United 
States and to the allies of the United States; 
and 

(3) the Government of Iran has ceased pro-
viding operational or financial support for 
acts of international terrorism and no longer 
satisfies the requirements for designation as 
a state sponsor of terrorism. 

(e) STATE SPONSOR OF TERRORISM DE-
FINED.—In this section, the term ‘‘state spon-
sor of terrorism’’ means a country the gov-
ernment of which the Secretary of State has 
determined to be a government that has re-
peatedly provided support for acts of inter-
national terrorism for purposes of— 

(1) section 6(j)(1)(A) of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 4605(j)(1)(A)) (as 
continued in effect pursuant to the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)); 

(2) section 620A(a) of the Foreign Assist-
ance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371(a)); 

(3) section 40(d) of the Arms Export Con-
trol Act (22 U.S.C. 2780(d)); or 

(4) any other provision of law. 
SEC. 108. REVIEW OF APPLICABILITY OF SANC-

TIONS RELATING TO IRAN’S SUP-
PORT FOR TERRORISM AND ITS BAL-
LISTIC MISSILE PROGRAM. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 5 years 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall conduct a review of all 
persons on the list of specially designated 
nationals and blocked persons maintained by 
the Office of Foreign Assets Control of the 
Department of the Treasury for activities re-
lating to Iran— 

(1) to assess the conduct of such persons as 
that conduct relates to— 

(A) any activity that materially contrib-
utes to the activities of the Government of 
Iran with respect to its ballistic missile pro-
gram; or 

(B) support by the Government of Iran for 
acts of international terrorism; and 

(2) to determine the applicability of sanc-
tions with respect to such persons under— 

(A) Executive Order 13382 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note; relating to blocking property of weap-
ons of mass destruction delivery system 
proliferators and their supporters); or 

(B) Executive Order 13224 (50 U.S.C. 1701 
note; relating to blocking property and pro-
hibiting transactions with persons who com-
mit, threaten to commit, or support ter-
rorism). 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF SANCTIONS.—If the 
President determines under subsection (a) 
that sanctions under an Executive order 

specified in paragraph (2) of that subsection 
are applicable with respect to a person, the 
President shall— 

(1) impose sanctions with respect to that 
person pursuant to that Executive order; or 

(2) exercise the waiver authority provided 
under section 112. 
SEC. 109. REPORT ON COORDINATION OF SANC-

TIONS BETWEEN THE UNITED 
STATES AND THE EUROPEAN UNION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter, the President 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees a report that includes the 
following: 

(1) A description of each instance, during 
the period specified in subsection (b)— 

(A) in which the United States has imposed 
sanctions with respect to a person for activ-
ity related to the proliferation of weapons of 
mass destruction or delivery systems for 
such weapons to or by Iran, support for acts 
of international terrorism by Iran, or human 
rights abuses in Iran, but in which the Euro-
pean Union has not imposed corresponding 
sanctions; and 

(B) in which the European Union has im-
posed sanctions with respect to a person for 
activity related to the proliferation of weap-
ons of mass destruction or delivery systems 
for such weapons to or by Iran, support for 
acts of international terrorism by Iran, or 
human rights abuses in Iran, but in which 
the United States has not imposed cor-
responding sanctions. 

(2) An explanation for the reason for each 
discrepancy between sanctions imposed by 
the European Union and sanctions imposed 
by the United States described in subpara-
graphs (A) and (B) of paragraph (1). 

(b) PERIOD SPECIFIED.—The period specified 
in this subsection is— 

(1) in the case of the first report submitted 
under subsection (a), the period beginning on 
the date of the enactment of this Act and 
ending on the date the report is submitted; 
and 

(2) in the case of a subsequent such report, 
the 180-day period preceding the submission 
of the report. 

(c) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be submitted in un-
classified form but may include a classified 
annex. 
SEC. 110. REPORT ON UNITED STATES CITIZENS 

DETAINED BY IRAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter, the President 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership a report on 
United States citizens, including United 
States citizens who are also citizens of other 
countries, detained by Iran or groups sup-
ported by Iran that includes— 

(1) information regarding any officials of 
the Government of Iran involved in any way 
in the detentions; and 

(2) a summary of efforts the United States 
Government has taken to secure the swift re-
lease of those United States citizens. 

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be submitted in un-
classified form, but may include a classified 
annex. 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Finance, the Com-
mittee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs, the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
and the majority and minority leaders of the 
Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Ways and Means, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs, and the Speaker, 
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the majority leader, and the minority leader 
of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 111. EXCEPTIONS FOR NATIONAL SECURITY 

AND HUMANITARIAN ASSISTANCE; 
RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The following activities 
shall be exempt from sanctions under sec-
tions 104, 105, 106, and 107: 

(1) Any activity subject to the reporting 
requirements under title V of the National 
Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3091 et seq.), 
or to any authorized intelligence activities 
of the United States. 

(2) The admission of an alien to the United 
States if such admission is necessary to com-
ply with United States obligations under the 
Agreement between the United Nations and 
the United States of America regarding the 
Headquarters of the United Nations, signed 
at Lake Success June 26, 1947, and entered 
into force November 21, 1947, or under the 
Convention on Consular Relations, done at 
Vienna April 24, 1963, and entered into force 
March 19, 1967, or other applicable inter-
national obligations of the United States. 

(3) The conduct or facilitation of a trans-
action for the sale of agricultural commod-
ities, food, medicine, or medical devices to 
Iran or for the provision of humanitarian as-
sistance to the people of Iran, including en-
gaging in a financial transaction relating to 
humanitarian assistance or for humanitarian 
purposes or transporting goods or services 
that are necessary to carry out operations 
relating to humanitarian assistance or hu-
manitarian purposes. 

(b) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may 
exercise all authorities provided under sec-
tions 203 and 205 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1702 
and 1704) to carry out this Act. 

(c) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act shall be construed to limit the au-
thority of the President under the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) AGRICULTURAL COMMODITY.—The term 

‘‘agricultural commodity’’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 102 of the Agricul-
tural Trade Act of 1978 (7 U.S.C. 5602). 

(2) GOOD.—The term ‘‘good’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 16 of the Ex-
port Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 
4618) (as continued in effect pursuant to the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)). 

(3) MEDICAL DEVICE.—The term ‘‘medical 
device’’ has the meaning given the term ‘‘de-
vice’’ in section 201 of the Federal Food, 
Drug, and Cosmetic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 

(4) MEDICINE.—The term ‘‘medicine’’ has 
the meaning given the term ‘‘drug’’ in sec-
tion 201 of the Federal Food, Drug, and Cos-
metic Act (21 U.S.C. 321). 
SEC. 112. PRESIDENTIAL WAIVER AUTHORITY. 

(a) CASE-BY-CASE WAIVER AUTHORITY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President may waive, 

on a case-by-case basis and for a period of 
not more than 180 days, a requirement under 
section 104, 105, 106, 107, or 108 to impose or 
maintain sanctions with respect to a person, 
and may waive the continued imposition of 
such sanctions, not less than 30 days after 
the President determines and reports to the 
appropriate congressional committees that 
it is vital to the national security interests 
of the United States to waive such sanctions. 

(2) RENEWAL OF WAIVERS.—The President 
may, on a case-by-case basis, renew a waiver 
under paragraph (1) for an additional period 
of not more than 180 days if, not later than 
15 days before that waiver expires, the Presi-
dent makes the determination and submits 
to the appropriate congressional committees 
a report described in paragraph (1). 

(3) SUCCESSIVE RENEWAL.—The renewal au-
thority provided under paragraph (2) may be 

exercised for additional successive periods of 
not more than 180 days if the President fol-
lows the procedures set forth in paragraph 
(2), and submits the report described in para-
graph (1), for each such renewal. 

(b) CONTENTS OF WAIVER REPORTS.—Each 
report submitted under subsection (a) in con-
nection with a waiver of sanctions under sec-
tion 104, 105, 106, 107, or 108 with respect to a 
person, or the renewal of such a waiver, shall 
include— 

(1) a specific and detailed rationale for the 
determination that the waiver is vital to the 
national security interests of the United 
States; 

(2) a description of the activity that re-
sulted in the person being subject to sanc-
tions; 

(3) an explanation of any efforts made by 
the United States, as applicable, to secure 
the cooperation of the government with pri-
mary jurisdiction over the person or the lo-
cation where the activity described in para-
graph (2) occurred in terminating or, as ap-
propriate, penalizing the activity; and 

(4) an assessment of the significance of the 
activity described in paragraph (2) in con-
tributing to the ability of Iran to threaten 
the interests of the United States or allies of 
the United States, develop systems capable 
of delivering weapons of mass destruction, 
support acts of international terrorism, or 
violate the human rights of any person in 
Iran. 

(c) EFFECT OF REPORT ON WAIVER.—If the 
President submits a report under subsection 
(a) in connection with a waiver of sanctions 
under section 104, 105, 106, 107, or 108 with re-
spect to a person, or the renewal of such a 
waiver, the President shall not be required 
to impose or maintain sanctions under sec-
tion 104, 105, 106, 107, or 108, as applicable, 
with respect to the person described in the 
report during the 30-day period referred to in 
subsection (a). 

TITLE II—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION AND COM-
BATING TERRORISM AND ILLICIT FI-
NANCING 

SEC. 201. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Countering 

Russian Influence in Europe and Eurasia Act 
of 2017’’. 

Subtitle A—Sanctions and Other Measures 
With Respect to the Russian Federation 

SEC. 211. FINDINGS. 
Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) On March 6, 2014, President Barack 

Obama issued Executive Order 13660 (79 Fed. 
Reg. 13493; relating to blocking property of 
certain persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine), which authorizes the Secretary 
of the Treasury, in consultation with the 
Secretary of State, to impose sanctions on 
those determined to be undermining demo-
cratic processes and institutions in Ukraine 
or threatening the peace, security, stability, 
sovereignty, and territorial integrity of 
Ukraine. President Obama subsequently 
issued Executive Order 13661 (79 Fed. Reg. 
15535; relating to blocking property of addi-
tional persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine) and Executive Order 13662 (79 
Fed. Reg. 16169; relating to blocking property 
of additional persons contributing to the sit-
uation in Ukraine) to expand sanctions on 
certain persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine. 

(2) On December 18, 2014, the Ukraine Free-
dom Support Act of 2014 was enacted (Public 
Law 113–272; 22 U.S.C. 8921 et seq.), which in-
cludes provisions directing the President to 
impose sanctions on foreign persons that the 
President determines to be entities owned or 
controlled by the Government of the Russian 
Federation or nationals of the Russian Fed-

eration that manufacture, sell, transfer, or 
otherwise provide certain defense articles 
into Syria. 

(3) On April 1, 2015, President Obama issued 
Executive Order 13694 (80 Fed. Reg. 18077; re-
lating to blocking the property of certain 
persons engaging in significant malicious 
cyber-enabled activities), which authorizes 
the Secretary of the Treasury, in consulta-
tion with the Attorney General and the Sec-
retary of State, to impose sanctions on per-
sons determined to be engaged in malicious 
cyber-hacking. 

(4) On July 26, 2016, President Obama ap-
proved a Presidential Policy Directive on 
United States Cyber Incident Coordination, 
which states, ‘‘certain cyber incidents that 
have significant impacts on an entity, our 
national security, or the broader economy 
require a unique approach to response ef-
forts’’. 

(5) On December 29, 2016, President Obama 
issued an annex to Executive Order 13694, 
which authorized sanctions on the following 
entities and individuals: 

(A) The Main Intelligence Directorate (also 
known as Glavnoe Razvedyvatel’noe 
Upravlenie or the GRU) in Moscow, Russian 
Federation. 

(B) The Federal Security Service (also 
known as Federalnaya Sluzhba Bezopasnosti 
or the FSB) in Moscow, Russian Federation. 

(C) The Special Technology Center (also 
known as STLC, Ltd. Special Technology 
Center St. Petersburg) in St. Petersburg, 
Russian Federation. 

(D) Zorsecurity (also known as Esage Lab) 
in Moscow, Russian Federation. 

(E) The autonomous noncommercial orga-
nization known as the Professional Associa-
tion of Designers of Data Processing Sys-
tems (also known as ANO PO KSI) in Mos-
cow, Russian Federation. 

(F) Igor Valentinovich Korobov. 
(G) Sergey Aleksandrovich Gizunov. 
(H) Igor Olegovich Kostyukov. 
(I) Vladimir Stepanovich Alexseyev. 
(6) On January 6, 2017, an assessment of the 

United States intelligence community enti-
tled, ‘‘Assessing Russian Activities and In-
tentions in Recent U.S. Elections’’ stated, 
‘‘Russian President Vladimir Putin ordered 
an influence campaign in 2016 aimed at the 
United States presidential election.’’ The as-
sessment warns that ‘‘Moscow will apply les-
sons learned from its Putin-ordered cam-
paign aimed at the U.S. Presidential election 
to future influence efforts worldwide, includ-
ing against U.S. allies and their election 
processes’’. 

SEC. 212. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Presi-
dent— 

(1) should continue to uphold and seek 
unity with European and other key partners 
on sanctions implemented against the Rus-
sian Federation, which have been effective 
and instrumental in countering Russian ag-
gression in Ukraine; 

(2) should engage to the fullest extent pos-
sible with partner governments with regard 
to closing loopholes, including the allowance 
of extended prepayment for the delivery of 
goods and commodities and other loopholes, 
in multilateral and unilateral restrictive 
measures against the Russian Federation, 
with the aim of maximizing alignment of 
those measures; and 

(3) should increase efforts to vigorously en-
force compliance with sanctions in place as 
of the date of the enactment of this Act with 
respect to the Russian Federation in re-
sponse to the crisis in eastern Ukraine, cyber 
intrusions and attacks, and human rights 
violators in the Russian Federation. 
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PART 1—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF 

SANCTIONS IMPOSED WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

SEC. 215. SHORT TITLE. 
This part may be cited as the ‘‘Russia 

Sanctions Review Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 216. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF CERTAIN 

ACTIONS RELATING TO SANCTIONS 
IMPOSED WITH RESPECT TO THE 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) SUBMISSION TO CONGRESS OF PROPOSED 
ACTION.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, before taking any ac-
tion described in paragraph (2), the President 
shall submit to the appropriate congres-
sional committees and leadership a report 
that describes the proposed action and the 
reasons for that action. 

(2) ACTIONS DESCRIBED.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—An action described in 

this paragraph is— 
(i) an action to terminate the application 

of any sanctions described in subparagraph 
(B); 

(ii) with respect to sanctions described in 
subparagraph (B) imposed by the President 
with respect to a person, an action to waive 
the application of those sanctions with re-
spect to that person; or 

(iii) a licensing action that significantly 
alters United States’ foreign policy with re-
gard to the Russian Federation. 

(B) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
described in this subparagraph are— 

(i) sanctions provided for under— 
(I) this title or any provision of law amend-

ed by this title, including the Executive or-
ders codified under section 222; 

(II) the Support for the Sovereignty, Integ-
rity, Democracy, and Economic Stability of 
Ukraine Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8901 et seq.); or 

(III) the Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 
2014 (22 U.S.C. 8921 et seq.); and 

(ii) the prohibition on access to the prop-
erties of the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration located in Maryland and New York 
that the President ordered vacated on De-
cember 29, 2016. 

(3) DESCRIPTION OF TYPE OF ACTION.—Each 
report submitted under paragraph (1) with 
respect to an action described in paragraph 
(2) shall include a description of whether the 
action— 

(A) is not intended to significantly alter 
United States foreign policy with regard to 
the Russian Federation; or 

(B) is intended to significantly alter 
United States foreign policy with regard to 
the Russian Federation. 

(4) INCLUSION OF ADDITIONAL MATTER.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Each report submitted 

under paragraph (1) that relates to an action 
that is intended to significantly alter United 
States foreign policy with regard to the Rus-
sian Federation shall include a description 
of— 

(i) the significant alteration to United 
States foreign policy with regard to the Rus-
sian Federation; 

(ii) the anticipated effect of the action on 
the national security interests of the United 
States; and 

(iii) the policy objectives for which the 
sanctions affected by the action were ini-
tially imposed. 

(B) REQUESTS FROM BANKING AND FINANCIAL 
SERVICES COMMITTEES.—The Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the 
Senate or the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices of the House of Representatives may re-
quest the submission to the Committee of 
the matter described in clauses (ii) and (iii) 
of subparagraph (A) with respect to a report 
submitted under paragraph (1) that relates 
to an action that is not intended to signifi-
cantly alter United States foreign policy 
with regard to the Russian Federation. 

(5) CONFIDENTIALITY OF PROPRIETARY INFOR-
MATION.—Proprietary information that can 
be associated with a particular person with 
respect to an action described in paragraph 
(2) may be included in a report submitted 
under paragraph (1) only if the appropriate 
congressional committees and leadership 
provide assurances of confidentiality, unless 
such person otherwise consents in writing to 
such disclosure. 

(6) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Paragraph 
(2)(A)(iii) shall not be construed to require 
the submission of a report under paragraph 
(1) with respect to the routine issuance of a 
license that does not significantly alter 
United States foreign policy with regard to 
the Russian Federation. 

(b) PERIOD FOR REVIEW BY CONGRESS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—During the period of 30 

calendar days beginning on the date on 
which the President submits a report under 
subsection (a)(1)— 

(A) in the case of a report that relates to 
an action that is not intended to signifi-
cantly alter United States foreign policy 
with regard to the Russian Federation, the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives should, as appropriate, hold 
hearings and briefings and otherwise obtain 
information in order to fully review the re-
port; and 

(B) in the case of a report that relates to 
an action that is intended to significantly 
alter United States foreign policy with re-
gard to the Russian Federation, the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives should, as appro-
priate, hold hearings and briefings and other-
wise obtain information in order to fully re-
view the report. 

(2) EXCEPTION.—The period for congres-
sional review under paragraph (1) of a report 
required to be submitted under subsection 
(a)(1) shall be 60 calendar days if the report 
is submitted on or after July 10 and on or be-
fore September 7 in any calendar year. 

(3) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS DURING INITIAL 
CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW PERIOD.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, during 
the period for congressional review provided 
for under paragraph (1) of a report submitted 
under subsection (a)(1) proposing an action 
described in subsection (a)(2), including any 
additional period for such review as applica-
ble under the exception provided in para-
graph (2), the President may not take that 
action unless a joint resolution of approval 
with respect to that action is enacted in ac-
cordance with subsection (c). 

(4) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS DURING PRESI-
DENTIAL CONSIDERATION OF A JOINT RESOLU-
TION OF DISAPPROVAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, if a joint resolution of 
disapproval relating to a report submitted 
under subsection (a)(1) proposing an action 
described in subsection (a)(2) passes both 
Houses of Congress in accordance with sub-
section (c), the President may not take that 
action for a period of 12 calendar days after 
the date of passage of the joint resolution of 
disapproval. 

(5) LIMITATION ON ACTIONS DURING CONGRES-
SIONAL RECONSIDERATION OF A JOINT RESOLU-
TION OF DISAPPROVAL.—Notwithstanding any 
other provision of law, if a joint resolution of 
disapproval relating to a report submitted 
under subsection (a)(1) proposing an action 
described in subsection (a)(2) passes both 
Houses of Congress in accordance with sub-
section (c), and the President vetoes the 
joint resolution, the President may not take 
that action for a period of 10 calendar days 
after the date of the President’s veto. 

(6) EFFECT OF ENACTMENT OF A JOINT RESO-
LUTION OF DISAPPROVAL.—Notwithstanding 

any other provision of law, if a joint resolu-
tion of disapproval relating to a report sub-
mitted under subsection (a)(1) proposing an 
action described in subsection (a)(2) is en-
acted in accordance with subsection (c), the 
President may not take that action. 

(c) JOINT RESOLUTIONS OF DISAPPROVAL OR 
APPROVAL DEFINED.—In this subsection: 

(1) JOINT RESOLUTION OF APPROVAL.—The 
term ‘‘joint resolution of approval’’ means 
only a joint resolution of either House of 
Congress— 

(A) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘A joint 
resolution approving the President’s pro-
posal to take an action relating to the appli-
cation of certain sanctions with respect to 
the Russian Federation.’’; and 

(B) the sole matter after the resolving 
clause of which is the following: ‘‘Congress 
approves of the action relating to the appli-
cation of sanctions imposed with respect to 
the Russian Federation proposed by the 
President in the report submitted to Con-
gress under section 216(a)(1) of the Russia 
Sanctions Review Act of 2017 on 
lllllll relating to llllllll.’’, 
with the first blank space being filled with 
the appropriate date and the second blank 
space being filled with a short description of 
the proposed action. 

(2) JOINT RESOLUTION OF DISAPPROVAL.—The 
term ‘‘joint resolution of disapproval’’ means 
only a joint resolution of either House of 
Congress— 

(A) the title of which is as follows: ‘‘A joint 
resolution disapproving the President’s pro-
posal to take an action relating to the appli-
cation of certain sanctions with respect to 
the Russian Federation.’’; and 

(B) the sole matter after the resolving 
clause of which is the following: ‘‘Congress 
disapproves of the action relating to the ap-
plication of sanctions imposed with respect 
to the Russian Federation proposed by the 
President in the report submitted to Con-
gress under section 216(a)(1) of the Russia 
Sanctions Review Act of 2017 on 
lllllll relating to llllllll.’’, 
with the first blank space being filled with 
the appropriate date and the second blank 
space being filled with a short description of 
the proposed action. 

(3) INTRODUCTION.—During the period of 30 
calendar days provided for under subsection 
(b)(1), including any additional period as ap-
plicable under the exception provided in sub-
section (b)(2), a joint resolution of approval 
or joint resolution of disapproval may be in-
troduced— 

(A) in the House of Representatives, by the 
majority leader or the minority leader; and 

(B) in the Senate, by the majority leader 
(or the majority leader’s designee) or the mi-
nority leader (or the minority leader’s des-
ignee). 

(4) FLOOR CONSIDERATION IN HOUSE OF REP-
RESENTATIVES.—If a committee of the House 
of Representatives to which a joint resolu-
tion of approval or joint resolution of dis-
approval has been referred has not reported 
the joint resolution within 10 calendar days 
after the date of referral, that committee 
shall be discharged from further consider-
ation of the joint resolution. 

(5) CONSIDERATION IN THE SENATE.— 
(A) COMMITTEE REFERRAL.—A joint resolu-

tion of approval or joint resolution of dis-
approval introduced in the Senate shall be— 

(i) referred to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs if the joint reso-
lution relates to a report under subsection 
(a)(3)(A) that relates to an action that is not 
intended to significantly alter United States 
foreign policy with regard to the Russian 
Federation; and 

(ii) referred to the Committee on Foreign 
Relations if the joint resolution relates to a 
report under subsection (a)(3)(B) that relates 
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to an action that is intended to significantly 
alter United States foreign policy with re-
spect to the Russian Federation. 

(B) REPORTING AND DISCHARGE.—If the com-
mittee to which a joint resolution of ap-
proval or joint resolution of disapproval was 
referred has not reported the joint resolution 
within 10 calendar days after the date of re-
ferral of the joint resolution, that committee 
shall be discharged from further consider-
ation of the joint resolution and the joint 
resolution shall be placed on the appropriate 
calendar. 

(C) PROCEEDING TO CONSIDERATION.—Not-
withstanding Rule XXII of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, it is in order at any 
time after the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs or the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, as the case may be, re-
ports a joint resolution of approval or joint 
resolution of disapproval to the Senate or 
has been discharged from consideration of 
such a joint resolution (even though a pre-
vious motion to the same effect has been dis-
agreed to) to move to proceed to the consid-
eration of the joint resolution, and all points 
of order against the joint resolution (and 
against consideration of the joint resolution) 
are waived. The motion to proceed is not de-
batable. The motion is not subject to a mo-
tion to postpone. A motion to reconsider the 
vote by which the motion is agreed to or dis-
agreed to shall not be in order. 

(D) RULINGS OF THE CHAIR ON PROCEDURE.— 
Appeals from the decisions of the Chair re-
lating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate, as the case may be, to the procedure 
relating to a joint resolution of approval or 
joint resolution of disapproval shall be de-
cided without debate. 

(E) CONSIDERATION OF VETO MESSAGES.—De-
bate in the Senate of any veto message with 
respect to a joint resolution of approval or 
joint resolution of disapproval, including all 
debatable motions and appeals in connection 
with the joint resolution, shall be limited to 
10 hours, to be equally divided between, and 
controlled by, the majority leader and the 
minority leader or their designees. 

(6) RULES RELATING TO SENATE AND HOUSE 
OF REPRESENTATIVES.— 

(A) TREATMENT OF SENATE JOINT RESOLU-
TION IN HOUSE.—In the House of Representa-
tives, the following procedures shall apply to 
a joint resolution of approval or a joint reso-
lution of disapproval received from the Sen-
ate (unless the House has already passed a 
joint resolution relating to the same pro-
posed action): 

(i) The joint resolution shall be referred to 
the appropriate committees. 

(ii) If a committee to which a joint resolu-
tion has been referred has not reported the 
joint resolution within two calendar days 
after the date of referral, that committee 
shall be discharged from further consider-
ation of the joint resolution. 

(iii) Beginning on the third legislative day 
after each committee to which a joint reso-
lution has been referred reports the joint res-
olution to the House or has been discharged 
from further consideration thereof, it shall 
be in order to move to proceed to consider 
the joint resolution in the House. All points 
of order against the motion are waived. Such 
a motion shall not be in order after the 
House has disposed of a motion to proceed on 
the joint resolution. The previous question 
shall be considered as ordered on the motion 
to its adoption without intervening motion. 
The motion shall not be debatable. A motion 
to reconsider the vote by which the motion 
is disposed of shall not be in order. 

(iv) The joint resolution shall be consid-
ered as read. All points of order against the 
joint resolution and against its consider-
ation are waived. The previous question shall 
be considered as ordered on the joint resolu-

tion to final passage without intervening 
motion except two hours of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the sponsor of the 
joint resolution (or a designee) and an oppo-
nent. A motion to reconsider the vote on 
passage of the joint resolution shall not be in 
order. 

(B) TREATMENT OF HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION 
IN SENATE.— 

(i) If, before the passage by the Senate of a 
joint resolution of approval or joint resolu-
tion of disapproval, the Senate receives an 
identical joint resolution from the House of 
Representatives, the following procedures 
shall apply: 

(I) That joint resolution shall not be re-
ferred to a committee. 

(II) With respect to that joint resolution— 
(aa) the procedure in the Senate shall be 

the same as if no joint resolution had been 
received from the House of Representatives; 
but 

(bb) the vote on passage shall be on the 
joint resolution from the House of Rep-
resentatives. 

(ii) If, following passage of a joint resolu-
tion of approval or joint resolution of dis-
approval in the Senate, the Senate receives 
an identical joint resolution from the House 
of Representatives, that joint resolution 
shall be placed on the appropriate Senate 
calendar. 

(iii) If a joint resolution of approval or a 
joint resolution of disapproval is received 
from the House, and no companion joint res-
olution has been introduced in the Senate, 
the Senate procedures under this subsection 
shall apply to the House joint resolution. 

(C) APPLICATION TO REVENUE MEASURES.— 
The provisions of this paragraph shall not 
apply in the House of Representatives to a 
joint resolution of approval or joint resolu-
tion of disapproval that is a revenue meas-
ure. 

(7) RULES OF HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
AND SENATE.—This subsection is enacted by 
Congress— 

(A) as an exercise of the rulemaking power 
of the Senate and the House of Representa-
tives, respectively, and as such is deemed a 
part of the rules of each House, respectively, 
and supersedes other rules only to the extent 
that it is inconsistent with such rules; and 

(B) with full recognition of the constitu-
tional right of either House to change the 
rules (so far as relating to the procedure of 
that House) at any time, in the same man-
ner, and to the same extent as in the case of 
any other rule of that House. 

(d) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and the majority and minor-
ity leaders of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Financial Services, 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, and the 
Speaker, the majority leader, and the minor-
ity leader of the House of Representatives. 

PART 2—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION 

SEC. 221. DEFINITIONS. 
In this part: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(2) GOOD.—The term ‘‘good’’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 16 of the Ex-

port Administration Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 
4618) (as continued in effect pursuant to the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.)). 

(3) INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.— 
The term ‘‘international financial institu-
tion’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 1701(c) of the International Financial 
Institutions Act (22 U.S.C. 262r(c)). 

(4) KNOWINGLY.—The term ‘‘knowingly’’, 
with respect to conduct, a circumstance, or a 
result, means that a person has actual 
knowledge, or should have known, of the 
conduct, the circumstance, or the result. 

(5) PERSON.—The term ‘‘person’’ means an 
individual or entity. 

(6) UNITED STATES PERSON.—The term 
‘‘United States person’’ means— 

(A) a United States citizen or an alien law-
fully admitted for permanent residence to 
the United States; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
the United States or of any jurisdiction 
within the United States, including a foreign 
branch of such an entity. 
SEC. 222. CODIFICATION OF SANCTIONS RELAT-

ING TO THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 
(a) CODIFICATION.—United States sanctions 

provided for in Executive Order 13660 (79 Fed. 
Reg. 13493; relating to blocking property of 
certain persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine), Executive Order 13661 (79 Fed. 
Reg. 15535; relating to blocking property of 
additional persons contributing to the situa-
tion in Ukraine), Executive Order 13662 (79 
Fed. Reg. 16169; relating to blocking property 
of additional persons contributing to the sit-
uation in Ukraine), Executive Order 13685 (79 
Fed. Reg. 77357; relating to blocking property 
of certain persons and prohibiting certain 
transactions with respect to the Crimea re-
gion of Ukraine), Executive Order 13694 (80 
Fed. Reg. 18077; relating to blocking the 
property of certain persons engaging in sig-
nificant malicious cyber-enabled activities), 
and Executive Order 13757 (82 Fed. Reg. 1; re-
lating to taking additional steps to address 
the national emergency with respect to sig-
nificant malicious cyber-enabled activities), 
as in effect on the day before the date of the 
enactment of this Act, including with re-
spect to all persons sanctioned under such 
Executive orders, shall remain in effect ex-
cept as provided in subsection (b). 

(b) TERMINATION OF CERTAIN SANCTIONS.— 
Subject to section 216, the President may 
terminate the application of sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (a) that are imposed on 
a person in connection with activity con-
ducted by the person if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a notice that— 

(1) the person is not engaging in the activ-
ity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

(2) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (a) in the future. 

(c) APPLICATION OF NEW CYBER SANC-
TIONS.—The President may waive the initial 
application under subsection (a) of sanctions 
with respect to a person under Executive 
Order 13694 or 13757 only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

(B) will further the enforcement of this 
title; and 

(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation has made significant 
efforts to reduce the number and intensity of 
cyber intrusions conducted by that Govern-
ment. 
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(d) APPLICATION OF NEW UKRAINE-RELATED 

SANCTIONS.—The President may waive the 
initial application under subsection (a) of 
sanctions with respect to a person under Ex-
ecutive Order 13660, 13661, 13662, or 13685 only 
if the President submits to the appropriate 
congressional committees— 

(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

(B) will further the enforcement of this 
title; and 

(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation is taking steps to 
implement the Minsk Agreement to address 
the ongoing conflict in eastern Ukraine, 
signed in Minsk, Belarus, on February 11, 
2015, by the leaders of Ukraine, Russia, 
France, and Germany, the Minsk Protocol, 
which was agreed to on September 5, 2014, 
and any successor agreements that are 
agreed to by the Government of Ukraine. 
SEC. 223. MODIFICATION OF IMPLEMENTATION 

OF EXECUTIVE ORDER 13662. 
(a) DETERMINATION THAT CERTAIN ENTITIES 

ARE SUBJECT TO SANCTIONS.—The Secretary 
of the Treasury may determine that a person 
meets one or more of the criteria in section 
1(a) of Executive Order 13662 if that person is 
a state-owned entity operating in the rail-
way or metals and mining sector of the econ-
omy of the Russian Federation. 

(b) MODIFICATION OF DIRECTIVE 1 WITH RE-
SPECT TO THE FINANCIAL SERVICES SECTOR OF 
THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION ECONOMY.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall modify Directive 1 (as amended), 
dated September 12, 2014, issued by the Office 
of Foreign Assets Control under Executive 
Order 13662, or any successor directive 
(which shall be effective beginning on the 
date that is 60 days after the date of such 
modification), to ensure that the directive 
prohibits the conduct by United States per-
sons or persons within the United States of 
all transactions in, provision of financing 
for, and other dealings in new debt of longer 
than 14 days maturity or new equity of per-
sons determined to be subject to the direc-
tive, their property, or their interests in 
property. 

(c) MODIFICATION OF DIRECTIVE 2 WITH RE-
SPECT TO THE ENERGY SECTOR OF THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION ECONOMY.—Not later than 60 
days after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, the Secretary of the Treasury shall 
modify Directive 2 (as amended), dated Sep-
tember 12, 2014, issued by the Office of For-
eign Assets Control under Executive Order 
13662, or any successor directive (which shall 
be effective beginning on the date that is 60 
days after the date of such modification), to 
ensure that the directive prohibits the con-
duct by United States persons or persons 
within the United States of all transactions 
in, provision of financing for, and other deal-
ings in new debt of longer than 60 days matu-
rity of persons determined to be subject to 
the directive, their property, or their inter-
ests in property. 

(d) MODIFICATION OF DIRECTIVE 4.—Not 
later than 90 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the Secretary of the Treas-
ury shall modify Directive 4, dated Sep-
tember 12, 2014, issued by the Office of For-
eign Assets Control under Executive Order 
13662, or any successor directive (which shall 
be effective beginning on the date that is 90 
days after the date of such modification), to 
ensure that the directive prohibits the provi-
sion, exportation, or reexportation, directly 
or indirectly, by United States persons or 
persons within the United States, of goods, 
services (except for financial services), or 
technology in support of exploration or pro-
duction for new deepwater, Arctic offshore, 
or shale projects— 

(1) that have the potential to produce oil; 
and 

(2) that involve any person determined to 
be subject to the directive or the property or 
interests in property of such a person who 
has a controlling interest or a substantial 
non-controlling ownership interest in such a 
project defined as not less than a 33 percent 
interest. 
SEC. 224. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-

SPECT TO ACTIVITIES OF THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION UNDERMINING 
CYBERSECURITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date 
that is 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President shall— 

(1) impose the sanctions described in sub-
section (b) with respect to any person that 
the President determines— 

(A) knowingly engages in significant ac-
tivities undermining cybersecurity against 
any person, including a democratic institu-
tion, or government on behalf of the Govern-
ment of the Russian Federation; or 

(B) is owned or controlled by, or acts or 
purports to act for or on behalf of, directly 
or indirectly, a person described in subpara-
graph (A); 

(2) impose 5 or more of the sanctions de-
scribed in section 235 with respect to any 
person that the President determines know-
ingly materially assists, sponsors, or pro-
vides financial, material, or technological 
support for, or goods or services (except fi-
nancial services) in support of, an activity 
described in paragraph (1)(A); and 

(3) impose 3 or more of the sanctions de-
scribed in section 4(c) of the of the Ukraine 
Freedom Support Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 
8923(c)) with respect to any person that the 
President determines knowingly provides fi-
nancial services in support of an activity de-
scribed in paragraph (1)(A). 

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
described in this subsection are the fol-
lowing: 

(1) ASSET BLOCKING.—The exercise of all 
powers granted to the President by the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) to the extent nec-
essary to block and prohibit all transactions 
in all property and interests in property of a 
person determined by the President to be 
subject to subsection (a)(1) if such property 
and interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

(2) EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES AND 
REVOCATION OF VISA OR OTHER DOCUMENTA-
TION.—In the case of an alien determined by 
the President to be subject to subsection 
(a)(1), denial of a visa to, and exclusion from 
the United States of, the alien, and revoca-
tion in accordance with section 221(i) of the 
Immigration and Nationality Act (8 U.S.C. 
1201(i)), of any visa or other documentation 
of the alien. 

(c) APPLICATION OF NEW CYBER SANC-
TIONS.—The President may waive the initial 
application under subsection (a) of sanctions 
with respect to a person only if the President 
submits to the appropriate congressional 
committees— 

(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

(B) will further the enforcement of this 
title; and 

(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation has made significant 
efforts to reduce the number and intensity of 
cyber intrusions conducted by that Govern-
ment. 

(d) SIGNIFICANT ACTIVITIES UNDERMINING 
CYBERSECURITY DEFINED.—In this section, 
the term ‘‘significant activities undermining 
cybersecurity’’ includes— 

(1) significant efforts— 
(A) to deny access to or degrade, disrupt, 

or destroy an information and communica-
tions technology system or network; or 

(B) to exfiltrate, degrade, corrupt, destroy, 
or release information from such a system or 
network without authorization for purposes 
of— 

(i) conducting influence operations; or 
(ii) causing a significant misappropriation 

of funds, economic resources, trade secrets, 
personal identifications, or financial infor-
mation for commercial or competitive ad-
vantage or private financial gain; 

(2) significant destructive malware at-
tacks; and 

(3) significant denial of service activities. 

SEC. 225. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS RELATING 
TO SPECIAL RUSSIAN CRUDE OIL 
PROJECTS. 

Section 4(b)(1) of the Ukraine Freedom 
Support Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8923(b)(1)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘on and after the date 
that is 45 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President may impose’’ 
and inserting ‘‘on and after the date that is 
30 days after the date of the enactment of 
the Countering Russian Influence in Europe 
and Eurasia Act of 2017, the President shall 
impose, unless the President determines that 
it is not in the national interest of the 
United States to do so,’’. 

SEC. 226. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO RUSSIAN AND OTHER 
FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

Section 5 of the Ukraine Freedom Support 
Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8924) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may impose’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘shall impose, unless the President de-
termines that it is not in the national inter-
est of the United States to do so,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘on or after the date of the 
enactment of this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘on or 
after the date of the enactment of the Coun-
tering Russian Influence in Europe and Eur-
asia Act of 2017’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘may impose’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘shall impose, unless the President de-
termines that it is not in the national inter-
est of the United States to do so,’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘on or after the date that 
is 180 days after the date of the enactment of 
this Act’’ and inserting ‘‘on or after the date 
that is 30 days after the date of the enact-
ment of the Countering Russian Influence in 
Europe and Eurasia Act of 2017’’. 

SEC. 227. MANDATORY IMPOSITION OF SANC-
TIONS WITH RESPECT TO SIGNIFI-
CANT CORRUPTION IN THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION. 

Section 9 of the Sovereignty, Integrity, De-
mocracy, and Economic Stability of Ukraine 
Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8908(a)) is amended— 

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

by striking ‘‘is authorized and encouraged 
to’’ and inserting ‘‘shall’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (1)— 
(i) by striking ‘‘President determines is’’ 

and inserting ‘‘President determines is, on or 
after the date of the enactment of the Coun-
tering Russian Influence in Europe and Eur-
asia Act of 2017,’’; and 

(ii) by inserting ‘‘or elsewhere’’ after ‘‘in 
the Russian Federation’’; 

(2) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); 

(3) in subsection (c), by striking ‘‘The 
President’’ and inserting ‘‘except as provided 
in subsection (d), the President’’; and 

(4) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION OF NEW SANCTIONS.—The 
President may waive the initial application 
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of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

‘‘(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

‘‘(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

‘‘(B) will further the enforcement of this 
Act; and 

‘‘(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation is taking steps to 
implement the Minsk Agreement to address 
the ongoing conflict in eastern Ukraine, 
signed in Minsk, Belarus, on February 11, 
2015, by the leaders of Ukraine, Russia, 
France, and Germany, the Minsk Protocol, 
which was agreed to on September 5, 2014, 
and any successor agreements that are 
agreed to by the Government of Ukraine.’’. 
SEC. 228. MANDATORY IMPOSITION OF SANC-

TIONS WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN 
TRANSACTIONS WITH FOREIGN 
SANCTIONS EVADERS AND SERIOUS 
HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSERS IN THE 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Support for the Sov-
ereignty, Integrity, Democracy, and Eco-
nomic Stability of Ukraine Act of 2014 (22 
U.S.C. 8901 et seq.) is amended by adding at 
the end the following: 
‘‘SEC. 10. MANDATORY IMPOSITION OF SANC-

TIONS WITH RESPECT TO CERTAIN 
TRANSACTIONS WITH PERSONS 
THAT EVADE SANCTIONS IMPOSED 
WITH RESPECT TO THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall im-
pose the sanctions described in subsection (b) 
with respect to a foreign person if the Presi-
dent determines that the foreign person 
knowingly, on or after the date of the enact-
ment of the Countering Russian Influence in 
Europe and Eurasia Act of 2017— 

‘‘(1) materially violates, attempts to vio-
late, conspires to violate, or causes a viola-
tion of any license, order, regulation, or pro-
hibition contained in or issued pursuant to 
any covered Executive order, this Act, or the 
Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014 (22 
U.S.C. 8921 et seq.); or 

‘‘(2) facilitates a significant transaction or 
transactions, including deceptive or struc-
tured transactions, for or on behalf of— 

‘‘(A) any person subject to sanctions im-
posed by the United States with respect to 
the Russian Federation; or 

‘‘(B) any child, spouse, parent, or sibling of 
an individual described in subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
described in this subsection are the exercise 
of all powers granted to the President by the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) to the extent nec-
essary to block and prohibit all transactions 
in all property and interests in property of a 
person determined by the President to be 
subject to subsection (a) if such property and 
interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

‘‘(c) IMPLEMENTATION; PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may 

exercise all authorities provided to the 
President under sections 203 and 205 of the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1702 and 1704) to carry out sub-
section (b). 

‘‘(2) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, 
attempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of subsection (b) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out subsection (b) shall be subject to the 
penalties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) 
of section 206 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) 
to the same extent as a person that commits 

an unlawful act described in subsection (a) of 
that section. 

‘‘(d) APPLICATION OF NEW SANCTIONS.—The 
President may waive the initial application 
of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

‘‘(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

‘‘(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

‘‘(B) will further the enforcement of this 
Act; 

‘‘(2) in the case of sanctions imposed under 
this section in connection with a covered Ex-
ecutive order described in subparagraph (A), 
(B), (C), or (D) of subsection (f)(1), a certifi-
cation that the Government of the Russian 
Federation is taking steps to implement the 
Minsk Agreement to address the ongoing 
conflict in eastern Ukraine, signed in Minsk, 
Belarus, on February 11, 2015, by the leaders 
of Ukraine, Russia, France, and Germany, 
the Minsk Protocol, which was agreed to on 
September 5, 2014, and any successor agree-
ments that are agreed to by the Government 
of Ukraine; and 

‘‘(3) in the case of sanctions imposed under 
this section in connection with a covered Ex-
ecutive order described in subparagraphs (E) 
or (F) of subsection (f)(1), a certification that 
the Government of the Russian Federation 
has made significant efforts to reduce the 
number and intensity of cyber intrusions 
conducted by that Government. 

‘‘(e) TERMINATION.—Subject to section 216 
of the Russia Sanctions Review Act of 2017, 
the President may terminate the application 
of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person if the President submits to 
the appropriate congressional committees— 

‘‘(1) a notice of and justification for the 
termination; and 

‘‘(2) a notice that— 
‘‘(A) the person is not engaging in the ac-

tivity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

‘‘(B) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions under 
subsection (a) in the future. 

‘‘(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) COVERED EXECUTIVE ORDER.—The term 

‘covered Executive order’ means any of the 
following: 

‘‘(A) Executive Order 13660 (79 Fed. Reg. 
13493; relating to blocking property of cer-
tain persons contributing to the situation in 
Ukraine). 

‘‘(B) Executive Order 13661 (79 Fed. Reg. 
15535; relating to blocking property of addi-
tional persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine). 

‘‘(C) Executive Order 13662 (79 Fed. Reg. 
16169; relating to blocking property of addi-
tional persons contributing to the situation 
in Ukraine). 

‘‘(D) Executive Order 13685 (79 Fed. Reg. 
77357; relating to blocking property of cer-
tain persons and prohibiting certain trans-
actions with respect to the Crimea region of 
Ukraine). 

‘‘(E) Executive Order 13694 (80 Fed. Reg. 
18077; relating to blocking the property of 
certain persons engaging in significant mali-
cious cyber-enabled activities), relating to 
the Russian Federation. 

‘‘(F) Executive Order 13757 (82 Fed. Reg. 1; 
relating to taking additional steps to address 
the national emergency with respect to sig-
nificant malicious cyber-enabled activities), 
relating to the Russian Federation. 

‘‘(2) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘foreign 
person’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 595.304 of title 31, Code of Federal 

Regulations (as in effect on the date of the 
enactment of this section). 

‘‘(3) STRUCTURED.—The term ‘structured’, 
with respect to a transaction, has the mean-
ing given the term ‘structure’ in paragraph 
(xx) of section 1010.100 of title 31, Code of 
Federal Regulations (or any corresponding 
similar regulation or ruling). 
‘‘SEC. 11. MANDATORY IMPOSITION OF SANC-

TIONS WITH RESPECT TO TRANS-
ACTIONS WITH PERSONS RESPON-
SIBLE FOR HUMAN RIGHTS ABUSES. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall im-
pose the sanctions described in subsection (b) 
with respect to a foreign person if the Presi-
dent determines that the foreign person, 
based on credible information, on or after 
the date of the enactment of this section— 

‘‘(1) is responsible for, complicit in, or re-
sponsible for ordering, controlling, or other-
wise directing, the commission of serious 
human rights abuses in any territory forc-
ibly occupied or otherwise controlled by the 
Government of the Russian Federation; 

‘‘(2) materially assists, sponsors, or pro-
vides financial, material, or technological 
support for, or goods or services to, a foreign 
person described in paragraph (1); or 

‘‘(3) is owned or controlled by, or acts or 
purports to act for or on behalf of, directly 
or indirectly, a foreign person described in 
paragraph (1). 

‘‘(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.— 
‘‘(1) ASSET BLOCKING.—The exercise of all 

powers granted to the President by the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) to the extent nec-
essary to block and prohibit all transactions 
in all property and interests in property of a 
person determined by the President to be 
subject to subsection (a) if such property and 
interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

‘‘(2) EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES 
AND REVOCATION OF VISA OR OTHER DOCU-
MENTATION.—In the case of an alien deter-
mined by the President to be subject to sub-
section (a), denial of a visa to, and exclusion 
from the United States of, the alien, and rev-
ocation in accordance with section 221(i) of 
the Immigration and Nationality Act (8 
U.S.C. 1201(i)), of any visa or other docu-
mentation of the alien. 

‘‘(c) APPLICATION OF NEW SANCTIONS.—The 
President may waive the initial application 
of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

‘‘(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

‘‘(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

‘‘(B) will further the enforcement of this 
Act; and 

‘‘(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation has made efforts to 
reduce serious human rights abuses in terri-
tory forcibly occupied or otherwise con-
trolled by that Government. 

‘‘(d) IMPLEMENTATION; PENALTIES.— 
‘‘(1) IMPLEMENTATION.—The President may 

exercise all authorities provided to the 
President under sections 203 and 205 of the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1702 and 1704) to carry out sub-
section (b)(1). 

‘‘(2) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, 
attempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of subsection (b)(1) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out subsection (b)(1) shall be subject to the 
penalties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) 
of section 206 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) 
to the same extent as a person that commits 
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an unlawful act described in subsection (a) of 
that section. 

‘‘(e) TERMINATION.—Subject to section 216 
of Russia Sanctions Review Act of 2017, the 
President may terminate the application of 
sanctions under subsection (b) with respect 
to a person if the President submits to the 
appropriate congressional committees— 

‘‘(1) a notice of and justification for the 
termination; and 

‘‘(2) a notice— 
‘‘(A) that— 
‘‘(i) the person is not engaging in the activ-

ity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

‘‘(ii) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions under 
subsection (a) in the future; or 

‘‘(B) that the President determines that in-
sufficient basis exists for the determination 
by the President under subsection (a) with 
respect to the person.’’. 

(b) DEFINITION OF APPROPRIATE CONGRES-
SIONAL COMMITTEES.—Section 2(2) of the Sup-
port for the Sovereignty, Integrity, Democ-
racy, and Economic Stability of Ukraine Act 
of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8901(2)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A), by inserting ‘‘the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs,’’ before ‘‘the Committee on Foreign 
Relations’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting ‘‘the 
Committee on Financial Services’’ before 
‘‘the Committee on Foreign Affairs’’. 
SEC. 229. NOTIFICATIONS TO CONGRESS UNDER 

UKRAINE FREEDOM SUPPORT ACT 
OF 2014. 

(a) SANCTIONS RELATING TO DEFENSE AND 
ENERGY SECTORS OF THE RUSSIAN FEDERA-
TION.—Section 4 of the Ukraine Freedom 
Support Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8923) is amend-
ed— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (g) and (h) 
as subsections (h) and (i), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (f) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) NOTIFICATIONS AND CERTIFICATIONS TO 
CONGRESS.— 

‘‘(1) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.—The Presi-
dent shall notify the appropriate congres-
sional committees in writing not later than 
15 days after imposing sanctions with respect 
to a foreign person under subsection (a) or 
(b). 

‘‘(2) TERMINATION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-
SPECT TO RUSSIAN PRODUCERS, TRANSFERORS, 
OR BROKERS OF DEFENSE ARTICLES.—Subject 
to section 216 of the Russia Sanctions Re-
view Act of 2017, the President may termi-
nate the imposition of sanctions under sub-
section (a)(2) with respect to a foreign person 
if the President submits to the appropriate 
congressional committees— 

‘‘(A) a notice of and justification for the 
termination; and 

‘‘(B) a notice that— 
‘‘(i) the foreign person is not engaging in 

the activity that was the basis for the sanc-
tions or has taken significant verifiable 
steps toward stopping the activity; and 

‘‘(ii) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the foreign person will not 
knowingly engage in activity subject to 
sanctions under subsection (a)(2) in the fu-
ture.’’; and 

(3) in subparagraph (B)(ii) of subsection 
(a)(3), by striking ‘‘subsection (h)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘subsection (i)’’. 

(b) SANCTIONS ON RUSSIAN AND OTHER FOR-
EIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS.—Section 5 of 
the Ukraine Freedom Support Act of 2014 (22 
U.S.C. 8924) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsections (e) and (f) 
as subsections (f) and (g), respectively; 

(2) by inserting after subsection (d) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(e) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS ON IMPOSI-
TION OF SANCTIONS.—The President shall no-
tify the appropriate congressional commit-
tees in writing not later than 15 days after 
imposing sanctions with respect to a foreign 
financial institution under subsection (a) or 
(b).’’; and 

(3) in subsection (g), as redesignated by 
paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘section 4(h)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘section 4(i)’’. 
SEC. 230. STANDARDS FOR TERMINATION OF 

CERTAIN SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT 
TO THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) SANCTIONS RELATING TO UNDERMINING 
THE PEACE, SECURITY, STABILITY, SOV-
EREIGNTY, OR TERRITORIAL INTEGRITY OF 
UKRAINE.—Section 8 of the Sovereignty, In-
tegrity, Democracy, and Economic Stability 
of Ukraine Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8907) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—Subject to section 216 
of the Russia Sanctions Review Act of 2017, 
the President may terminate the application 
of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person if the President submits to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
notice that— 

‘‘(1) the person is not engaging in the ac-
tivity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

‘‘(2) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions under 
subsection (a) in the future.’’. 

(b) SANCTIONS RELATING TO CORRUPTION.— 
Section 9 of the Sovereignty, Integrity, De-
mocracy, and Economic Stability of Ukraine 
Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8908) is amended— 

(1) by redesignating subsection (d) as sub-
section (e); and 

(2) by inserting after subsection (c) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(d) TERMINATION.—Subject to section 216 
of the Russia Sanctions Review Act of 2017, 
the President may terminate the application 
of sanctions under subsection (b) with re-
spect to a person if the President submits to 
the appropriate congressional committees a 
notice that— 

‘‘(1) the person is not engaging in the ac-
tivity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

‘‘(2) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions under 
subsection (a) in the future.’’. 
SEC. 231. IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS WITH RE-

SPECT TO PERSONS ENGAGING IN 
TRANSACTIONS WITH THE INTEL-
LIGENCE OR DEFENSE SECTORS OF 
THE GOVERNMENT OF THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—On and after the date 
that is 180 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President shall impose 
5 or more of the sanctions described in sec-
tion 235 with respect to a person the Presi-
dent determines knowingly, on or after such 
date of enactment, engages in a significant 
transaction with a person that is part of, or 
operates for or on behalf of, the defense or 
intelligence sectors of the Government of the 
Russian Federation, including the Main In-
telligence Agency of the General Staff of the 
Armed Forces of the Russian Federation or 
the Federal Security Service of the Russian 
Federation. 

(b) APPLICATION OF NEW SANCTIONS.—The 
President may waive the initial application 
of sanctions under subsection (a) with re-
spect to a person only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

(B) will further the enforcement of this 
title; and 

(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation has made significant 
efforts to reduce the number and intensity of 
cyber intrusions conducted by that Govern-
ment. 

(c) DELAY OF IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.— 
The President may delay the imposition of 
sanctions under subsection (a) with respect 
to a person if the President certifies to the 
appropriate congressional committees, not 
less frequently than every 180 days while the 
delay is in effect, that the person is substan-
tially reducing the number of significant 
transactions described in subsection (a) in 
which that person engages. 

(d) REQUIREMENT TO ISSUE GUIDANCE.—Not 
later than 60 days after the date of the enact-
ment of this Act, the President shall issue 
regulations or other guidance to specify the 
persons that are part of, or operate for or on 
behalf of, the defense and intelligence sec-
tors of the Government of the Russian Fed-
eration. 

(e) PENALTIES.—A person that violates, at-
tempts to violate, conspires to violate, or 
causes a violation of subsection (a) or any 
regulation, license, or order issued to carry 
out subsection (a) shall be subject to the 
penalties set forth in subsections (b) and (c) 
of section 206 of the International Emer-
gency Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1705) 
to the same extent as a person that commits 
an unlawful act described in subsection (a) of 
that section. 
SEC. 232. SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE DE-

VELOPMENT OF PIPELINES IN THE 
RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, in coordi-
nation with allies of the United States, may 
impose 5 or more of the sanctions described 
in section 235 with respect to a person if the 
President determines that the person know-
ingly, on or after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, makes an investment described 
in subsection (b) or sells, leases, or provides 
to the Russian Federation, for the construc-
tion of Russian energy export pipelines, 
goods, services, technology, information, or 
support described in subsection (c)— 

(1) any of which has a fair market value of 
$1,000,000 or more; or 

(2) that, during a 12-month period, have an 
aggregate fair market value of $5,000,000 or 
more. 

(b) INVESTMENT DESCRIBED.—An invest-
ment described in this subsection is an in-
vestment that directly and significantly con-
tributes to the enhancement of the ability of 
the Russian Federation to construct energy 
export pipelines. 

(c) GOODS, SERVICES, TECHNOLOGY, INFOR-
MATION, OR SUPPORT DESCRIBED.—Goods, 
services, technology, information, or support 
described in this subsection are goods, serv-
ices, technology, information, or support 
that could directly and significantly facili-
tate the maintenance or expansion of the 
construction, modernization, or repair of en-
ergy export pipelines by the Russian Federa-
tion. 
SEC. 233. SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO INVEST-

MENT IN OR FACILITATION OF PRI-
VATIZATION OF STATE-OWNED AS-
SETS BY THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall im-
pose 5 or more of the sanctions described in 
section 235 if the President determines that 
a person, with actual knowledge, on or after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, makes 
an investment of $10,000,000 or more (or any 
combination of investments of not less than 
$1,000,000 each, which in the aggregate equals 
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or exceeds $10,000,000 in any 12-month pe-
riod), or facilitates such an investment, if 
the investment directly and significantly 
contributes to the ability of the Russian 
Federation to privatize state-owned assets in 
a manner that unjustly benefits— 

(1) officials of the Government of the Rus-
sian Federation; or 

(2) close associates or family members of 
those officials. 

(b) APPLICATION OF NEW SANCTIONS.—The 
President may waive the initial application 
of sanctions under subsection (a) with re-
spect to a person only if the President sub-
mits to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees— 

(1) a written determination that the waiv-
er— 

(A) is in the vital national security inter-
ests of the United States; or 

(B) will further the enforcement of this 
title; and 

(2) a certification that the Government of 
the Russian Federation is taking steps to 
implement the Minsk Agreement to address 
the ongoing conflict in eastern Ukraine, 
signed in Minsk, Belarus, on February 11, 
2015, by the leaders of Ukraine, Russia, 
France, and Germany, the Minsk Protocol, 
which was agreed to on September 5, 2014, 
and any successor agreements that are 
agreed to by the Government of Ukraine. 
SEC. 234. SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO THE 

TRANSFER OF ARMS AND RELATED 
MATERIEL TO SYRIA. 

(a) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall im-

pose on a foreign person the sanctions de-
scribed in subsection (b) if the President de-
termines that such foreign person has, on or 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
knowingly exported, transferred, or other-
wise provided to Syria significant financial, 
material, or technological support that con-
tributes materially to the ability of the Gov-
ernment of Syria to— 

(A) acquire or develop chemical, biological, 
or nuclear weapons or related technologies; 

(B) acquire or develop ballistic or cruise 
missile capabilities; 

(C) acquire or develop destabilizing num-
bers and types of advanced conventional 
weapons; 

(D) acquire significant defense articles, de-
fense services, or defense information (as 
such terms are defined under the Arms Ex-
port Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2751 et seq.)); or 

(E) acquire items designated by the Presi-
dent for purposes of the United States Muni-
tions List under section 38(a)(1) of the Arms 
Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 2778(a)(1)). 

(2) APPLICABILITY TO OTHER FOREIGN PER-
SONS.—The sanctions described in subsection 
(b) shall also be imposed on any foreign per-
son that— 

(A) is a successor entity to a foreign person 
described in paragraph (1); or 

(B) is owned or controlled by, or has acted 
for or on behalf of, a foreign person described 
in paragraph (1). 

(b) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
to be imposed on a foreign person described 
in subsection (a) are the following: 

(1) BLOCKING OF PROPERTY.—The President 
shall exercise all powers granted by the 
International Emergency Economic Powers 
Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) (except that the 
requirements of section 202 of such Act (50 
U.S.C. 1701) shall not apply) to the extent 
necessary to block and prohibit all trans-
actions in all property and interests in prop-
erty of the foreign person if such property 
and interests in property are in the United 
States, come within the United States, or 
are or come within the possession or control 
of a United States person. 

(2) ALIENS INELIGIBLE FOR VISAS, ADMISSION, 
OR PAROLE.— 

(A) EXCLUSION FROM THE UNITED STATES.—If 
the foreign person is an individual, the Sec-
retary of State shall deny a visa to, and the 
Secretary of Homeland Security shall ex-
clude from the United States, the foreign 
person. 

(B) CURRENT VISAS REVOKED.— 
(i) IN GENERAL.—The issuing consular offi-

cer, the Secretary of State, or the Secretary 
of Homeland Security (or a designee of one of 
such Secretaries) shall revoke any visa or 
other entry documentation issued to the for-
eign person regardless of when issued. 

(ii) EFFECT OF REVOCATION.—A revocation 
under clause (i) shall take effect imme-
diately and shall automatically cancel any 
other valid visa or entry documentation that 
is in the possession of the foreign person. 

(c) WAIVER.—Subject to section 216, the 
President may waive the application of sanc-
tions under subsection (b) with respect to a 
person if the President determines that such 
a waiver is in the national security interest 
of the United States. 

(d) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) FINANCIAL, MATERIAL, OR TECHNOLOGICAL 

SUPPORT.—The term ‘‘financial, material, or 
technological support’’ has the meaning 
given such term in section 542.304 of title 31, 
Code of Federal Regulations (or any cor-
responding similar regulation or ruling). 

(2) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘‘foreign 
person’’ has the meaning given such term in 
section 594.304 of title 31, Code of Federal 
Regulations (or any corresponding similar 
regulation or ruling). 

(3) SYRIA.—The term ‘‘Syria’’ has the 
meaning given such term in section 542.316 of 
title 31, Code of Federal Regulations (or any 
corresponding similar regulation or ruling). 
SEC. 235. SANCTIONS DESCRIBED. 

(a) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
to be imposed with respect to a person under 
section 224(a)(2), 231(b), 232(a), or 233(a) are 
the following: 

(1) EXPORT-IMPORT BANK ASSISTANCE FOR 
EXPORTS TO SANCTIONED PERSONS.—The Presi-
dent may direct the Export-Import Bank of 
the United States not to give approval to the 
issuance of any guarantee, insurance, exten-
sion of credit, or participation in the exten-
sion of credit in connection with the export 
of any goods or services to the sanctioned 
person. 

(2) EXPORT SANCTION.—The President may 
order the United States Government not to 
issue any specific license and not to grant 
any other specific permission or authority to 
export any goods or technology to the sanc-
tioned person under— 

(A) the Export Administration Act of 1979 
(50 U.S.C. 4601 et seq.) (as continued in effect 
pursuant to the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.)); 

(B) the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2751 et seq.); 

(C) the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 (42 
U.S.C. 2011 et seq.); or 

(D) any other statute that requires the 
prior review and approval of the United 
States Government as a condition for the ex-
port or reexport of goods or services. 

(3) LOANS FROM UNITED STATES FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS.—The President may prohibit 
any United States financial institution from 
making loans or providing credits to the 
sanctioned person totaling more than 
$10,000,000 in any 12-month period unless the 
person is engaged in activities to relieve 
human suffering and the loans or credits are 
provided for such activities. 

(4) LOANS FROM INTERNATIONAL FINANCIAL 
INSTITUTIONS.—The President may direct the 
United States executive director to each 
international financial institution to use the 
voice and vote of the United States to oppose 

any loan from the international financial in-
stitution that would benefit the sanctioned 
person. 

(5) PROHIBITIONS ON FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TIONS.—The following prohibitions may be 
imposed against the sanctioned person if 
that person is a financial institution: 

(A) PROHIBITION ON DESIGNATION AS PRI-
MARY DEALER.—Neither the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System nor 
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York may 
designate, or permit the continuation of any 
prior designation of, the financial institution 
as a primary dealer in United States Govern-
ment debt instruments. 

(B) PROHIBITION ON SERVICE AS A REPOSI-
TORY OF GOVERNMENT FUNDS.—The financial 
institution may not serve as agent of the 
United States Government or serve as repos-
itory for United States Government funds. 
The imposition of either sanction under sub-
paragraph (A) or (B) shall be treated as 1 
sanction for purposes of subsection (b), and 
the imposition of both such sanctions shall 
be treated as 2 sanctions for purposes of sub-
section (b). 

(6) PROCUREMENT SANCTION.—The United 
States Government may not procure, or 
enter into any contract for the procurement 
of, any goods or services from the sanctioned 
person. 

(7) FOREIGN EXCHANGE.—The President 
may, pursuant to such regulations as the 
President may prescribe, prohibit any trans-
actions in foreign exchange that are subject 
to the jurisdiction of the United States and 
in which the sanctioned person has any in-
terest. 

(8) BANKING TRANSACTIONS.—The President 
may, pursuant to such regulations as the 
President may prescribe, prohibit any trans-
fers of credit or payments between financial 
institutions or by, through, or to any finan-
cial institution, to the extent that such 
transfers or payments are subject to the ju-
risdiction of the United States and involve 
any interest of the sanctioned person. 

(9) PROPERTY TRANSACTIONS.—The Presi-
dent may, pursuant to such regulations as 
the President may prescribe, prohibit any 
person from— 

(A) acquiring, holding, withholding, using, 
transferring, withdrawing, transporting, im-
porting, or exporting any property that is 
subject to the jurisdiction of the United 
States and with respect to which the sanc-
tioned person has any interest; 

(B) dealing in or exercising any right, 
power, or privilege with respect to such prop-
erty; or 

(C) conducting any transaction involving 
such property. 

(10) BAN ON INVESTMENT IN EQUITY OR DEBT 
OF SANCTIONED PERSON.—The President may, 
pursuant to such regulations or guidelines as 
the President may prescribe, prohibit any 
United States person from investing in or 
purchasing significant amounts of equity or 
debt instruments of the sanctioned person. 

(11) EXCLUSION OF CORPORATE OFFICERS.— 
The President may direct the Secretary of 
State to deny a visa to, and the Secretary of 
Homeland Security to exclude from the 
United States, any alien that the President 
determines is a corporate officer or principal 
of, or a shareholder with a controlling inter-
est in, the sanctioned person. 

(12) SANCTIONS ON PRINCIPAL EXECUTIVE OF-
FICERS.—The President may impose on the 
principal executive officer or officers of the 
sanctioned person, or on persons performing 
similar functions and with similar authori-
ties as such officer or officers, any of the 
sanctions under this subsection. 

(b) SANCTIONED PERSON DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘‘sanctioned person’’ means 
a person subject to sanctions under section 
224(a)(2), 231(b), 232(a), or 233(a). 
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SEC. 236. EXCEPTIONS, WAIVER, AND TERMI-

NATION. 
(a) EXCEPTIONS.—The provisions of this 

part and amendments made by this part 
shall not apply with respect to the following: 

(1) Activities subject to the reporting re-
quirements under title V of the National Se-
curity Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3091 et seq.), or 
any authorized intelligence activities of the 
United States. 

(2) The admission of an alien to the United 
States if such admission is necessary to com-
ply with United States obligations under the 
Agreement between the United Nations and 
the United States of America regarding the 
Headquarters of the United Nations, signed 
at Lake Success June 26, 1947, and entered 
into force November 21, 1947, under the Con-
vention on Consular Relations, done at Vi-
enna April 24, 1963, and entered into force 
March 19, 1967, or under other international 
agreements. 

(b) WAIVER OF SANCTIONS THAT ARE IM-
POSED.—Subject to section 216, if the Presi-
dent imposes sanctions with respect to a per-
son under this part or the amendments made 
by this part, the President may waive the 
application of those sanctions if the Presi-
dent determines that such a waiver is in the 
national security interest of the United 
States. 

(c) TERMINATION.—Subject to section 216, 
the President may terminate the application 
of sanctions under section 224, 231, 232, 233, or 
234 with respect to a person if the President 
submits to the appropriate congressional 
committees— 

(1) a notice of and justification for the ter-
mination; and 

(2) a notice that— 
(A) the person is not engaging in the activ-

ity that was the basis for the sanctions or 
has taken significant verifiable steps toward 
stopping the activity; and 

(B) the President has received reliable as-
surances that the person will not knowingly 
engage in activity subject to sanctions under 
this part in the future. 
SEC. 237. EXCEPTION RELATING TO ACTIVITIES 

OF THE NATIONAL AERONAUTICS 
AND SPACE ADMINISTRATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—This Act and the amend-
ments made by this Act shall not apply with 
respect to activities of the National Aero-
nautics and Space Administration. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this Act or the amendments made by this 
Act shall be construed to authorize the im-
position of any sanction or other condition, 
limitation, restriction, or prohibition, that 
directly or indirectly impedes the supply by 
any entity of the Russian Federation of any 
product or service, or the procurement of 
such product or service by any contractor or 
subcontractor of the United States or any 
other entity, relating to or in connection 
with any space launch conducted for— 

(1) the National Aeronautics and Space Ad-
ministration; or 

(2) any other non-Department of Defense 
customer. 
SEC. 238. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this part or the amendments 
made by this part shall be construed— 

(1) to supersede the limitations or excep-
tions on the use of rocket engines for na-
tional security purposes under section 1608 of 
the Carl Levin and Howard P. ‘‘Buck’’ 
McKeon National Defense Authorization Act 
for Fiscal Year 2015 (Public Law 113–291; 128 
Stat. 3626; 10 U.S.C. 2271 note), as amended 
by section 1607 of the National Defense Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2016 (Public 
Law 114–92; 129 Stat. 1100) and section 1602 of 
the National Defense Authorization Act for 
Fiscal Year 2017 (Public Law 114–328; 130 
Stat. 2582); or 

(2) to prohibit a contractor or subcon-
tractor of the Department of Defense from 

acquiring components referred to in such 
section 1608. 

PART 3—REPORTS 
SEC. 241. REPORT ON OLIGARCHS AND 

PARASTATAL ENTITIES OF THE RUS-
SIAN FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, in consulta-
tion with the Director of National Intel-
ligence and the Secretary of State, shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a detailed report on the following: 

(1) Senior foreign political figures and 
oligarchs in the Russian Federation, includ-
ing the following: 

(A) An identification of the most signifi-
cant senior foreign political figures and 
oligarchs in the Russian Federation, as de-
termined by their closeness to the Russian 
regime and their net worth. 

(B) An assessment of the relationship be-
tween individuals identified under subpara-
graph (A) and President Vladimir Putin or 
other members of the Russian ruling elite. 

(C) An identification of any indices of cor-
ruption with respect to those individuals. 

(D) The estimated net worth and known 
sources of income of those individuals and 
their family members (including spouses, 
children, parents, and siblings), including as-
sets, investments, other business interests, 
and relevant beneficial ownership informa-
tion. 

(E) An identification of the non-Russian 
business affiliations of those individuals. 

(2) Russian parastatal entities, including 
an assessment of the following: 

(A) The emergence of Russian parastatal 
entities and their role in the economy of the 
Russian Federation. 

(B) The leadership structures and bene-
ficial ownership of those entities. 

(C) The scope of the non-Russian business 
affiliations of those entities. 

(3) The exposure of key economic sectors of 
the United States to Russian politically ex-
posed persons and parastatal entities, includ-
ing, at a minimum, the banking, securities, 
insurance, and real estate sectors. 

(4) The likely effects of imposing debt and 
equity restrictions on Russian parastatal en-
tities, as well as the anticipated effects of 
adding Russian parastatal entities to the list 
of specially designated nationals and blocked 
persons maintained by the Office of Foreign 
Assets Control of the Department of the 
Treasury. 

(5) The potential impacts of imposing sec-
ondary sanctions with respect to Russian 
oligarchs, Russian state-owned enterprises, 
and Russian parastatal entities, including 
impacts on the entities themselves and on 
the economy of the Russian Federation, as 
well as on the economies of the United 
States and allies of the United States. 

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
under subsection (a) shall be submitted in an 
unclassified form, but may contain a classi-
fied annex. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(2) SENIOR FOREIGN POLITICAL FIGURE.—The 
term ‘‘senior foreign political figure’’ has 
the meaning given that term in section 
1010.605 of title 31, Code of Federal Regula-
tions (or any corresponding similar regula-
tion or ruling). 

SEC. 242. REPORT ON EFFECTS OF EXPANDING 
SANCTIONS TO INCLUDE SOVEREIGN 
DEBT AND DERIVATIVE PRODUCTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of the Treasury, in consulta-
tion with the Director of National Intel-
ligence and the Secretary of State, shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report describing in detail the po-
tential effects of expanding sanctions under 
Directive 1 (as amended), dated September 
12, 2014, issued by the Office of Foreign As-
sets Control under Executive Order 13662 (79 
Fed. Reg. 16169; relating to blocking property 
of additional persons contributing to the sit-
uation in Ukraine), or any successor direc-
tive, to include sovereign debt and the full 
range of derivative products. 

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
under subsection (a) shall be submitted in an 
unclassified form, but may contain a classi-
fied annex. 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this section, the term 
‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means— 

(1) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 
SEC. 243. REPORT ON ILLICIT FINANCE RELAT-

ING TO THE RUSSIAN FEDERATION. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and not later than the end of each one-year 
period thereafter until 2021, the Secretary of 
the Treasury shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report describ-
ing interagency efforts in the United States 
to combat illicit finance relating to the Rus-
sian Federation. 

(b) ELEMENTS.—The report required by sub-
section (a) shall contain a summary of ef-
forts by the United States to do the fol-
lowing: 

(1) Identify, investigate, map, and disrupt 
illicit financial flows linked to the Russian 
Federation if such flows affect the United 
States financial system or those of major al-
lies of the United States. 

(2) Conduct outreach to the private sector, 
including information sharing efforts to 
strengthen compliance efforts by entities, 
including financial institutions, to prevent 
illicit financial flows described in paragraph 
(1). 

(3) Engage and coordinate with allied 
international partners on illicit finance, es-
pecially in Europe, to coordinate efforts to 
uncover and prosecute the networks respon-
sible for illicit financial flows described in 
paragraph (1), including examples of that en-
gagement and coordination. 

(4) Identify foreign sanctions evaders and 
loopholes within the sanctions regimes of 
foreign partners of the United States. 

(5) Expand the number of real estate geo-
graphic targeting orders or other regulatory 
actions, as appropriate, to degrade illicit fi-
nancial activity relating to the Russian Fed-
eration in relation to the financial system of 
the United States. 

(6) Provide support to counter those in-
volved in illicit finance relating to the Rus-
sian Federation across all appropriate law 
enforcement, intelligence, regulatory, and fi-
nancial authorities of the Federal Govern-
ment, including by imposing sanctions with 
respect to or prosecuting those involved. 

(7) In the case of the Department of the 
Treasury and the Department of Justice, in-
vestigate or otherwise develop major cases, 
including a description of those cases. 
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(c) BRIEFING.—After submitting a report 

under this section, the Secretary of the 
Treasury shall provide briefings to the ap-
propriate congressional committees with re-
spect to that report. 

(d) COORDINATION.—The Secretary of the 
Treasury shall coordinate with the Attorney 
General, the Director of National Intel-
ligence, the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
and the Secretary of State in preparing each 
report under this section. 

(e) FORM.—Each report submitted under 
this section shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form, but may contain a classified 
annex. 

(f) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES.—The term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, and the Committee on Fi-
nance of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, and the 
Committee on Ways and Means of the House 
of Representatives. 

(2) ILLICIT FINANCE.—The term ‘‘illicit fi-
nance’’ means the financing of terrorism, 
narcotics trafficking, or proliferation, 
money laundering, or other forms of illicit 
financing domestically or internationally, as 
defined by the President. 
Subtitle B—Countering Russian Influence in 

Europe and Eurasia 
SEC. 251. FINDINGS. 

Congress makes the following findings: 
(1) The Government of the Russian Federa-

tion has sought to exert influence through-
out Europe and Eurasia, including in the 
former states of the Soviet Union, by pro-
viding resources to political parties, think 
tanks, and civil society groups that sow dis-
trust in democratic institutions and actors, 
promote xenophobic and illiberal views, and 
otherwise undermine European unity. The 
Government of the Russian Federation has 
also engaged in well-documented corruption 
practices as a means toward undermining 
and buying influence in European and Eur-
asian countries. 

(2) The Government of the Russian Federa-
tion has largely eliminated a once-vibrant 
Russian-language independent media sector 
and severely curtails free and independent 
media within the borders of the Russian Fed-
eration. Russian-language media organiza-
tions that are funded and controlled by the 
Government of the Russian Federation and 
disseminate information within and outside 
of the Russian Federation routinely traffic 
in anti-Western disinformation, while few 
independent, fact-based media sources pro-
vide objective reporting for Russian-speak-
ing audiences inside or outside of the Rus-
sian Federation. 

(3) The Government of the Russian Federa-
tion continues to violate its commitments 
under the Memorandum on Security Assur-
ances in connection with Ukraine’s Acces-
sion to the Treaty on the Non-Proliferation 
of Nuclear Weapons, done at Budapest De-
cember 5, 1994, and the Conference on Secu-
rity and Co-operation in Europe Final Act, 
concluded at Helsinki August 1, 1975 (com-
monly referred to as the ‘‘Helsinki Final 
Act’’), which laid the ground-work for the es-
tablishment of the Organization for Security 
and Co-operation in Europe, of which the 
Russian Federation is a member, by its ille-
gal annexation of Crimea in 2014, its illegal 
occupation of South Ossetia and Abkhazia in 
Georgia in 2008, and its ongoing destabilizing 
activities in eastern Ukraine. 

(4) The Government of the Russian Federa-
tion continues to ignore the terms of the Au-
gust 2008 ceasefire agreement relating to 

Georgia, which requires the withdrawal of 
Russian Federation troops, free access by hu-
manitarian groups to the regions of South 
Ossetia and Abkhazia, and monitoring of the 
conflict areas by the European Union Moni-
toring Mission. 

(5) The Government of the Russian Federa-
tion is failing to comply with the terms of 
the Minsk Agreement to address the ongoing 
conflict in eastern Ukraine, signed in Minsk, 
Belarus, on February 11, 2015, by the leaders 
of Ukraine, Russia, France, and Germany, as 
well as the Minsk Protocol, which was 
agreed to on September 5, 2014. 

(6) The Government of the Russian Federa-
tion is— 

(A) in violation of the Treaty between the 
United States of America and the Union of 
Soviet Socialist Republics on the Elimi-
nation of their Intermediate-Range and 
Shorter-Range Missiles, signed at Wash-
ington December 8, 1987, and entered into 
force June 1, 1988 (commonly known as the 
‘‘INF Treaty’’); and 

(B) failing to meet its obligations under 
the Treaty on Open Skies, done at Helsinki 
March 24, 1992, and entered into force Janu-
ary 1, 2002 (commonly known as the ‘‘Open 
Skies Treaty’’). 
SEC. 252. SENSE OF CONGRESS. 

It is the sense of Congress that— 
(1) the Government of the Russian Federa-

tion bears responsibility for the continuing 
violence in Eastern Ukraine, including the 
death on April 24, 2017, of Joseph Stone, a 
citizen of the United States working as a 
monitor for the Organization for Security 
and Co-operation in Europe; 

(2) the President should call on the Gov-
ernment of the Russian Federation— 

(A) to withdraw all of its forces from the 
territories of Georgia, Ukraine, and Moldova; 

(B) to return control of the borders of 
those territories to their respective govern-
ments; and 

(C) to cease all efforts to undermine the 
popularly elected governments of those 
countries; 

(3) the Government of the Russian Federa-
tion has applied, and continues to apply, to 
the countries and peoples of Georgia and 
Ukraine, traditional uses of force, intel-
ligence operations, and influence campaigns, 
which represent clear and present threats to 
the countries of Europe and Eurasia; 

(4) in response, the countries of Europe and 
Eurasia should redouble efforts to build re-
silience within their institutions, political 
systems, and civil societies; 

(5) the United States supports the institu-
tions that the Government of the Russian 
Federation seeks to undermine, including 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and 
the European Union; 

(6) a strong North Atlantic Treaty Organi-
zation is critical to maintaining peace and 
security in Europe and Eurasia; 

(7) the United States should continue to 
work with the European Union as a partner 
against aggression by the Government of the 
Russian Federation, coordinating aid pro-
grams, development assistance, and other 
counter-Russian efforts; 

(8) the United States should encourage the 
establishment of a commission for media 
freedom within the Council of Europe, mod-
eled on the Venice Commission regarding 
rule of law issues, that would be chartered to 
provide governments with expert rec-
ommendations on maintaining legal and reg-
ulatory regimes supportive of free and inde-
pendent media and an informed citizenry 
able to distinguish between fact-based re-
porting, opinion, and disinformation; 

(9) in addition to working to strengthen 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization and 
the European Union, the United States 

should work with the individual countries of 
Europe and Eurasia— 

(A) to identify vulnerabilities to aggres-
sion, disinformation, corruption, and so- 
called hybrid warfare by the Government of 
the Russian Federation; 

(B) to establish strategic and technical 
plans for addressing those vulnerabilities; 

(C) to ensure that the financial systems of 
those countries are not being used to shield 
illicit financial activity by officials of the 
Government of the Russian Federation or in-
dividuals in President Vladimir Putin’s inner 
circle who have been enriched through cor-
ruption; 

(D) to investigate and prosecute cases of 
corruption by Russian actors; and 

(E) to work toward full compliance with 
the Convention on Combating Bribery of 
Foreign Public Officials in International 
Business Transactions (commonly referred 
to as the ‘‘Anti-Bribery Convention’’) of the 
Organization for Economic Co-operation and 
Development; and 

(10) the President of the United States 
should use the authority of the President to 
impose sanctions under— 

(A) the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law Ac-
countability Act of 2012 (title IV of Public 
Law 112–208; 22 U.S.C. 5811 note); and 

(B) the Global Magnitsky Human Rights 
Accountability Act (subtitle F of title XII of 
Public Law 114–328; 22 U.S.C. 2656 note). 

SEC. 253. STATEMENT OF POLICY. 

The United States, consistent with the 
principle of ex injuria jus non oritur, sup-
ports the policy known as the ‘‘Stimson Doc-
trine’’ and thus does not recognize terri-
torial changes effected by force, including 
the illegal invasions and occupations of 
Abkhazia, South Ossetia, Crimea, Eastern 
Ukraine, and Transnistria. 

SEC. 254. COORDINATING AID AND ASSISTANCE 
ACROSS EUROPE AND EURASIA. 

(a) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There are authorized to be appropriated for 
the Countering Russian Influence Fund 
$250,000,000 for fiscal years 2018 and 2019. 

(b) USE OF FUNDS.—Amounts in the Coun-
tering Russian Influence Fund shall be used 
to effectively implement, prioritized in the 
following order and subject to the avail-
ability of funds, the following goals: 

(1) To assist in protecting critical infra-
structure and electoral mechanisms from 
cyberattacks in the following countries: 

(A) Countries that are members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization or the 
European Union that the Secretary of State 
determines— 

(i) are vulnerable to influence by the Rus-
sian Federation; and 

(ii) lack the economic capability to effec-
tively respond to aggression by the Russian 
Federation without the support of the 
United States. 

(B) Countries that are participating in the 
enlargement process of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization or the European Union, 
including Albania, Bosnia and Herzegovina, 
Georgia, Macedonia, Moldova, Kosovo, Ser-
bia, and Ukraine. 

(2) To combat corruption, improve the rule 
of law, and otherwise strengthen inde-
pendent judiciaries and prosecutors general 
offices in the countries described in para-
graph (1). 

(3) To respond to the humanitarian crises 
and instability caused or aggravated by the 
invasions and occupations of Georgia and 
Ukraine by the Russian Federation. 

(4) To improve participatory legislative 
processes and legal education, political 
transparency and competition, and compli-
ance with international obligations in the 
countries described in paragraph (1). 
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(5) To build the capacity of civil society, 

media, and other nongovernmental organiza-
tions countering the influence and propa-
ganda of the Russian Federation to combat 
corruption, prioritize access to truthful in-
formation, and operate freely in all regions 
in the countries described in paragraph (1). 

(6) To assist the Secretary of State in exe-
cuting the functions specified in section 
1287(b) of the National Defense Authorization 
Act for Fiscal Year 2017 (Public Law 114–328; 
22 U.S.C. 2656 note) for the purposes of recog-
nizing, understanding, exposing, and coun-
tering propaganda and disinformation efforts 
by foreign governments, in coordination 
with the relevant regional Assistant Sec-
retary or Assistant Secretaries of the De-
partment of State. 

(c) REVISION OF ACTIVITIES FOR WHICH 
AMOUNTS MAY BE USED.—The Secretary of 
State may modify the goals described in sub-
section (b) if, not later than 15 days before 
revising such a goal, the Secretary notifies 
the appropriate congressional committees of 
the revision. 

(d) IMPLEMENTATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 

shall, acting through the Coordinator of 
United States Assistance to Europe and Eur-
asia (authorized pursuant to section 601 of 
the Support for East European Democracy 
(SEED) Act of 1989 (22 U.S.C. 5461) and sec-
tion 102 of the Freedom for Russia and 
Emerging Eurasian Democracies and Open 
Markets Support Act of 1992 (22 U.S.C. 5812)), 
and in consultation with the Administrator 
for the United States Agency for Inter-
national Development, the Director of the 
Global Engagement Center of the Depart-
ment of State, the Secretary of Defense, the 
Chairman of the Broadcasting Board of Gov-
ernors, and the heads of other relevant Fed-
eral agencies, coordinate and carry out ac-
tivities to achieve the goals described in sub-
section (b). 

(2) METHOD.—Activities to achieve the 
goals described in subsection (b) shall be car-
ried out through— 

(A) initiatives of the United States Gov-
ernment; 

(B) Federal grant programs such as the In-
formation Access Fund; or 

(C) nongovernmental or international or-
ganizations, such as the Organization for Se-
curity and Co-operation in Europe, the Na-
tional Endowment for Democracy, the Black 
Sea Trust, the Balkan Trust for Democracy, 
the Prague Civil Society Centre, the North 
Atlantic Treaty Organization Strategic 
Communications Centre of Excellence, the 
European Endowment for Democracy, and 
related organizations. 

(3) REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION.— 
(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than April 1 of 

each year, the Secretary of State, acting 
through the Coordinator of United States 
Assistance to Europe and Eurasia, shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report on the programs and activi-
ties carried out to achieve the goals de-
scribed in subsection (b) during the pre-
ceding fiscal year. 

(B) ELEMENTS.—Each report required by 
subparagraph (A) shall include, with respect 
to each program or activity described in that 
subparagraph— 

(i) the amount of funding for the program 
or activity; 

(ii) the goal described in subsection (b) to 
which the program or activity relates; and 

(iii) an assessment of whether or not the 
goal was met. 

(e) COORDINATION WITH GLOBAL PART-
NERS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—In order to maximize cost 
efficiency, eliminate duplication, and speed 
the achievement of the goals described in 

subsection (b), the Secretary of State shall 
ensure coordination with— 

(A) the European Union and its institu-
tions; 

(B) the governments of countries that are 
members of the North Atlantic Treaty Orga-
nization or the European Union; and 

(C) international organizations and quasi- 
governmental funding entities that carry out 
programs and activities that seek to accom-
plish the goals described in subsection (b). 

(2) REPORT BY SECRETARY OF STATE.—Not 
later than April 1 of each year, the Secretary 
of State shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report that in-
cludes— 

(A) the amount of funding provided to each 
country referred to in subsection (b) by— 

(i) the European Union or its institutions; 
(ii) the government of each country that is 

a member of the European Union or the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization; and 

(iii) international organizations and quasi- 
governmental funding entities that carry out 
programs and activities that seek to accom-
plish the goals described in subsection (b); 
and 

(B) an assessment of whether the funding 
described in subparagraph (A) is commensu-
rate with funding provided by the United 
States for those goals. 

(f) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in this 
section shall be construed to apply to or 
limit United States foreign assistance not 
provided using amounts available in the 
Countering Russian Influence Fund. 

(g) ENSURING ADEQUATE STAFFING FOR GOV-
ERNANCE ACTIVITIES.—In order to ensure that 
the United States Government is properly fo-
cused on combating corruption, improving 
rule of law, and building the capacity of civil 
society, media, and other nongovernmental 
organizations in countries described in sub-
section (b)(1), the Secretary of State shall 
establish a pilot program for Foreign Service 
officer positions focused on governance and 
anticorruption activities in such countries. 
SEC. 255. REPORT ON MEDIA ORGANIZATIONS 

CONTROLLED AND FUNDED BY THE 
GOVERNMENT OF THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees a report that includes a descrip-
tion of media organizations that are con-
trolled and funded by the Government of the 
Russian Federation, and any affiliated enti-
ties, whether operating within or outside the 
Russian Federation, including broadcast and 
satellite-based television, radio, Internet, 
and print media organizations. 

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—The report required 
by subsection (a) shall be submitted in un-
classified form but may include a classified 
annex. 
SEC. 256. REPORT ON RUSSIAN FEDERATION IN-

FLUENCE ON ELECTIONS IN EUROPE 
AND EURASIA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter, the President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership a report on funds 
provided by, or funds the use of which was 
directed by, the Government of the Russian 
Federation or any Russian person with the 
intention of influencing the outcome of any 
election or campaign in any country in Eu-
rope or Eurasia during the preceding year, 
including through direct support to any po-
litical party, candidate, lobbying campaign, 
nongovernmental organization, or civic or-
ganization. 

(b) FORM OF REPORT.—Each report required 
by subsection (a) shall be submitted in un-
classified form but may include a classified 
annex. 

(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
(1) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-

TEES AND LEADERSHIP.—The term ‘‘appro-
priate congressional committees and leader-
ship’’ means— 

(A) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, the Committee on Armed 
Services, the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, the Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and the majority and 
minority leaders of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the Committee on 
Homeland Security, the Committee on Ap-
propriations, the Permanent Select Com-
mittee on Intelligence, and the Speaker, the 
majority leader, and the minority leader of 
the House of Representatives. 

(2) RUSSIAN PERSON.—The term ‘‘Russian 
person’’ means— 

(A) an individual who is a citizen or na-
tional of the Russian Federation; or 

(B) an entity organized under the laws of 
the Russian Federation or otherwise subject 
to the jurisdiction of the Government of the 
Russian Federation. 
SEC. 257. UKRANIAN ENERGY SECURITY. 

(a) STATEMENT OF POLICY.—It is the policy 
of the United States— 

(1) to support the Government of Ukraine 
in restoring its sovereign and territorial in-
tegrity; 

(2) to condemn and oppose all of the desta-
bilizing efforts by the Government of the 
Russian Federation in Ukraine in violation 
of its obligations and international commit-
ments; 

(3) to never recognize the illegal annex-
ation of Crimea by the Government of the 
Russian Federation or the separation of any 
portion of Ukrainian territory through the 
use of military force; 

(4) to deter the Government of the Russian 
Federation from further destabilizing and in-
vading Ukraine and other independent coun-
tries in Central and Eastern Europe and the 
Caucuses; 

(5) to assist in promoting reform in regu-
latory oversight and operations in Ukraine’s 
energy sector, including the establishment 
and empowerment of an independent regu-
latory organization; 

(6) to encourage and support fair competi-
tion, market liberalization, and reliability in 
Ukraine’s energy sector; 

(7) to help Ukraine and United States allies 
and partners in Europe reduce their depend-
ence on Russian energy resources, especially 
natural gas, which the Government of the 
Russian Federation uses as a weapon to co-
erce, intimidate, and influence other coun-
tries; 

(8) to work with European Union member 
states and European Union institutions to 
promote energy security through developing 
diversified and liberalized energy markets 
that provide diversified sources, suppliers, 
and routes; 

(9) to continue to oppose the NordStream 2 
pipeline given its detrimental impacts on the 
European Union’s energy security, gas mar-
ket development in Central and Eastern Eu-
rope, and energy reforms in Ukraine; and 

(10) that the United States Government 
should prioritize the export of United States 
energy resources in order to create American 
jobs, help United States allies and partners, 
and strengthen United States foreign policy. 

(b) PLAN TO PROMOTE ENERGY SECURITY IN 
UKRAINE.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State, in 
coordination with the Administrator of the 
United States Agency for International De-
velopment and the Secretary of Energy, 
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shall work with the Government of Ukraine 
to develop a plan to increase energy security 
in Ukraine, increase the amount of energy 
produced in Ukraine, and reduce Ukraine’s 
reliance on energy imports from the Russian 
Federation. 

(2) ELEMENTS.—The plan developed under 
paragraph (1) shall include strategies for 
market liberalization, effective regulation 
and oversight, supply diversification, energy 
reliability, and energy efficiency, such as 
through supporting— 

(A) the promotion of advanced technology 
and modern operating practices in Ukraine’s 
oil and gas sector; 

(B) modern geophysical and meteorological 
survey work as needed followed by inter-
national tenders to help attract qualified in-
vestment into exploration and development 
of areas with untapped resources in Ukraine; 

(C) a broadening of Ukraine’s electric 
power transmission interconnection with Eu-
rope; 

(D) the strengthening of Ukraine’s capa-
bility to maintain electric power grid sta-
bility and reliability; 

(E) independent regulatory oversight and 
operations of Ukraine’s gas market and elec-
tricity sector; 

(F) the implementation of primary gas law 
including pricing, tariff structure, and legal 
regulatory implementation; 

(G) privatization of government owned en-
ergy companies through credible legal 
frameworks and a transparent process com-
pliant with international best practices; 

(H) procurement and transport of emer-
gency fuel supplies, including reverse pipe-
line flows from Europe; 

(I) provision of technical assistance for cri-
sis planning, crisis response, and public out-
reach; 

(J) repair of infrastructure to enable the 
transport of fuel supplies; 

(K) repair of power generating or power 
transmission equipment or facilities; and 

(L) improved building energy efficiency 
and other measures designed to reduce en-
ergy demand in Ukraine. 

(3) REPORTS.— 
(A) IMPLEMENTATION OF UKRAINE FREEDOM 

SUPPORT ACT OF 2014 PROVISIONS.—Not later 
than 180 days after the date of the enactment 
of this Act, the Secretary of State shall sub-
mit to the appropriate congressional com-
mittees a report detailing the status of im-
plementing the provisions required under 
section 7(c) of the Ukraine Freedom Support 
Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8926(c)), including de-
tailing the plans required under that section, 
the level of funding that has been allocated 
to and expended for the strategies set forth 
under that section, and progress that has 
been made in implementing the strategies 
developed pursuant to that section. 

(B) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter, the Secretary 
of State shall submit to the appropriate con-
gressional committees a report detailing the 
plan developed under paragraph (1), the level 
of funding that has been allocated to and ex-
pended for the strategies set forth in para-
graph (2), and progress that has been made in 
implementing the strategies. 

(C) BRIEFINGS.—The Secretary of State, or 
a designee of the Secretary, shall brief the 
appropriate congressional committees not 
later than 30 days after the submission of 
each report under subparagraph (B). In addi-
tion, the Department of State shall make 
relevant officials available upon request to 
brief the appropriate congressional commit-
tees on all available information that relates 
directly or indirectly to Ukraine or energy 
security in Eastern Europe. 

(D) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES DEFINED.—In this paragraph, the term 

‘‘appropriate congressional committees’’ 
means— 

(i) the Committee on Foreign Relations 
and the Committee on Appropriations of the 
Senate; and 

(ii) the Committee on Foreign Affairs and 
the Committee on Appropriations of the 
House of Representatives. 

(c) SUPPORTING EFFORTS OF COUNTRIES IN 
EUROPE AND EURASIA TO DECREASE THEIR DE-
PENDENCE ON RUSSIAN SOURCES OF ENERGY.— 

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

(A) The Government of the Russian Fed-
eration uses its strong position in the energy 
sector as leverage to manipulate the internal 
politics and foreign relations of the coun-
tries of Europe and Eurasia. 

(B) This influence is based not only on the 
Russian Federation’s oil and natural gas re-
sources, but also on its state-owned nuclear 
power and electricity companies. 

(2) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress that— 

(A) the United States should assist the ef-
forts of the countries of Europe and Eurasia 
to enhance their energy security through di-
versification of energy supplies in order to 
lessen dependencies on Russian Federation 
energy resources and state-owned entities; 
and 

(B) the Export-Import Bank of the United 
States and the Overseas Private Investment 
Corporation should play key roles in sup-
porting critical energy projects that con-
tribute to that goal. 

(3) USE OF COUNTERING RUSSIAN INFLUENCE 
FUND TO PROVIDE TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE.— 
Amounts in the Countering Russian Influ-
ence Fund pursuant to section 254 shall be 
used to provide technical advice to countries 
described in subsection (b)(1) of such section 
designed to enhance energy security and 
lessen dependence on energy from Russian 
Federation sources. 

(d) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.— 
There is authorized to be appropriated for 
the Department of State a total of $30,000,000 
for fiscal years 2018 and 2019 to carry out the 
strategies set forth in subsection (b)(2) and 
other activities under this section related to 
the promotion of energy security in Ukraine. 

(e) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in 
this section shall be construed as affecting 
the responsibilities required and authorities 
provided under section 7 of the Ukraine Free-
dom Support Act of 2014 (22 U.S.C. 8926). 

SEC. 258. TERMINATION. 

The provisions of this subtitle shall termi-
nate on the date that is 5 years after the 
date of the enactment of this Act. 

SEC. 259. APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COM-
MITTEES DEFINED. 

Except as otherwise provided, in this sub-
title, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, the Committee on Armed 
Services, the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity and Governmental Affairs, the Com-
mittee on Appropriations, and the Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the Senate; 
and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the Committee on 
Homeland Security, the Committee on Ap-
propriations, and the Permanent Select 
Committee on Intelligence of the House of 
Representatives. 

Subtitle C—Combating Terrorism and Illicit 
Financing 

PART 1—NATIONAL STRATEGY FOR COM-
BATING TERRORIST AND OTHER ILLICIT 
FINANCING 

SEC. 261. DEVELOPMENT OF NATIONAL STRAT-
EGY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President, acting 
through the Secretary, shall, in consultation 
with the Attorney General, the Secretary of 
State, the Secretary of Homeland Security, 
the Director of National Intelligence, the Di-
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, and the appropriate Federal banking 
agencies and Federal functional regulators, 
develop a national strategy for combating 
the financing of terrorism and related forms 
of illicit finance. 

(b) TRANSMITTAL TO CONGRESS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than one year 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a com-
prehensive national strategy developed in 
accordance with subsection (a). 

(2) UPDATES.—Not later than January 31, 
2020, and January 31, 2022, the President shall 
submit to the appropriate congressional 
committees updated versions of the national 
strategy submitted under paragraph (1). 

(c) SEPARATE PRESENTATION OF CLASSIFIED 
MATERIAL.—Any part of the national strat-
egy that involves information that is prop-
erly classified under criteria established by 
the President shall be submitted to Congress 
separately in a classified annex and, if re-
quested by the chairman or ranking member 
of one of the appropriate congressional com-
mittees, as a briefing at an appropriate level 
of security. 
SEC. 262. CONTENTS OF NATIONAL STRATEGY. 

The strategy described in section 261 shall 
contain the following: 

(1) EVALUATION OF EXISTING EFFORTS.—An 
assessment of the effectiveness of and ways 
in which the United States is currently ad-
dressing the highest levels of risk of various 
forms of illicit finance, including those iden-
tified in the documents entitled ‘‘2015 Na-
tional Money Laundering Risk Assessment’’ 
and ‘‘2015 National Terrorist Financing Risk 
Assessment’’, published by the Department 
of the Treasury and a description of how the 
strategy is integrated into, and supports, the 
broader counter terrorism strategy of the 
United States. 

(2) GOALS, OBJECTIVES, AND PRIORITIES.—A 
comprehensive, research-based, long-range, 
quantifiable discussion of goals, objectives, 
and priorities for disrupting and preventing 
illicit finance activities within and 
transiting the financial system of the United 
States that outlines priorities to reduce the 
incidence, dollar value, and effects of illicit 
finance. 

(3) THREATS.—An identification of the 
most significant illicit finance threats to the 
financial system of the United States. 

(4) REVIEWS AND PROPOSED CHANGES.—Re-
views of enforcement efforts, relevant regu-
lations and relevant provisions of law and, if 
appropriate, discussions of proposed changes 
determined to be appropriate to ensure that 
the United States pursues coordinated and 
effective efforts at all levels of government, 
and with international partners of the 
United States, in the fight against illicit fi-
nance. 

(5) DETECTION AND PROSECUTION INITIA-
TIVES.—A description of efforts to improve, 
as necessary, detection and prosecution of il-
licit finance, including efforts to ensure 
that— 

(A) subject to legal restrictions, all appro-
priate data collected by the Federal Govern-
ment that is relevant to the efforts described 
in this section be available in a timely fash-
ion to— 
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(i) all appropriate Federal departments and 

agencies; and 
(ii) as appropriate and consistent with sec-

tion 314 of the International Money Laun-
dering Abatement and Financial Anti-Ter-
rorism Act of 2001 (31 U.S.C. 5311 note), to fi-
nancial institutions to assist the financial 
institutions in efforts to comply with laws 
aimed at curbing illicit finance; and 

(B) appropriate efforts are undertaken to 
ensure that Federal departments and agen-
cies charged with reducing and preventing il-
licit finance make thorough use of publicly 
available data in furtherance of this effort. 

(6) THE ROLE OF THE PRIVATE FINANCIAL SEC-
TOR IN PREVENTION OF ILLICIT FINANCE.—A 
discussion of ways to enhance partnerships 
between the private financial sector and 
Federal departments and agencies with re-
gard to the prevention and detection of il-
licit finance, including— 

(A) efforts to facilitate compliance with 
laws aimed at stopping such illicit finance 
while maintaining the effectiveness of such 
efforts; and 

(B) providing guidance to strengthen inter-
nal controls and to adopt on an industry- 
wide basis more effective policies. 

(7) ENHANCEMENT OF INTERGOVERNMENTAL 
COOPERATION.—A discussion of ways to com-
bat illicit finance by enhancing— 

(A) cooperative efforts between and among 
Federal, State, and local officials, including 
State regulators, State and local prosecu-
tors, and other law enforcement officials; 
and 

(B) cooperative efforts with and between 
governments of countries and with and be-
tween multinational institutions with exper-
tise in fighting illicit finance, including the 
Financial Action Task Force and the 
Egmont Group of Financial Intelligence 
Units. 

(8) TREND ANALYSIS OF EMERGING ILLICIT FI-
NANCE THREATS.—A discussion of and data re-
garding trends in illicit finance, including 
evolving forms of value transfer such as so- 
called cryptocurrencies, other methods that 
are computer, telecommunications, or Inter-
net-based, cyber crime, or any other threats 
that the Secretary may choose to identify. 

(9) BUDGET PRIORITIES.—A multiyear budg-
et plan that identifies sufficient resources 
needed to successfully execute the full range 
of missions called for in this section. 

(10) TECHNOLOGY ENHANCEMENTS.—An anal-
ysis of current and developing ways to lever-
age technology to improve the effectiveness 
of efforts to stop the financing of terrorism 
and other forms of illicit finance, including 
better integration of open-source data. 
PART 2—ENHANCING ANTITERRORISM 

TOOLS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF THE 
TREASURY 

SEC. 271. IMPROVING ANTITERROR FINANCE 
MONITORING OF FUNDS TRANS-
FERS. 

(a) STUDY.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—To improve the ability of 

the Department of the Treasury to better 
track cross-border fund transfers and iden-
tify potential financing of terrorist or other 
forms of illicit finance, the Secretary shall 
carry out a study to assess— 

(A) the potential efficacy of requiring 
banking regulators to establish a pilot pro-
gram to provide technical assistance to de-
pository institutions and credit unions that 
wish to provide account services to money 
services businesses serving individuals in So-
malia; 

(B) whether such a pilot program could be 
a model for improving the ability of United 
States persons to make legitimate funds 
transfers through transparent and easily 
monitored channels while preserving strict 
compliance with the Bank Secrecy Act (Pub-

lic Law 91–508; 84 Stat. 1114) and related con-
trols aimed at stopping money laundering 
and the financing of terrorism; and 

(C) consistent with current legal require-
ments regarding confidential supervisory in-
formation, the potential impact of allowing 
money services businesses to share certain 
State examination information with deposi-
tory institutions and credit unions, or 
whether another appropriate mechanism 
could be identified to allow a similar ex-
change of information to give the depository 
institutions and credit unions a better un-
derstanding of whether an individual money 
services business is adequately meeting its 
anti-money laundering and counter-terror fi-
nancing obligations to combat money laun-
dering, the financing of terror, or related il-
licit finance. 

(2) PUBLIC INPUT.—The Secretary should 
solicit and consider public input as appro-
priate in developing the study required under 
subsection (a). 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 270 days after 
the date of the enactment of this Act, the 
Secretary shall submit to the Committee on 
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs and the 
Committee on Foreign Relations of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Financial Services 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives a report that con-
tains all findings and determinations made 
in carrying out the study required under sub-
section (a). 
SEC. 272. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON INTER-

NATIONAL COOPERATION REGARD-
ING TERRORIST FINANCING INTEL-
LIGENCE. 

It is the sense of Congress that the Sec-
retary, acting through the Under Secretary 
for Terrorism and Financial Crimes, should 
intensify work with foreign partners to help 
the foreign partners develop intelligence 
analytic capacities, in a financial intel-
ligence unit, finance ministry, or other ap-
propriate agency, that are— 

(1) commensurate to the threats faced by 
the foreign partner; and 

(2) designed to better integrate intel-
ligence efforts with the anti-money laun-
dering and counter-terrorist financing re-
gimes of the foreign partner. 
SEC. 273. EXAMINING THE COUNTER-TERROR FI-

NANCING ROLE OF THE DEPART-
MENT OF THE TREASURY IN EMBAS-
SIES. 

Not later than 180 days after the date of 
the enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
shall submit to the Committee on Banking, 
Housing, and Urban Affairs and the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations of the Senate 
and the Committee on Financial Services 
and the Committee on Foreign Affairs of the 
House of Representatives a report that con-
tains— 

(1) a list of the United States embassies in 
which a full-time Department of the Treas-
ury financial attaché is stationed and a de-
scription of how the interests of the Depart-
ment of the Treasury relating to terrorist fi-
nancing and money laundering are addressed 
(via regional attachés or otherwise) at 
United States embassies where no such 
attachés are present; 

(2) a list of the United States embassies at 
which the Department of the Treasury has 
assigned a technical assistance advisor from 
the Office of Technical Assistance of the De-
partment of the Treasury; 

(3) an overview of how Department of the 
Treasury financial attachés and technical as-
sistance advisors assist in efforts to counter 
illicit finance, to include money laundering, 
terrorist financing, and proliferation financ-
ing; and 

(4) an overview of patterns, trends, or 
other issues identified by the Department of 
the Treasury and whether resources are suf-
ficient to address these issues. 

SEC. 274. INCLUSION OF SECRETARY OF THE 
TREASURY ON THE NATIONAL SECU-
RITY COUNCIL. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 101(c)(1) of the 
National Security Act of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 
3021(c)(1)) is amended by inserting ‘‘the Sec-
retary of the Treasury,’’ before ‘‘and such 
other officers’’. 

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—The amend-
ment made by subsection (a) may not be con-
strued to authorize the National Security 
Council to have a professional staff level 
that exceeds the limitation set forth under 
section 101(e)(3) of the National Security Act 
of 1947 (50 U.S.C. 3021(e)(3)). 
SEC. 275. INCLUSION OF ALL FUNDS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 5326 of title 31, 
United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in the heading of such section, by strik-
ing ‘‘coin and currency’’; 

(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘subtitle and’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘subtitle or to’’; and 
(B) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking 

‘‘United States coins or currency (or such 
other monetary instruments as the Sec-
retary may describe in such order)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘funds (as the Secretary may de-
scribe in such order),’’; and 

(3) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (1)(A), by striking ‘‘coins 

or currency (or monetary instruments)’’ and 
inserting ‘‘funds’’; and 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘coins or 
currency (or such other monetary instru-
ments as the Secretary may describe in the 
regulation or order)’’ and inserting ‘‘funds 
(as the Secretary may describe in the regula-
tion or order)’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents for chapter 53 of title 31, United 
States Code, is amended in the item relating 
to section 5326 by striking ‘‘coin and cur-
rency’’. 

PART 3—DEFINITIONS 
SEC. 281. DEFINITIONS. 

In this subtitle— 
(1) the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 

committees’’ means— 
(A) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 

and Urban Affairs, the Committee on For-
eign Relations, Committee on Armed Serv-
ices, Committee on the Judiciary, Com-
mittee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs, and the Select Committee on 
Intelligence of the Senate; and 

(B) the Committee on Financial Services, 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the Com-
mittee on Armed Services, the Committee on 
the Judiciary, Committee on Homeland Se-
curity, and the Permanent Select Committee 
on Intelligence of the House of Representa-
tives; 

(2) the term ‘‘appropriate Federal banking 
agencies’’ has the meaning given the term in 
section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance 
Act (12 U.S.C. 1813); 

(3) the term ‘‘Bank Secrecy Act’’ means— 
(A) section 21 of the Federal Deposit Insur-

ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1829b); 
(B) chapter 2 of title I of Public Law 91–508 

(12 U.S.C. 1951 et seq.); and 
(C) subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 31, 

United States Code; 
(4) the term ‘‘Federal functional regu-

lator’’ has the meaning given that term in 
section 509 of the Gramm-Leach-Bliley Act 
(15 U.S.C. 6809); 

(5) the term ‘‘illicit finance’’ means the fi-
nancing of terrorism, narcotics trafficking, 
or proliferation, money laundering, or other 
forms of illicit financing domestically or 
internationally, as defined by the President; 

(6) the term ‘‘money services business’’ has 
the meaning given the term under section 
1010.100 of title 31, Code of Federal Regula-
tions; 
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(7) the term ‘‘Secretary’’ means the Sec-

retary of the Treasury; and 
(8) the term ‘‘State’’ means each of the 

several States, the District of Columbia, and 
each territory or possession of the United 
States. 

Subtitle D—Rule of Construction 

SEC. 291. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title or the amendments 
made by this title (other than sections 216 
and 236(b)) shall be construed to limit the au-
thority of the President under the Inter-
national Emergency Economic Powers Act 
(50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 

SEC. 292. SENSE OF CONGRESS ON THE STRA-
TEGIC IMPORTANCE OF ARTICLE 5 
OF THE NORTH ATLANTIC TREATY. 

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

(1) The principle of collective defense of 
the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
(NATO) is immortalized in Article 5 of the 
North Atlantic Treaty in which members 
pledge that ‘‘an armed attack against one or 
more of them in Europe or North America 
shall be considered an attack against them 
all’’. 

(2) For almost 7 decades, the principle of 
collective defense has effectively served as a 
strategic deterrent for the member nations 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization 
and provided stability throughout the world, 
strengthening the security of the United 
States and all 28 other member nations. 

(3) Following the September 11, 2001, ter-
rorist attacks in New York, Washington, and 
Pennsylvania, the Alliance agreed to invoke 
Article 5 for the first time, affirming its 
commitment to collective defense. 

(4) Countries that are members of the 
North Atlantic Treaty Organization have 
made historic contributions and sacrifices 
while combating terrorism in Afghanistan 
through the International Security Assist-
ance Force and the Resolute Support Mis-
sion. 

(5) The recent attacks in the United King-
dom underscore the importance of an inter-
national alliance to combat hostile nation 
states and terrorist groups. 

(6) At the 2014 NATO summit in Wales, the 
member countries of the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization decided that all coun-
tries that are members of NATO would spend 
an amount equal to 2 percent of their gross 
domestic product on defense by 2024. 

(7) Collective defense unites the 29 mem-
bers of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion, each committing to protecting and sup-
porting one another from external adver-
saries, which bolsters the North Atlantic Al-
liance. 

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of 
Congress— 

(1) to express the vital importance of Arti-
cle 5 of the North Atlantic Treaty, the char-
ter of the North Atlantic Treaty Organiza-
tion, as it continues to serve as a critical de-
terrent to potential hostile nations and ter-
rorist organizations; 

(2) to remember the first and only invoca-
tion of Article 5 by the North Atlantic Trea-
ty Organization in support of the United 
States after the terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001; 

(3) to affirm that the United States re-
mains fully committed to the North Atlantic 
Treaty Organization and will honor its obli-
gations enshrined in Article 5; and 

(4) to condemn any threat to the sov-
ereignty, territorial integrity, freedom, or 
democracy of any country that is a member 
of the North Atlantic Treaty Organization. 

TITLE III—SANCTIONS WITH RESPECT TO 
NORTH KOREA 

SEC. 301. SHORT TITLE. 
This title may be cited as the ‘‘Korean 

Interdiction and Modernization of Sanctions 
Act’’. 
SEC. 302. DEFINITIONS. 

(a) AMENDMENTS TO DEFINITIONS IN THE 
NORTH KOREA SANCTIONS AND POLICY EN-
HANCEMENT ACT OF 2016.— 

(1) APPLICABLE EXECUTIVE ORDER.—Section 
3(1)(A) of the North Korea Sanctions and 
Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 
9202(1)(A)) is amended— 

(A) by striking ‘‘or Executive Order 13694’’ 
and inserting ‘‘Executive Order No. 13694’’; 
and 

(B) by inserting ‘‘or Executive Order No. 
13722 (50 U.S.C. 1701 note; relating to block-
ing the property of the Government of North 
Korea and the Workers’ Party of Korea, and 
Prohibiting Certain Transactions With Re-
spect to North Korea),’’ before ‘‘to the ex-
tent’’. 

(2) APPLICABLE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY 
COUNCIL RESOLUTION.—Section 3(2)(A) of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202(2)(A)) is 
amended by striking ‘‘or 2094 (2013)’’ and in-
serting ‘‘2094 (2013), 2270 (2016), or 2321 (2016)’’. 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON.—Section 3 of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202) is amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (5) 
through (14) as paragraphs (6) through (15), 
respectively; and 

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

‘‘(5) FOREIGN PERSON.—The term ‘foreign 
person’ means— 

‘‘(A) an individual who is not a United 
States citizen or an alien lawfully admitted 
for permanent residence to the United 
States; or 

‘‘(B) an entity that is not a United States 
person.’’. 

(4) LUXURY GOODS.—Paragraph (9) of sec-
tion 3 of the North Korea Sanctions and Pol-
icy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202), 
as redesignated by paragraph (3) of this sub-
section, is amended— 

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

(B) in subparagraph (B), by striking the pe-
riod at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

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

‘‘(C) also includes any items so designated 
under an applicable United Nations Security 
Council resolution.’’. 

(5) NORTH KOREAN PERSON.—Section 3 of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202), as amended 
by paragraph (3) of this subsection, is further 
amended— 

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (13) 
through (15) as paragraphs (14) through (16), 
respectively; and 

(B) by inserting after paragraph (12) the 
following new paragraph: 

‘‘(13) NORTH KOREAN PERSON.—The term 
‘North Korean person’ means— 

‘‘(A) a North Korean citizen or national; or 
‘‘(B) an entity owned or controlled by the 

Government of North Korea or by a North 
Korean citizen or national.’’. 

(b) DEFINITIONS FOR PURPOSES OF THIS 
ACT.—In this title: 

(1) APPLICABLE UNITED NATIONS SECURITY 
COUNCIL RESOLUTION; LUXURY GOODS.—The 
terms ‘‘applicable United Nations Security 
Council resolution’’ and ‘‘luxury goods’’ have 
the meanings given those terms, respec-
tively, in section 3 of the North Korea Sanc-
tions and Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 
U.S.C. 9202), as amended by subsection (a). 

(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES; GOVERNMENT OF NORTH KOREA; UNITED 

STATES PERSON.—The terms ‘‘appropriate 
congressional committees’’, ‘‘Government of 
North Korea’’, and ‘‘United States person’’ 
have the meanings given those terms, respec-
tively, in section 3 of the North Korea Sanc-
tions and Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 
U.S.C. 9202). 

(3) FOREIGN PERSON; NORTH KOREAN PER-
SON.—The terms ‘‘foreign person’’ and 
‘‘North Korean person’’ have the meanings 
given those terms, respectively, in paragraph 
(5) and paragraph (13) of section 3 of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202(5) and 
9202(13)), as added by subsection (a). 

(4) PROHIBITED WEAPONS PROGRAM.—The 
term ‘‘prohibited weapons program’’ means— 

(A) any program related to the develop-
ment of nuclear, chemical, or biological 
weapons, and their means of delivery, includ-
ing ballistic missiles; and 

(B) any program to develop related mate-
rials with respect to a program described in 
subparagraph (A). 
Subtitle A—Sanctions to Enforce and Imple-

ment United Nations Security Council 
Sanctions Against North Korea 

SEC. 311. MODIFICATION AND EXPANSION OF RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR THE DESIGNA-
TION OF PERSONS. 

(a) EXPANSION OF MANDATORY DESIGNA-
TIONS.—Section 104(a) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016 (22 U.S.C. 9214(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘; or’’ and 
inserting ‘‘or any defense article or defense 
service (as such terms are defined in section 
47 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2794));’’; 

(2) by redesignating paragraph (10) as para-
graph (15); 

(3) by inserting after paragraph (9) the fol-
lowing new paragraphs: 

‘‘(10) knowingly, directly or indirectly, 
purchases or otherwise acquires from North 
Korea any significant amounts of gold, tita-
nium ore, vanadium ore, copper, silver, nick-
el, zinc, or rare earth minerals; 

‘‘(11) knowingly, directly or indirectly, 
sells or transfers to North Korea any signifi-
cant amounts of rocket, aviation, or jet fuel 
(except for use by a civilian passenger air-
craft outside North Korea, exclusively for 
consumption during its flight to North Korea 
or its return flight); 

‘‘(12) knowingly, directly or indirectly, 
provides significant amounts of fuel or sup-
plies, provides bunkering services, or facili-
tates a significant transaction or trans-
actions to operate or maintain, a vessel or 
aircraft that is designated under an applica-
ble Executive order or an applicable United 
Nations Security Council resolution, or that 
is owned or controlled by a person des-
ignated under an applicable Executive order 
or applicable United Nations Security Coun-
cil resolution; 

‘‘(13) knowingly, directly or indirectly, in-
sures, registers, facilitates the registration 
of, or maintains insurance or a registration 
for, a vessel owned or controlled by the Gov-
ernment of North Korea, except as specifi-
cally approved by the United Nations Secu-
rity Council; 

‘‘(14) knowingly, directly or indirectly, 
maintains a correspondent account (as de-
fined in section 201A(d)(1)) with any North 
Korean financial institution, except as spe-
cifically approved by the United Nations Se-
curity Council; or’’; and 

(4) in paragraph (15), as so redesignated, by 
striking ‘‘(9)’’ and inserting ‘‘(14)’’. 

(b) EXPANSION OF ADDITIONAL DISCRE-
TIONARY DESIGNATIONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 104(b)(1) of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9214(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:35 Jul 26, 2017 Jkt 069060 PO 00000 Frm 00041 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A25JY7.013 H25JYPT1



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH6258 July 25, 2017 
(A) in subparagraph (A), by striking ‘‘pur-

suant to an applicable United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolution;’’ and inserting the 
following: ‘‘pursuant to— 

‘‘(i) an applicable United Nations Security 
Council resolution; 

‘‘(ii) any regulation promulgated under 
section 404; or 

‘‘(iii) any applicable Executive order;’’; 
(B) in subparagraph (B)(iii), by striking 

‘‘or’’ at the end; 
(C) in subparagraph (C), by striking the pe-

riod at the end and inserting a semicolon; 
and 

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

‘‘(D) knowingly, directly or indirectly, pur-
chased or otherwise acquired from the Gov-
ernment of North Korea significant quan-
tities of coal, iron, or iron ore, in excess of 
the limitations provided in applicable United 
Nations Security Council resolutions; 

‘‘(E) knowingly, directly or indirectly, pur-
chased or otherwise acquired significant 
types or amounts of textiles from the Gov-
ernment of North Korea; 

‘‘(F) knowingly facilitated a significant 
transfer of funds or property of the Govern-
ment of North Korea that materially con-
tributes to any violation of an applicable 
United National Security Council resolution; 

‘‘(G) knowingly, directly or indirectly, fa-
cilitated a significant transfer to or from the 
Government of North Korea of bulk cash, 
precious metals, gemstones, or other stores 
of value not described under subsection 
(a)(10); 

‘‘(H) knowingly, directly or indirectly, 
sold, transferred, or otherwise provided sig-
nificant amounts of crude oil, condensates, 
refined petroleum, other types of petroleum 
or petroleum byproducts, liquified natural 
gas, or other natural gas resources to the 
Government of North Korea (except for 
heavy fuel oil, gasoline, or diesel fuel for hu-
manitarian use or as excepted under sub-
section (a)(11)); 

‘‘(I) knowingly, directly or indirectly, en-
gaged in, facilitated, or was responsible for 
the online commercial activities of the Gov-
ernment of North Korea, including online 
gambling; 

‘‘(J) knowingly, directly or indirectly, pur-
chased or otherwise acquired fishing rights 
from the Government of North Korea; 

‘‘(K) knowingly, directly or indirectly, pur-
chased or otherwise acquired significant 
types or amounts of food or agricultural 
products from the Government of North 
Korea; 

‘‘(L) knowingly, directly or indirectly, en-
gaged in, facilitated, or was responsible for 
the exportation of workers from North Korea 
in a manner intended to generate significant 
revenue, directly or indirectly, for use by the 
Government of North Korea or by the Work-
ers’ Party of Korea; 

‘‘(M) knowingly conducted a significant 
transaction or transactions in North Korea’s 
transportation, mining, energy, or financial 
services industries; or 

‘‘(N) except as specifically approved by the 
United Nations Security Council, and other 
than through a correspondent account as de-
scribed in subsection (a)(14), knowingly fa-
cilitated the operation of any branch, sub-
sidiary, or office of a North Korean financial 
institution.’’. 

(2) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments 
made by paragraph (1) take effect on the 
date of the enactment of this Act and apply 
with respect to conduct described in subpara-
graphs (D) through (N) of section 104(b)(1) of 
the North Korea Sanctions and Policy En-
hancement Act of 2016, as added by para-
graph (1), engaged in on or after such date of 
enactment. 

(c) MANDATORY AND DISCRETIONARY ASSET 
BLOCKING.—Section 104(c) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016 (22 U.S.C. 9214(c)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘of a designated person’’ 
and inserting ‘‘of a person designated under 
subsection (a)’’; 

(2) by striking ‘‘The President’’ and insert-
ing the following: 

‘‘(1) MANDATORY ASSET BLOCKING.—The 
President’’; and 

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

‘‘(2) DISCRETIONARY ASSET BLOCKING.—The 
President may also exercise such powers, in 
the same manner and to the same extent de-
scribed in paragraph (1), with respect to a 
person designated under subsection (b).’’. 

(d) DESIGNATION OF ADDITIONAL PERSONS.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the President shall submit to the appro-
priate congressional committees a report in-
cluding a determination as to whether rea-
sonable grounds exist, and an explanation of 
the reasons for any determination that such 
grounds do not exist, to designate, pursuant 
to section 104 of the North Korea Sanctions 
and Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 
U.S.C. 9214), as amended by this section, each 
of the following: 

(A) The Korea Shipowners’ Protection and 
Indemnity Association, a North Korean in-
surance company, with respect to facili-
tating imports, exports, and reexports of 
arms and related materiel to and from North 
Korea, or for other activities prohibited by 
such section 104. 

(B) Chinpo Shipping Company (Private) 
Limited, a Singapore corporation, with re-
spect to facilitating imports, exports, and re-
exports of arms and related materiel to and 
from North Korea. 

(C) The Central Bank of the Democratic 
People’s Republic of Korea, with respect to 
the sale of gold to, the receipt of gold from, 
or the import or export of gold by the Gov-
ernment of North Korea. 

(D) Kumgang Economic Development Cor-
poration (KKG), with respect to being an en-
tity controlled by Bureau 39 of the Workers’ 
Party of the Government of North Korea. 

(E) Sam Pa, also known as Xu Jinghua, Xu 
Songhua, Sa Muxu, Samo, Sampa, or Sam 
King, and any entities owned or controlled 
by such individual, with respect to trans-
actions with KKG. 

(F) The Chamber of Commerce of the 
Democratic People’s Republic of Korea, with 
respect to the exportation of workers in vio-
lation of section 104(a)(5) or of section 
104(b)(1)(M) of such Act, as amended by sub-
section (b) of this section. 

(2) FORM.—The report submitted under 
paragraph (1) may contain a classified annex. 
SEC. 312. PROHIBITION ON INDIRECT COR-

RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Title II of the North 

Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhancement 
Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9221 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 201 the following 
new section: 
‘‘SEC. 201A. PROHIBITION ON INDIRECT COR-

RESPONDENT ACCOUNTS. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (b), if a United States financial 
institution has or obtains knowledge that a 
correspondent account established, main-
tained, administered, or managed by that in-
stitution for a foreign financial institution is 
being used by the foreign financial institu-
tion to provide significant financial services 
indirectly to any person, foreign govern-
ment, or financial institution designated 
under section 104, the United States finan-
cial institution shall ensure that such cor-
respondent account is no longer used to pro-
vide such services. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—A United States financial 
institution is authorized to process transfers 
of funds to or from North Korea, or for the 
direct or indirect benefit of any person, for-
eign government, or financial institution 
that is designated under section 104, only if 
the transfer— 

‘‘(1) arises from, and is ordinarily incident 
and necessary to give effect to, an under-
lying transaction that has been authorized 
by a specific or general license issued by the 
Secretary of the Treasury; and 

‘‘(2) does not involve debiting or crediting 
a North Korean account. 

‘‘(c) DEFINITIONS.—In this section: 
‘‘(1) CORRESPONDENT ACCOUNT.—The term 

‘correspondent account’ has the meaning 
given that term in section 5318A of title 31, 
United States Code. 

‘‘(2) UNITED STATES FINANCIAL INSTITU-
TION.—The term ‘United States financial in-
stitution’ means has the meaning given that 
term in section 510.310 of title 31, Code of 
Federal Regulations, as in effect on the date 
of the enactment of this section. 

‘‘(3) FOREIGN FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The 
term ‘foreign financial institution’ has the 
meaning given that term in section 1010.605 
of title 31, Code of Federal Regulations, as in 
effect on the date of the enactment of this 
section.’’. 

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016 is amended by inserting after the item 
relating to section 201 the following new 
item: 
‘‘Sec. 201A. Prohibition on indirect cor-

respondent accounts.’’. 
SEC. 313. LIMITATIONS ON FOREIGN ASSISTANCE 

TO NONCOMPLIANT GOVERNMENTS. 
Section 203 of the North Korea Sanctions 

and Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 
U.S.C. 9223) is amended— 

(1) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in the heading, by striking ‘‘TRANS-

ACTIONS IN LETHAL MILITARY EQUIPMENT’’ 
and inserting ‘‘TRANSACTIONS IN DEFENSE AR-
TICLES OR DEFENSE SERVICES’’; 

(B) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘that pro-
vides lethal military equipment to the Gov-
ernment of North Korea’’ and inserting ‘‘that 
provides to or receives from the Government 
of North Korea a defense article or defense 
service, as such terms are defined in section 
47 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2794), if the President determines that a sig-
nificant type or amount of such article or 
service has been so provided or received’’; 
and 

(C) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘1 year’’ 
and inserting ‘‘2 years’’; 

(2) in subsection (d), by striking ‘‘or emer-
gency’’ and inserting ‘‘maternal and child 
health, disease prevention and response, or’’; 
and 

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

‘‘(e) REPORT ON ARMS TRAFFICKING INVOLV-
ING NORTH KOREA.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this sub-
section, and annually thereafter for 5 years, 
the Secretary of State shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a re-
port that specifically describes the compli-
ance of foreign countries and other foreign 
jurisdictions with the requirement to curtail 
the trade described in subsection (b)(1). 

‘‘(2) FORM.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form but may contain a classified 
annex.’’. 
SEC. 314. AMENDMENTS TO ENHANCE INSPEC-

TION AUTHORITIES. 
Title II of the North Korea Sanctions and 

Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 
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9221 et seq.), as amended by section 102 of 
this Act, is further amended by striking sec-
tion 205 and inserting the following: 
‘‘SEC. 205. ENHANCED INSPECTION AUTHORITIES. 

‘‘(a) REPORT REQUIRED.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this sec-
tion, and annually thereafter for 5 years, the 
President shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees a report— 

‘‘(A) identifying the operators of foreign 
sea ports and airports that knowingly— 

‘‘(i) significantly fail to implement or en-
force regulations to inspect ships, aircraft, 
cargo, or conveyances in transit to or from 
North Korea, as required by applicable 
United Nations Security Council resolutions; 

‘‘(ii) facilitate the transfer, transshipment, 
or conveyance of significant types or quan-
tities of cargo, vessels, or aircraft owned or 
controlled by persons designated under ap-
plicable United Nations Security Council 
resolutions; or 

‘‘(iii) facilitate any of the activities de-
scribed in section 104(a); 

‘‘(B) describing the extent to which the re-
quirements of applicable United Nations Se-
curity Council resolutions to de-register any 
vessel owned, controlled, or operated by or 
on behalf of the Government of North Korea 
have been implemented by other foreign 
countries; 

‘‘(C) describing the compliance of the Is-
lamic Republic of Iran with the sanctions 
mandated in applicable United Nations Secu-
rity Council resolutions; 

‘‘(D) identifying vessels, aircraft, and con-
veyances owned or controlled by the Recon-
naissance General Bureau of the Workers’ 
Party of Korea; and 

‘‘(E) describing the diplomatic and enforce-
ment efforts by the President to secure the 
full implementation of the applicable United 
Nations Security Council resolutions, as de-
scribed in subparagraphs (A) through (C). 

‘‘(2) FORM.—The report required under 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form but may contain a classified annex. 

‘‘(b) SPECIFIC FINDINGS.—Each report re-
quired under subsection (a) shall include spe-
cific findings with respect to the following 
ports and airports: 

‘‘(1) The ports of Dandong, Dalian, and any 
other port in the People’s Republic of China 
that the President deems appropriate. 

‘‘(2) The ports of Abadan, Bandar-e-Abbas, 
Chabahar, Bandar-e-Khomeini, Bushehr 
Port, Asaluyeh Port, Kish, Kharg Island, 
Bandar-e-Lenge, and Khorramshahr, and 
Tehran Imam Khomeini International Air-
port, in the Islamic Republic of Iran. 

‘‘(3) The ports of Nakhodka, Vanino, and 
Vladivostok, in the Russian Federation. 

‘‘(4) The ports of Latakia, Banias, and 
Tartous, and Damascus International Air-
port, in the Syrian Arab Republic. 

‘‘(c) ENHANCED SECURITY TARGETING RE-
QUIREMENTS.— 

‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
paragraph (2), the Secretary of Homeland Se-
curity may, using a layered approach, re-
quire enhanced screening procedures to de-
termine whether physical inspections are 
warranted of any cargo bound for or landed 
in the United States that— 

‘‘(A) has been transported through a sea 
port or airport the operator of which has 
been identified by the President in accord-
ance with subsection (a)(1) as having repeat-
edly failed to comply with applicable United 
Nations Security Council resolutions; 

‘‘(B) is aboard a vessel or aircraft, or with-
in a conveyance that has, within the last 365 
days, entered the territory or waters of 
North Korea, or landed in any of the sea 
ports or airports of North Korea; or 

‘‘(C) is registered by a country or jurisdic-
tion whose compliance has been identified by 

the President as deficient pursuant to sub-
section (a)(2). 

‘‘(2) EXCEPTION FOR FOOD, MEDICINE, AND 
HUMANITARIAN SHIPMENTS.—Paragraph (1) 
shall not apply to any vessel, aircraft, or 
conveyance that has entered the territory or 
waters of North Korea, or landed in any of 
the sea ports or airports of North Korea, ex-
clusively for the purposes described in sec-
tion 208(b)(3)(B), or to import food, medicine, 
or supplies into North Korea to meet the hu-
manitarian needs of the North Korean peo-
ple. 

‘‘(d) SEIZURE AND FORFEITURE.—A vessel, 
aircraft, or conveyance used to facilitate any 
of the activities described in section 104(a) 
under the jurisdiction of the United States 
may be seized and forfeited, or subject to for-
feiture, under— 

‘‘(1) chapter 46 of title 18, United States 
Code; or 

‘‘(2) part V of title IV of the Tariff Act of 
1930 (19 U.S.C. 1581 et seq.).’’. 
SEC. 315. ENFORCING COMPLIANCE WITH 

UNITED NATIONS SHIPPING SANC-
TIONS AGAINST NORTH KOREA. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Ports and Waterways 
Safety Act (33 U.S.C. 1221 et seq.) is amended 
by adding at the end the following new sec-
tion: 
‘‘SEC. 16. PROHIBITION ON ENTRY AND OPER-

ATION. 
‘‘(a) PROHIBITION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Except as otherwise pro-

vided in this section, no vessel described in 
subsection (b) may enter or operate in the 
navigable waters of the United States or 
transfer cargo in any port or place under the 
jurisdiction of the United States. 

‘‘(2) LIMITATIONS ON APPLICATION.— 
‘‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The prohibition under 

paragraph (1) shall not apply with respect 
to— 

‘‘(i) a vessel described in subsection (b)(1), 
if the Secretary of State determines that— 

‘‘(I) the vessel is owned or operated by or 
on behalf of a country the government of 
which the Secretary of State determines is 
closely cooperating with the United States 
with respect to implementing the applicable 
United Nations Security Council resolutions 
(as such term is defined in section 3 of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016); or 

‘‘(II) it is in the national security interest 
not to apply the prohibition to such vessel; 
or 

‘‘(ii) a vessel described in subsection (b)(2), 
if the Secretary of State determines that the 
vessel is no longer registered as described in 
that subsection. 

‘‘(B) NOTICE.—Not later than 15 days after 
making a determination under subparagraph 
(A), the Secretary of State shall submit to 
the Committee on Foreign Affairs and the 
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure of the House of Representatives 
and the Committee on Foreign Relations and 
the Committee on Commerce, Science, and 
Transportation of the Senate written notice 
of the determination and the basis upon 
which the determination was made. 

‘‘(C) PUBLICATION.—The Secretary of State 
shall publish a notice in the Federal Register 
of each determination made under subpara-
graph (A). 

‘‘(b) VESSELS DESCRIBED.—A vessel referred 
to in subsection (a) is a foreign vessel for 
which a notice of arrival is required to be 
filed under section 4(a)(5), and that— 

‘‘(1) is on the most recent list of vessels 
published in Federal Register under sub-
section (c)(2); or 

‘‘(2) more than 180 days after the publica-
tion of such list, is knowingly registered, 
pursuant to the 1958 Convention on the High 
Seas entered into force on September 30, 
1962, by a government the agents or instru-

mentalities of which are maintaining a reg-
istration of a vessel that is included on such 
list. 

‘‘(c) INFORMATION AND PUBLICATION.—The 
Secretary of the department in which the 
Coast Guard is operating, with the concur-
rence of the Secretary of State, shall— 

‘‘(1) maintain timely information on the 
registrations of all foreign vessels over 300 
gross tons that are known to be— 

‘‘(A) owned or operated by or on behalf of 
the Government of North Korea or a North 
Korean person; 

‘‘(B) owned or operated by or on behalf of 
any country in which a sea port is located, 
the operator of which the President has iden-
tified in the most recent report submitted 
under section 205(a)(1)(A) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016; or 

‘‘(C) owned or operated by or on behalf of 
any country identified by the President as a 
country that has not complied with the ap-
plicable United Nations Security Council 
resolutions (as such term is defined in sec-
tion 3 of such Act); and 

‘‘(2) not later than 180 days after the date 
of the enactment of this section, and periodi-
cally thereafter, publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a list of the vessels described in para-
graph (1). 

‘‘(d) NOTIFICATION OF GOVERNMENTS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State 

shall notify each government, the agents or 
instrumentalities of which are maintaining a 
registration of a foreign vessel that is in-
cluded on a list published under subsection 
(c)(2), not later than 30 days after such publi-
cation, that all vessels registered under such 
government’s authority are subject to sub-
section (a). 

‘‘(2) ADDITIONAL NOTIFICATION.—In the case 
of a government that continues to maintain 
a registration for a vessel that is included on 
such list after receiving an initial notifica-
tion under paragraph (1), the Secretary shall 
issue an additional notification to such gov-
ernment not later than 120 days after the 
publication of a list under subsection (c)(2). 

‘‘(e) NOTIFICATION OF VESSELS.—Upon re-
ceiving a notice of arrival under section 
4(a)(5) from a vessel described in subsection 
(b), the Secretary of the department in 
which the Coast Guard is operating shall no-
tify the master of such vessel that the vessel 
may not enter or operate in the navigable 
waters of the United States or transfer cargo 
in any port or place under the jurisdiction of 
the United States, unless— 

‘‘(1) the Secretary of State has made a de-
termination under subsection (a)(2); or 

‘‘(2) the Secretary of the department in 
which the Coast Guard is operating allows 
provisional entry of the vessel, or transfer of 
cargo from the vessel, under subsection (f). 

‘‘(f) PROVISIONAL ENTRY OR CARGO TRANS-
FER.—Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section, the Secretary of the depart-
ment in which the Coast Guard is operating 
may allow provisional entry of, or transfer of 
cargo from, a vessel, if such entry or transfer 
is necessary for the safety of the vessel or 
persons aboard. 

‘‘(g) RIGHT OF INNOCENT PASSAGE AND 
RIGHT OF TRANSIT PASSAGE.—This section 
shall not be construed as authority to re-
strict the right of innocent passage or the 
right of transit passage as recognized under 
international law. 

‘‘(h) FOREIGN VESSEL DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘foreign vessel’ has the mean-
ing given that term in section 110 of title 46, 
United States Code.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.— 
(1) SPECIAL POWERS.—Section 4(b)(2) of the 

Ports and Waterways Safety Act (33 U.S.C. 
1223(b)(2)) is amended by inserting ‘‘or 16’’ 
after ‘‘section 9’’. 
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(2) DENIAL OF ENTRY.—Section 13(e) of the 

Ports and Waterways Safety Act (33 U.S.C. 
1232(e)) is amended by striking ‘‘section 9’’ 
and inserting ‘‘section 9 or 16’’. 
SEC. 316. REPORT ON COOPERATION BETWEEN 

NORTH KOREA AND IRAN. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter for 5 years, the 
President shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees and leadership a 
report that includes— 

(1) an assessment of the extent of coopera-
tion (including through the transfer of 
goods, services, technology, or intellectual 
property) between North Korea and Iran re-
lating to their respective nuclear, ballistic 
missile development, chemical or biological 
weapons development, or conventional weap-
ons programs; 

(2) the names of any Iranian or North Ko-
rean persons that have knowingly engaged in 
or directed— 

(A) the provision of material support to 
such programs; or 

(B) the exchange of information between 
North Korea and Iran with respect to such 
programs; 

(3) the names of any other foreign persons 
that have facilitated the activities described 
in paragraph (1); and 

(4) a determination whether any of the ac-
tivities described in paragraphs (1) and (2) 
violate United Nations Security Council Res-
olution 2231 (2015). 

(b) FORM.—The report required under sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form but may contain a classified annex. 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, and the majority and minor-
ity leaders of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, and the Speaker, 
the majority leader, and the minority leader 
of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 317. REPORT ON IMPLEMENTATION OF 

UNITED NATIONS SECURITY COUN-
CIL RESOLUTIONS BY OTHER GOV-
ERNMENTS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and annually thereafter for 5 years, the 
President shall submit to the appropriate 
congressional committees and leadership a 
report that evaluates the degree to which 
the governments of other countries have 
knowingly failed to— 

(1) close the representative offices of per-
sons designated under applicable United Na-
tions Security Council resolutions; 

(2) expel any North Korean nationals, in-
cluding diplomats, working on behalf of such 
persons; 

(3) prohibit the opening of new branches, 
subsidiaries, or representative offices of 
North Korean financial institutions within 
the jurisdictions of such governments; or 

(4) expel any representatives of North Ko-
rean financial institutions. 

(b) FORM.—The report required under sub-
section (a) shall be submitted in unclassified 
form but may contain a classified annex. 

(c) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES AND LEADERSHIP DEFINED.—In this sec-
tion, the term ‘‘appropriate congressional 
committees and leadership’’ means— 

(1) the Committee on Foreign Relations, 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs, and the majority and minor-
ity leaders of the Senate; and 

(2) the Committee on Foreign Affairs, the 
Committee on Financial Services, the Com-

mittee on Ways and Means, and the Speaker, 
the majority leader, and the minority leader 
of the House of Representatives. 
SEC. 318. BRIEFING ON MEASURES TO DENY SPE-

CIALIZED FINANCIAL MESSAGING 
SERVICES TO DESIGNATED NORTH 
KOREAN FINANCIAL INSTITUTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days 
after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
and every 180 days thereafter for 5 years, the 
President shall provide to the appropriate 
congressional committees a briefing that in-
cludes the following information: 

(1) A list of each person or foreign govern-
ment the President has identified that di-
rectly provides specialized financial mes-
saging services to, or enables or facilitates 
direct or indirect access to such messaging 
services for— 

(A) any North Korean financial institution 
(as such term is defined in section 3 of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9202)) designated 
under an applicable United Nations Security 
Council resolution; or 

(B) any other North Korean person, on be-
half of such a North Korean financial insti-
tution. 

(2) A detailed assessment of the status of 
efforts by the Secretary of the Treasury to 
work with the relevant authorities in the 
home jurisdictions of such specialized finan-
cial messaging providers to end such provi-
sion or access. 

(b) FORM.—The briefing required under 
subsection (a) may be classified. 
Subtitle B—Sanctions With Respect to 

Human Rights Abuses by the Government 
of North Korea 

SEC. 321. SANCTIONS FOR FORCED LABOR AND 
SLAVERY OVERSEAS OF NORTH KO-
REANS. 

(a) SANCTIONS FOR TRAFFICKING IN PER-
SONS.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 302(b) of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9241(b)) is amend-
ed— 

(A) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘‘and’’ at 
the end; 

(B) in paragraph (2), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting ‘‘; and’’; and 

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

‘‘(3) a list of foreign persons that know-
ingly employ North Korean laborers, as de-
scribed in section 104(b)(1)(M).’’. 

(2) ADDITIONAL DETERMINATIONS; RE-
PORTS.—With respect to any country identi-
fied in section 302(b)(2) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016 (22 U.S.C. 9241(b)(2)), as amended by 
paragraph (1), the report required under sec-
tion 302(a) of such Act shall— 

(A) include a determination whether each 
person identified in section 302(b)(3) of such 
Act (as amended by paragraph (1)) who is a 
national or a citizen of such identified coun-
try meets the criteria for sanctions under— 

(i) section 111 of the Trafficking Victims 
Protection Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7108) (relat-
ing to the prevention of trafficking in per-
sons); or 

(ii) section 104(a) or 104(b)(1) of the North 
Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhancement 
Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9214(a)), as amended by 
section 101 of this Act; 

(B) be included in the report required 
under section 110(b) of the Trafficking Vic-
tims Protection Act of 2000 (22 U.S.C. 7107(b)) 
(relating to the annual report on trafficking 
in persons); and 

(C) be considered in any determination 
that the government of such country has 
made serious and sustained efforts to elimi-
nate severe forms of trafficking in persons, 
as such term is defined for purposes of the 
Trafficking Victims Protection Act of 2000. 

(b) SANCTIONS ON FOREIGN PERSONS THAT 
EMPLOY NORTH KOREAN LABOR.— 

(1) IN GENERAL.—Title III of the North 
Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhancement 
Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9241 et seq.) is amended 
by inserting after section 302 the following 
new sections: 
‘‘SEC. 302A. REBUTTABLE PRESUMPTION APPLI-

CABLE TO GOODS MADE WITH 
NORTH KOREAN LABOR. 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 
subsection (b), any significant goods, wares, 
articles, and merchandise mined, produced, 
or manufactured wholly or in part by the 
labor of North Korean nationals or citizens 
shall be deemed to be prohibited under sec-
tion 307 of the Tariff Act of 1930 (19 U.S.C. 
1307) and shall not be entitled to entry at 
any of the ports of the United States. 

‘‘(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition described 
in subsection (a) shall not apply if the Com-
missioner of U.S. Customs and Border Pro-
tection finds, by clear and convincing evi-
dence, that the goods, wares, articles, or 
merchandise described in such paragraph 
were not produced with convict labor, forced 
labor, or indentured labor under penal sanc-
tions. 
‘‘SEC. 302B. SANCTIONS ON FOREIGN PERSONS 

EMPLOYING NORTH KOREAN LABOR. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in 

subsection (c), the President shall designate 
any person identified under section 302(b)(3) 
for the imposition of sanctions under sub-
section (b). 

‘‘(b) IMPOSITION OF SANCTIONS.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The President shall im-

pose the sanctions described in paragraph (2) 
with respect to any person designated under 
subsection (a). 

‘‘(2) SANCTIONS DESCRIBED.—The sanctions 
described in this paragraph are sanctions 
pursuant to the International Emergency 
Economic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) 
to block and prohibit all transactions in 
property and interests in property of a per-
son designated under subsection (a), if such 
property and interests in property are in the 
United States, come within the United 
States, or are or come within the possession 
or control of a United States person. 

‘‘(c) EXCEPTION.— 
‘‘(1) IN GENERAL.—A person may not be des-

ignated under subsection (a) if the President 
certifies to the appropriate congressional 
committees that the President has received 
reliable assurances from such person that— 

‘‘(A) the employment of North Korean la-
borers does not result in the direct or indi-
rect transfer of convertible currency, luxury 
goods, or other stores of value to the Govern-
ment of North Korea; 

‘‘(B) all wages and benefits are provided di-
rectly to the laborers, and are held, as appli-
cable, in accounts within the jurisdiction in 
which they reside in locally denominated 
currency; and 

‘‘(C) the laborers are subject to working 
conditions consistent with international 
standards. 

‘‘(2) RECERTIFICATION.—Not later than 180 
days after the date on which the President 
transmits to the appropriate congressional 
committees an initial certification under 
paragraph (1), and every 180 days thereafter, 
the President shall— 

‘‘(A) transmit a recertification stating 
that the conditions described in such para-
graph continue to be met; or 

‘‘(B) if such recertification cannot be 
transmitted, impose the sanctions described 
in subsection (b) beginning on the date on 
which the President determines that such re-
certification cannot be transmitted.’’. 

(2) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of 
contents in section 1(b) of the North Korea 
Sanctions and Policy Enhancement Act of 
2016 is amended by inserting after the item 
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relating to section 302 the following new 
items: 
‘‘Sec. 302A. Rebuttable presumption applica-

ble to goods made with North 
Korean labor. 

‘‘Sec. 302B. Sanctions on foreign persons em-
ploying North Korean labor.’’. 

SEC. 322. MODIFICATIONS TO SANCTIONS SUS-
PENSION AND WAIVER AUTHORI-
TIES. 

(a) EXEMPTIONS.—Section 208(a) of the 
North Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhance-
ment Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9228(a)) is amend-
ed in the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘201A,’’ after ‘‘104,’’; and 
(2) by inserting ‘‘302A, 302B,’’ after ‘‘209,’’. 
(b) HUMANITARIAN WAIVER.—Section 208(b) 

of the North Korea Sanctions and Policy En-
hancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9228(b)(1)) is 
amended— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘201A,’’ after ‘‘104,’’ in each 
place it appears; and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘302A, 302B,’’ after 
‘‘209(b),’’ in each place it appears. 

(c) WAIVER.—Section 208(c) of the North 
Korea Sanctions and Policy Enhancement 
Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 9228(c)) is amended in 
the matter preceding paragraph (1)— 

(1) by inserting ‘‘201A,’’ after ‘‘104,’’; and 
(2) by inserting ‘‘302A, 302B,’’ after 

‘‘209(b),’’. 
SEC. 323. REWARD FOR INFORMANTS. 

Section 36(b) of the State Department 
Basic Authorities Act of 1956 (22 U.S.C. 
2708(b)), is amended— 

(1) in paragraph (9), by striking ‘‘or’’ at the 
end; 

(2) in paragraph (10), by striking the period 
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and 

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

‘‘(11) the identification or location of any 
person who, while acting at the direction of 
or under the control of a foreign govern-
ment, aids or abets a violation of section 1030 
of title 18, United States Code; or 

‘‘(12) the disruption of financial mecha-
nisms of any person who has engaged in the 
conduct described in sections 104(a) or 
104(b)(1) of the North Korea Sanctions and 
Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 
2914(a) or (b)(1)).’’. 
SEC. 324. DETERMINATION ON DESIGNATION OF 

NORTH KOREA AS A STATE SPONSOR 
OF TERRORISM. 

(a) DETERMINATION.— 
(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 90 days 

after the date of the enactment of this Act, 
the Secretary of State shall submit to the 
appropriate congressional committees a de-
termination whether North Korea meets the 
criteria for designation as a state sponsor of 
terrorism. 

(2) FORM.—The determination required by 
paragraph (1) shall be submitted in unclassi-
fied form but may include a classified annex, 
if appropriate. 

(b) STATE SPONSOR OF TERRORISM DE-
FINED.—For purposes of this section, the 
term ‘‘state sponsor of terrorism’’ means a 
country the government of which the Sec-
retary of State has determined, for purposes 
of section 6(j) of the Export Administration 
Act of 1979 (50 U.S.C. 4605(j)) (as in effect pur-
suant to the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act), section 620A of the For-
eign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C. 2371), 
section 40 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 
U.S.C. 2780), or any other provision of law, is 
a government that has repeatedly provided 
support for acts of international terrorism. 

Subtitle C—General Authorities 
SEC. 331. AUTHORITY TO CONSOLIDATE RE-

PORTS. 
Any reports required to be submitted to 

the appropriate congressional committees 
under this title or any amendment made by 

this title that are subject to deadlines for 
submission consisting of similar units of 
time may be consolidated into a single re-
port that is submitted to appropriate con-
gressional committees pursuant to the ear-
lier of such deadlines. The consolidated re-
ports must contain all information required 
under this title or any amendment made by 
this title, in addition to all other elements 
mandated by previous law. 
SEC. 332. RULE OF CONSTRUCTION. 

Nothing in this title shall be construed to 
limit— 

(1) the authority or obligation of the Presi-
dent to apply the sanctions described in sec-
tion 104 of the North Korea Sanctions and 
Policy Enhancement Act of 2016 (22 U.S.C. 
9214), as amended by section 311 of this Act, 
with regard to persons who meet the criteria 
for designation under such section, or in any 
other provision of law; or 

(2) the authorities of the President pursu-
ant to the International Emergency Eco-
nomic Powers Act (50 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.). 
SEC. 333. REGULATORY AUTHORITY. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall, not 
later than 180 days after the date of the en-
actment of this Act, promulgate regulations 
as necessary for the implementation of this 
title and the amendments made by this title. 

(b) NOTIFICATION TO CONGRESS.—Not fewer 
than 10 days before the promulgation of a 
regulation under subsection (a), the Presi-
dent shall notify and provide to the appro-
priate congressional committees the pro-
posed regulation, specifying the provisions of 
this title or the amendments made by this 
title that the regulation is implementing. 
SEC. 334. LIMITATION ON FUNDS. 

No additional funds are authorized to carry 
out the requirements of this title or of the 
amendments made by this title. Such re-
quirements shall be carried out using 
amounts otherwise authorized. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
California (Mr. ROYCE) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ENGEL) 
each will control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from California. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I ask unanimous consent that all 
Members may have 5 legislative days 
to revise and extend their remarks and 
to include any extraneous material in 
the RECORD. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-

er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill represents a 
very broad, bipartisan House-Senate 
agreement that the United States must 
enforce tougher sanctions against 
North Korea, against Russia, against 
Iran. 

I thank the gentleman from New 
York (Mr. ENGEL), the ranking member 
of the Foreign Affairs Committee, for 
his determined and excellent work on 
this legislation. This is a very impor-
tant bill. 

These three regimes in different 
parts of the world are threatening vital 
U.S. interests and they are desta-
bilizing their neighbors. It is well past 
time that we forcefully respond. 

Under Vladimir Putin, Russia has in-
vaded its neighbor, Ukraine, seizing its 
territory and destabilizing its govern-
ment. It poses a threat to our NATO al-
lies in Europe, as Moscow works to un-
dermine democratic values with deter-
mination and sophistication, as U.S. 
intelligence agencies have made clear. 
This former KGB colonel attempted to 
interfere with our own election. Left 
unchecked, Russia is sure to continue 
its aggression. 

Putin’s forces continue to prop up 
the murderous Assad regime in Syria, 
prolonging a deadly conflict that has 
driven tens of millions of people from 
their homes, while enabling the use of 
chemical weapons and other system-
atic human rights abuses against the 
people of Syria. 

The Russia sanctions in this bill are 
substantially similar to those that 
overwhelmingly passed the other body. 
They give the administration impor-
tant economic leverage, they give it 
diplomatic leverage by targeting the 
things that matter to Vladimir Putin 
and that matter to his allies the most, 
and that is their corrupt efforts to 
profit from the country’s oil wealth 
and their ability to sell weapons over-
seas. 

To focus their impact, we clarified 
several provisions that could have in-
advertently handed Russian companies 
control of global energy projects and 
impacted pipelines that our European 
allies rely on in an effort to end their 
dependence on Russian gas. So this 
strengthens the bill. 

To ensure these economic sanctions 
remain in place as long as Putin’s ag-
gression continues, this bill empowers 
Congress to review and to disapprove 
any sanctions relief. This strong over-
sight is necessary, it is appropriate. 
After all, it is Congress that the Con-
stitution empowers to regulate com-
merce with foreign nations. 

Mr. Speaker, Russia has found a will-
ing partner in Iran. The regime’s Ira-
nian Revolutionary Guard are fighting 
alongside Russian forces in Syria. At 
the same time, Tehran continues to 
threaten Israel by providing funding 
and advanced rockets and missiles to 
Hezbollah. Hezbollah is its leading ter-
rorist proxy. It continues to hold 
Americans hostage, while developing 
intercontinental ballistic missiles ca-
pable of delivering nuclear weapons. 

To strengthen the U.S. response to 
the threat from Iran, this bill includes 
provisions originally introduced by my 
counterpart, Senator CORKER, which 
increase sanctions on those involved in 
the regime’s human rights abuses and 
its support for terrorism, as well as its 
efforts on the ballistic missile pro-
gram, which the Iranian Revolutionary 
Guard forces control. 

Finally, I am proud that this bill in-
cludes the text of H.R. 1644, the Korean 
Interdiction and Modernization of 
Sanctions Act, which we passed in 
May. We passed it here out of the 
House by a vote of 419–1. These provi-
sions, which were strengthened in con-
sultation with the other body, expand 
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sanctions targeting North Korea’s nu-
clear weapons program, but they also 
go after those around the world who 
employ North Korean slave labor. 

This is a human rights abuse. It is 
one that operates by having a situation 
where the indentured workers are fed, 
but the check, instead of going to the 
workers, goes to the regime, and that 
money then goes into the nuclear 
weapons program. It is estimated that 
this earns hundreds of millions of dol-
lars for the regime in hard currency. 

So with every test, Kim Jong-un’s re-
gime comes closer to being able to 
mount a nuclear warhead on a missile 
that is capable of reaching the U.S. 
mainland. We simply cannot pass up an 
opportunity to increase pressure in re-
sponse to this threat. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self as much time as I might consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of this 
legislation. I want to, first of all, 
thank my colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle for all the hard work that has 
gone into this legislation so far. I want 
to especially thank our chairman, ED 
ROYCE, who has been my partner on 
this committee for nearly 5 years. We 
have passed excellent legislation. The 
legislation today just adds to it, and it 
shows what you can do when you work 
in a bipartisan way, so I want to thank 
the chairman for all his hard work and 
all his courtesies. 

Mr. Speaker, I support this bill. I cer-
tainly plan to vote for it, but it seems 
we may be on the floor before we have 
ironed out all the differences with the 
other body. I hope that is not the case. 

In particular, there have been issues 
with the North Korea sanctions. It was 
another Royce-Engel bill, which al-
ready passed in the House and, frankly, 
should have been taken up by the other 
body on a separate track; instead, it is 
now put into this bill. I hope we don’t 
face further delays when this bill gets 
back to the other House. 

Our job isn’t done, obviously, until 
we get this thing across the finish line; 
and we need to do that because this bill 
is critical to our national security. 

It does far more than just send a 
message to leaders in Russia, Iran, and 
North Korea. It exacts a heavy price 
for their aggressive and destabilizing 
behavior. 

Just like the bill we already passed, 
this legislation would update and ex-
pand our sanctions on North Korea, 
closing loopholes that have allowed 
money to flow to the Kim regime, fund-
ing its illegal weapons program. It 
would crack down on the trading part-
ners, banks, and shipping vessels that 
enable the regime, and go after the re-
gime’s most lucrative enterprises, 
whether exported goods or the pilfered 
wages of North Korean laborers sent 
abroad to work. 

With respect to Iran, this bill would 
go after so many of the things Iran’s 
leaders do to drive violence and insta-
bility, from Tehran’s ballistic missile 

program and its support for terrorism 
to the regime’s abhorrent human 
rights record and efforts to build up its 
military. I have said this again and 
again, that we need to hold the re-
gime’s feet to the fire on all these 
issues. This bill does exactly that. 

Finally, on Russia, this bill is a 
strong, direct response to Vladimir 
Putin’s efforts to undermine American 
democracy. It imposes new sanctions 
on those who want to do business with 
Putin’s cronies or with Russia’s mili-
tary or intelligence. It strengthens ex-
isting sanctions for Russia’s illegal an-
nexation of Crimea and armed inter-
vention in eastern Ukraine. It pushes 
back against Russia’s cybercrimes, in-
cluding the hacking of our election to 
help Donald Trump—a story which 
Congress and the special counsel are 
still trying to get to the bottom of—as 
well as Putin’s support for the mur-
derous Assad regime in Syria. And it 
gives Congress a strong oversight role 
in making sure that these Russian 
sanctions are not lifted prematurely. 

This administration has shown over 
and over that they are willing to cozy 
up to Putin, but here is the truth: Rus-
sia is not our ally. Putin wants to 
harm the United States, splinter our 
alliances, and undermine Western de-
mocracy. This Congress will not allow 
him to succeed, so I am glad to support 
this bipartisan bill. 

I thank the chairman once again. We 
need to keep working to make sure this 
bill gets to the President’s desk. 

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

b 1445 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. MCCAUL), and I just 
want to thank him for his good work to 
strengthen the bill, as he will discuss, 
and for his focus on pipelines that pri-
marily carry oil and gas through Rus-
sia that compete with Russian gas and 
drives down the price of gas. 

Mr. MCCAUL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong support of increased sanctions 
on Russia, Iran, and North Korea. I 
thank Chairman ROYCE and Ranking 
Member ELIOT ENGEL for their leader-
ship on this issue. I cannot overstate 
the importance of sending a strong 
message to our adversaries that there 
will be consequences for their bad be-
havior. 

Back in October of last year, at the 
height of the Presidential campaign, I 
was briefed by our intelligence commu-
nity. They told me that Russia engaged 
in a blatant effort to meddle in our do-
mestic affairs and, specifically, our 
democratic process. I was an outspoken 
supporter of the need for a strong re-
sponse then, and I remain so now. 

However, in the process of making 
Russia pay an economic cost for their 
bad behavior, we must ensure we are 
not harming U.S. interests at home 
and abroad. 

I want to thank Chairman ROYCE for 
clarifying that Section 232 of this bill 

only applies to Russian energy export 
pipelines. We should not be in the busi-
ness of sanctioning pipelines that help 
provide energy independence from Rus-
sia. Putin uses this as a tool to provide 
political leverage over his neighbors. 

So, again, I want to thank Chairman 
ROYCE for his leadership in working 
with me on this, I think, clarification 
to the Senate companion and for his 
leadership in the House on this impor-
tant issue. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 
minutes to the gentleman from Rhode 
Island (Mr. CICILLINE), my colleague on 
the Foreign Affairs Committee. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in support of H.R. 3364, the Russia, 
Iran, and North Korea Sanctions Act. I 
thank my colleagues, Chairman ROYCE 
and Ranking Member ENGEL, for all of 
their work, together with the Senate, 
to reach this important agreement. 

This legislation will ensure that Rus-
sia, Iran, and North Korea, and those 
who seek to help them, will suffer con-
sequences for their bad behavior. Pas-
sage of this legislation is important to 
hold Iran accountable for its support 
for terrorism, human rights violations, 
and continued defiance of international 
treaties, including on ballistic mis-
siles. 

Today we are taking an important 
step toward holding the Iranian Gov-
ernment, including the IRGC, and any-
one who seeks to support them, ac-
countable for their bad actions. Any-
one who contributes to Iran’s ballistic 
missile program, supplies it with weap-
ons, or assists the Iranian Government 
in their vast human rights abuses will 
be subject to sanction. 

It is important to note that these 
sanctions do not violate the JCPOA 
and, in my view, strengthen the nu-
clear deal by showing our allies and 
Iran that the United States is serious 
about continuing to enforce violations 
of international law. 

I am also pleased to see additional 
sanctions imposed upon Russia and 
North Korea in this legislation. The 
human suffering that North Korea has 
brought upon its own people is un-
imaginable. Such a depraved leader as 
Kim Jong-un getting his hands on nu-
clear weapons that can be used against 
American allies is an outcome that we 
simply cannot tolerate. 

Finally, Russia engaged in an unprec-
edented attack against our democracy 
when it interfered in our 2016 election. 
This is the fundamental foundation of 
our democracy, our election, and we 
simply cannot allow any foreign power 
to interfere in our electoral process. 

Given our President’s complete un-
willingness to hold Russia accountable 
for their attack—and let’s not mistake 
it for anything else; it was an attack 
on America—it has become necessary 
for Congress to assert its role in this 
area and ensure that Russia will be 
held accountable. 

So, again, I thank Chairman ROYCE, 
Ranking Member ENGEL, Leader 
PELOSI, Whip HOYER, and members of 
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the Senate who worked together to get 
this bill to the floor. I urge my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. SMITH), the 
chairman of the Foreign Affairs Sub-
committee on Africa, Global Health, 
Global Human Rights, and Inter-
national Organizations. 

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. I thank him and ELIOT ENGEL 
for sponsoring this important bill. 

This bill brings together a critical ar-
senal of stiff and timely sanctions 
against Iran, Russia, and North Korea. 

The administration was absolutely 
right in early February to put Iran on 
notice regarding its continued testing 
of ballistic missiles. This bill under-
scores that warning by imposing ex-
panded sanctions against Iran’s missile 
program, demonstrating that the 
United States will not sit idly by as 
Iran augments its ability to militarily 
blackmail the United States, Israel, 
and our allies. 

It also, as the world’s largest sponsor 
of terrorism, imposes terror sanctions 
on the Islamic Revolutionary Guard 
Corps. It very importantly, as well, au-
thorizes the imposition of sanctions on 
individuals responsible for Iran’s 
human rights abuses. 

The State Department suggests there 
are as many as 800 political prisoners 
in Iran alone. It also reminds us and 
draws attention to Iran’s despicable 
practice of arresting American citizens 
to use them as bargaining chips. 

On Russia, Mr. Speaker, the Putin 
government’s invasion of Ukraine and 
annexation of Crimea; indiscriminate 
bombing in Syria; and threatening be-
havior toward our NATO allies, above 
all, in the Baltics makes it—important 
in respects—the worst actor in the 
global stage today. Putin’s government 
has passed from threats to aggressive 
actions against our friends, allies, and 
innocent people abroad. 

Let’s not forget that in 2008—and I 
was there in Tbilisi as it was hap-
pening—the Russians invaded Georgia 
and annexed South Ossetia and 
Abkhazia. 

As to North Korea, a gulag 
masquerading as a country, we must 
cut off all economic lifelines to Kim 
Jong-un, and punish Pyongyang’s cli-
ents and its enablers. A regime that 
murdered Otto Warmbier and then, of 
course, is working on more missiles 
and the means to deliver them needs to 
be taken seriously. This legislation 
does that with very stiff sanctions. 

I thank, again, Chairman ROYCE, 
ELIOT ENGEL, Majority Leader MCCAR-
THY, and STENY HOYER as the principal 
sponsors of the bill. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to support H.R. 
3364, the Countering America’s Adversaries 
Through Sanctions Act, introduced by my 
good friend, Chairman ED ROYCE. I’m proud to 
be a co-sponsor. This bill brings together a 
critical arsenal of stiff and timely sanctions 
trained at some of the gravest national secu-
rity threats our country faces today. 

The Trump Administration was absolutely 
right in early February to put Iran ‘‘on notice’’ 
regarding its continued testing of ballistic mis-
siles. This bill underscores that warning by im-
posing expanded sanctions against Iran’s mis-
sile program—demonstrating that the United 
States will not sit idly by as Iran augments its 
ability to blackmail Israel and other allies. 

The stakes could hardly be higher. Iran pos-
sesses the largest ballistic missile program in 
the region and its medium-range ballistic mis-
siles are already able to strike Israel and our 
allies and installations in the Gulf from deep 
within Iranian territory. Iran’s growing space 
launch program—a thinly veiled testing 
scheme for intercontinental ballistic missiles— 
is cause for greater alarm still. 

Iran is also the world’s largest state sponsor 
of terrorism. By requiring the imposition of ter-
ror sanctions on the Islamic Revolutionary 
Guard Corps, H.R. 3364 treats the IRGC as 
what it truly is: Iran’s principal means of ex-
porting terrorism around the world, particularly 
to Israel, Syria, Lebanon, Yemen, and Bah-
rain. 

The U.S. cannot tolerate this brinksmanship 
and blackmail. Iran dreams of nothing less 
than regional hegemony and Israel’s annihila-
tion. There is no room for compromise with 
such an adversary. Now is the time to act: 
Iran is entrenching its influence in Syria and 
Iraq and insuring these gains with the credi-
bility of its missile threat and militant proxies. 
We must pass this bill to bring maximum pres-
sure to bear against a mounting threat. 

Importantly, this bill also authorizes the im-
position of sanctions on individuals respon-
sible for Iran’s horrifying human rights abuses. 
In May, the State Department reported to Con-
gress that: ‘‘The Iranian regime’s repression of 
its own people includes reports of over 800 
political prisoners, composed of peaceful civic 
activists, journalists, women’s rights activists, 
religious and ethnic minorities, and opposition 
political figures.’’ 

This bill would also draw increased attention 
to Iran’s despicable practice of arresting Amer-
ican citizens to use them as bargaining chips. 
On Friday, the Trump Administration rightfully 
called Iran out for using these detentions as 
‘‘a tool of state policy’’ and threatened ‘‘new 
and serious’’ consequences if this practice 
continues. We must not forget the lives and 
families of Robert Levinson, Siamak and 
Baquer Namazi, Xiyue Wang, and others that 
have been torn apart by Iran’s cynical 
schemes. 

Mr. Speaker, regarding Russia, the Putin 
government’s invasion of Ukraine and annex-
ation of Crimea, indiscriminate bombing in 
Syria, and threatening behavior toward our 
NATO allies, above all in the Baltics, makes it 
among the worst actors on the global stage 
today. Putin’s government has passed from 
threats to aggressive action against our 
friends, allies and innocent civilians abroad. 
And it did so long ago, when it invaded Geor-
gia in 2008. 

I was there, in Tbilisi, several weeks after 
that invasion began, to work to secure the exit 
of two young children, constituents of mine, 
trapped behind Russian lines in South 
Ossetia. I will never forget the quiet courage 
of the Georgian people in Tbilisi—not entirely 
surprised by Putin’s invasion—they were too 
wise for that—uncertain whether the Russian 
army would proceed to Tbilisi, and determined 
to soldier on in defense of their country. 

And then in 2014 the Russian government 
annexed Crimea and invaded eastern 
Ukraine—each of these incursions was 
marked by massive human rights violations, 
violence toward anyone suspected of being 
unsympathetic to the Russian imperialist 
cause, and created massive humanitarian cri-
ses of displaced persons, which the Russian 
government did nothing to relieve. 

These acts of aggression underscore the 
seriousness with which we must take the Rus-
sian government’s testing of our limits and our 
will, by buzzing our ships and planes, 
harassing our diplomats, and intimidating our 
allies—as it does for example with the Zapad 
exercises set to take place in September near 
the Polish, Lithuanian, Latvian, and Estonian 
borders. 

We know from experience that the best way 
to maintain the peace and keep our country 
secure is to respond strongly to Russian ex-
pansionism and intimidation attempts—this 
sanctions bill does just that. 

The large number of political assassinations 
that have scarred Russian public life since 
Putin arrived on the scene—the most noto-
rious but not the only attack on the rights of 
Russian citizens for which the Putin govern-
ment is responsible. These brutal crimes only 
underscore the need to respond strongly to 
Putin’s attempts to intimidate us and our allies. 

Congress has responded strongly to Putin’s 
aggressions and crimes before, for example 
with the Sergei Magnitsky Rule of Law and 
Accountability Act and the Global Magnitsky 
legislation, of which I was the House chief 
sponsor, taking the lessons of the earlier act 
and applied them globally, while in its name 
further memorializing the heroic sacrifice of 
Sergei Magnitsky. The Magnitsky legislation 
was so strongly detested by the Putin govern-
ment that in early 2013, having cosponsored 
the original Magnitsky legislation, the Russian 
government refused to issue me a visa to visit 
Russia to work on international child adoption 
issues. A State Department official com-
mented to me at the time that as far he knew, 
I was the first Congressman denied a visa 
since the Brezhnev era. 

So, in addition to enacting this new legisla-
tion, I want to join Vladimir Kara-Murza’s call 
that the Magnitsky legislation continue to be 
implemented energetically and fully. Kara- 
Murza is a Russian democracy activist who 
twice was nearly killed by sophisticated poi-
sons while visiting Russia—he testified for me 
at the Helsinki Commission after the first poi-
soning attempt, in October 2015. Many of the 
Putin government’s murders are motivated by 
economic crimes and implementation of the 
Magnitsky legislation should also include U.S. 
government advocacy on behalf of U.S. inves-
tors defrauded by Russian expropriations—the 
Yukos oil company is the most notorious case 
of this. 

As to North Korea—a gulag masquerading 
as a country—we must cut off all economic 
lifelines to Kim Jong un and punish 
Pyongyang’s clients and its enablers. A re-
gime that murders Otto Warmbier does not 
deserve respect and should be considered an 
imminent threat to the US and its allies be-
cause of its nuclear proliferation. 

We cannot negotiate our way out of these 
strategic problems. Carrots have not worked, 
we need bigger sticks. 

We know sanctions are working. Thae Yong 
Ho (Thay Young Ho)—North Korea’s former 
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deputy ambassador to Britain and the highest 
ranking defector in twenty years—said that 
international sanctions are beginning to 
squeeze the regime. He also said that the 
spread of information from the outside world is 
having a real impact. So it shouldn’t be a sur-
prise that South Korea has reported that high- 
level defections are surging. 

This legislation provides crucial tools and I 
support them wholeheartedly—as I supported 
them in May of this year. 

The Trump Administration will find that it 
can use the tools we offer today to much 
greater use than did the last White House. 
With hundreds of thousands of North Korean 
laborers abroad—sending as much as $2 bil-
lion a year back to the regime in hard cur-
rency—we should look at targeting this expa-
triate labor and the governments and corpora-
tions that employ them. 

Loopholes in our sanctions on North Korea’s 
shipping and financial sectors must be closed. 
And when we discover that foreign banks 
have helped Kim Jong un skirt sanctions—as 
those in China have repeatedly done—we 
must give those banks and businesses a stark 
choice: do business with Kim Jong un or the 
U.S. 

Cut off Kim Jong un’s economic lifelines, 
punish those who keep his murderous regime 
afloat, and signal to China and its client state 
in North Korea that the era of ‘‘strategic pa-
tience’’ is finally over. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
strongly support this critical measure at a per-
ilous moment for our country and the rest of 
the planet. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. CASTRO), our colleague on the For-
eign Affairs Committee and a member 
of the Intelligence Committee. 

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Ranking Member ENGEL for 
yielding. 

I also thank Chairman ROYCE for his 
leadership on the sanctions package. 
The American people have been wait-
ing some time for the sanctions pack-
age to finally pass. 

This bill dials up our current sanc-
tions on North Korea, Iran, and Russia 
to hold their governments accountable 
for their destabilizing actions. 

The Russia piece in this package is 
particularly necessary. Russia has fla-
grantly violated international law by 
invading Ukraine and interfering in 
American and European elections. 
These sanctions are a clear signal that 
the United States will hold President 
Putin and his close associates account-
able for their actions. They are also a 
declaration that Congress can and will 
act, even when President Trump re-
fuses to do so. 

In addition to these sanctions, Con-
gress must continue to investigate to 
determine the scope of Russia’s attack 
on America’s democracy and establish 
which Americans, if any, aided in those 
efforts. 

Again, I thank Ranking Member 
ENGEL, Chairman ROYCE, and everyone 
in this Congress who has supported 
these sanctions. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 

from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING), chair-
man of the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding and 
certainly for his leadership on this 
very important bill. 

I rise in support of the Russia, Iran, 
and North Korean Sanctions Act. 

Mr. Speaker, I particularly want to 
highlight the provisions that are the 
product of the hard work of the Finan-
cial Services Committee’s Sub-
committee on Terrorism and Illicit Fi-
nance. The inclusion of these provi-
sions will undoubtedly assist our gov-
ernment’s anti-money laundering and 
counterterrorist financing efforts. 

For instance, this bill includes lan-
guage directing the President, acting 
through the Secretary of the Treasury, 
to develop and maintain a national 
strategy for combating the financing of 
terrorism and related forms of illicit fi-
nancing. 

The opportunistic nature of terrorist 
groups, combined with the emergence 
of financial technology, creates new 
challenges for our law enforcement 
community and their efforts to disrupt 
terror finance. 

The national strategy should also 
seek to enhance partnerships with the 
private sector that prevent and detect 
illicit financing, and increase efforts to 
facilitate compliance with our anti- 
money laundering and counterterrorist 
financing laws. 

I would like to commend Congress-
man TED BUDD for introducing the Na-
tional Strategy for Combating Terror-
ists, Underground, and Other Illicit Fi-
nancing Act, which is almost entirely 
incorporated in section 2 of the under-
lying legislation. 

I would also like to recognize Con-
gressman PEARCE and Congressman 
PITTENGER, the chairman and vice 
chairman of the Terrorism and Illicit 
Finance Subcommittee of our com-
mittee, whose leadership on these 
issues has been instrumental to 
achieve the legislation that is before us 
today. 

Mr. Speaker, we know that Thomas 
Jefferson once famously said: ‘‘The 
price of liberty is eternal vigilance.’’ 
And that is indeed true. 

Thanks, in no small part, to the hard 
work of the Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism and Illicit Finance, the bill be-
fore us today ensures that we remain 
vigilant to address the evolving threats 
to our financial system. I am proud to 
support it and I encourage all Members 
to support it. 

Again, I thank Chairman ROYCE for 
his leadership today on this bill and in 
our committee. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3 
minutes to the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. HOYER), who was instru-
mental in putting this bill forward, 
who has been with us every step of the 
way and so invaluable to this finished 
product, the distinguished Democratic 
whip. 

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Ranking Member ENGEL for yielding. 

And I thank Mr. ROYCE for his hard 
work on this bill. 

I have said this before and I will say 
it again: Mr. ROYCE, as chairman, and 
Mr. ENGEL, as ranking member, are an 
example for, frankly, all of us on how 
to work together productively in a bi-
partisan fashion to reach a result that 
is good for our country, for our people, 
and indeed for international security. 

I also want to thank Senators CARDIN 
and CORKER for their leadership and 
their involvement. 

This legislation is the product of 
very careful and sometimes difficult 
negotiations on a bipartisan basis. It is 
a strong, tough, and appropriate re-
sponse to Russia’s attempts to meddle 
in our election process, its support for 
violent separatists in Ukraine, its ille-
gal occupation of Crimea, and, yes, its 
unhelpful activity in Syria. 

It also imposes new sanctions on 
Iran’s ballistic missile program, which 
threatens the United States, our Gulf 
allies, and Israel. 

Russia’s power comes from its ability 
to coerce other nations by its energy 
distribution, in many instances. This 
bill seeks to make it harder for Russia 
to use that type of coercion, and em-
power other nations to join us in stand-
ing up against Russian aggression. 
These sanctions will only be successful, 
however, if they are truly bipartisan 
and if Congress continues to play its 
important and necessary oversight 
role. 

Democrats and Republicans are com-
ing together on this bill, Mr. Speaker, 
to ensure that the President cannot 
alter sanctions toward Russia without 
congressional review. This is critical at 
a moment when our allies are uncer-
tain about where this administration 
stands with respect to Russian aggres-
sion. 

I remain open to additional sanctions 
on Russia’s energy sector at a later 
date if the Russian leader and his asso-
ciates fail to heed the message of this 
bill that their business as usual cannot 
and must not continue. 

Once this bill passes the Senate, as I 
believe it will, Russia will know that 
sanctions levied because of its malevo-
lent acts will be lifted only with the 
concurrence, either tacitly or ex-
pressly, of the Congress of the United 
States. There will be no side deals or 
turning a blind eye to its actions. 

This legislation, Mr. Speaker, will 
also make it clear that Russia’s inter-
ference in Ukraine comes with con-
sequences, and it puts pressure on Iran 
to end its ballistic missile program. 

In addition, it deters, hopefully, 
North Korea from pursuing its dan-
gerous development of nuclear weapons 
and vehicles to deliver those weapons 
as close as the western part of this 
country. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
legislation and to send it to the Senate 
as quickly as possible. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I wanted to recognize the good work 
of the Democratic whip, Mr. STENY 
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HOYER, and also the Republican leader, 
KEVIN MCCARTHY, on this legislation 
and to thank them. 

Mr. HOYER. Will the gentleman 
yield? 

Mr. ROYCE of California. I yield to 
the gentleman from Maryland. 

Mr. HOYER. Frankly, all four of us— 
yourself and your leadership, Mr. 
ENGEL, the majority leader, and I— 
were privileged to work together in a 
way that, as I said at the beginning, 
was constructive and that, I think, has 
resulted in a very good product. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Texas (Mr. 
SESSIONS), the chairman of the Rules 
Committee, for the purpose of a col-
loquy. 

b 1500 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the chairman for yielding me 
this time, and I rise to applaud him for 
the hard work and the responsible ac-
tions that the chairman has taken, not 
only to ensure this piece of legislation 
is prepared, but bettered and ready to 
go back to the Senate. 

I think we have a forceful sanctions 
bill that is before the House today, and 
one that targets not only Iran and Rus-
sia, but also the North Korean regime. 

As you know, the bill that was passed 
by the Senate risked giving Russian 
energy firms a competitive advantage 
across the globe by inadvertently deny-
ing American companies access to neu-
tral third-party energy markets where 
there would simply be a small or de 
minimis Russian presence. 

The bill before us today prevents 
Russia from being able to weaponize 
these sanctions against U.S. energy 
firms. I want to thank Chairman ROYCE 
for his hard work on this issue. 

I also want to ensure that we have an 
understanding of the definition of the 
word ‘‘controlling’’ in section 223(d) of 
H.R. 3364. For purposes of clarification 
and legislative intent, the term ‘‘con-
trolling’’ means the power to direct, 
determine, or resolve fundamental, 
operational, and financial decisions of 
an oil project through the ownership of 
a majority of the voting interests of 
the oil project. 

Mr. Speaker, I would ask the gen-
tleman, the young chairman, if he 
agrees with that definition. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield to the gen-
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Yes. Yes, 
that is my understanding. 

Mr. SESSIONS. I want to thank the 
gentleman for not only this clarifica-
tion, but making sure that we are most 
specific in what we are undertaking. 

Mr. Speaker, I would also like to 
note that the Shah Deniz Pipeline and 
the Southern Gas Corridor projects will 
continue to be able to bring gas from 
the Caspian Sea, which is a huge find, 
to our European allies, reducing their 
dependency on Russian energy. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. That is my 
understanding. 

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the gentleman, and I would 
thank him for his time on this col-
loquy. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 
11⁄2 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. SHERMAN), one of my 
senior colleagues on the Foreign Af-
fairs Committee, the ranking member 
of the Terrorism, Nonproliferation, and 
Trade Subcommittee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding time to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support 
of this bill, which is really a combina-
tion of three bills. First, as to North 
Korea, it embodies a bill passed on this 
floor in May introduced by Chairman 
ROYCE, Ranking Member ENGEL, Mr. 
YOHO, and myself from the Asia and 
the Pacific Subcommittee. We will ex-
pand our sanctions on North Korea’s 
precious metals, minerals, jet fuel, 
coal, and across the board, and espe-
cially banking sanctions. 

But keep in mind, ultimately, we 
have got to force China to decide 
whether they are going to support 
North Korea or whether they are going 
to have access to American markets. 
We can’t let them have both. 

As to Iran, this bill designates the 
entire Iran Revolutionary Guard Corps, 
as the Quds Force has already been des-
ignated, as subject to terrorism sanc-
tions, and provides an arms embargo. 
Let us remember that the real face of 
this regime in Tehran is not their dap-
per foreign minister, but rather it is 
the hundreds of thousands who have 
died in Syria as a result of Iranian ac-
tion. 

Speaking of countries that have sup-
ported Assad, finally and perhaps most 
importantly, this bill provides sanc-
tions against Russia necessary because 
of its action in the Ukraine and its in-
terference in our elections. 

We hit Russia in a very important 
way by dealing with the technology 
they would need to explore oil. Unfor-
tunately, even under this very strong 
bill, it would take a two-thirds vote for 
us to block a sanctions waiver should 
our resolution be vetoed. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. POE), chairman of the 
Foreign Affairs’ Subcommittee on Ter-
rorism, Nonproliferation, and Trade. 

Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the chairman, and I also thank 
the ranking member for their work on 
this legislation. 

Mr. Speaker, I have spoken to our 
military leaders, and they said that the 
biggest threat to the United States is 
North Korea. Strategic patience is 
over. It is time for strategic sanctions. 
This bill will go a long way to tighten 
the screws on little Kim and bring the 
dictator to his knees. We can no longer 
stand by meekly while North Korea 
terrorizes the world. 

This bill includes my bill that has al-
ready passed the House that calls on 

the State Department to reassess if 
North Korea should be on the State 
Sponsors of Terrorism list. Let us not 
forget that North Korea helped supply 
Syria with chemical weapons. It has 
given Iran ballistic missiles and advice 
on how to develop its own nukes. 

North Korea and Iran’s evil coopera-
tion is even going on as we speak 
today. They are now working together 
to develop an intercontinental ballistic 
missile that can reach American 
shores. 

This bill also puts China in the cross-
hairs. Chinese banks have enabled the 
Korean regime to avoid sanctions and 
build its illegal weapons programs. 
China even provided the vehicle used to 
launch North Korea’s new ICBM. 

China also uses slave labor from 
North Korea to help North Korea avoid 
sanctions already in place. China needs 
to understand how its support for Kim 
will not only endanger the United 
States and South Korea, but it also en-
dangers its own security. 

Mr. Speaker, by targeting these 
rogue nations, we show we will not go 
away quietly in the darkness of silence. 

And that is just the way it is. 
Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 

minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), one of our senior 
members on the Foreign Affairs Com-
mittee. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my friend, the distinguished 
ranking member, Mr. ENGEL. 

Mr. Speaker, today, this House comes 
together on a bipartisan basis to ad-
dress sanctions and the rules on the 
girding sanctions for North Korea, 
Iran, and, most importantly perhaps, 
Russia. Importantly, because there has 
been a lot of doubt about whether this 
Congress would ever again speak elo-
quently and forcefully about Russian 
behavior. 

Today, we answer that question. 
Overwhelmingly, we say Russia’s be-
havior is unacceptable in many ways, 
not least of which is the incursion of 
sovereign territory of its neighbors, 
specifically Georgia, Ukraine, includ-
ing Crimea. 

I vote easily and enthusiastically for 
the resolution today, but it must not 
be construed, because it references the 
Minsk agreement, that that means 
that we don’t mean to continue sanc-
tions on the Crimean invasion. We do. 

Mr. CHABOT and I, and I know the 
chairman and the ranking member of 
our committee, will continue to be 
vigilant on that until that illegal an-
nexation is ended. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend the leader-
ship for bringing this resolution to the 
floor, and I am proud today to be a 
Member of this body and speaking with 
one voice about Russian behavior and 
the need for sanctioning it. 

Mr. Speaker, this Congress does not trust 
the President of the United States to manage 
U.S.-Russia relations. 

Case in point—the first major legislative ac-
complishment of the Republican-led Congress 
in the Trump era will be a sanctions package 
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that limits, in every imaginable way, the presi-
dent’s ability to appease Putin. 

President Trump and his administration 
have given the American public little reason to 
trust them on all things Russia. 

The President obstructed justice by firing 
FBI Director James Comey, the law enforce-
ment officer tasked with investigating illegal 
collusion between the Trump campaign and 
Russia. 

Attorney General Jeff Sessions potentially 
perjured himself by failing to disclose secret 
meetings with the Russian Ambassador. 

Donald Trump, Jr. obscured a meeting he 
had with the Trump campaign’s chairman, the 
president’s son-in-law, and Russian operatives 
until the New York Times forced his hand and 
he had to publish emails that confirmed his 
collusion with individuals associated with Rus-
sian intelligence operations. 

And now the president is attempting to in-
timidate his own Attorney General into pros-
ecuting political opponents and upending the 
Russia investigation. 

Today, we will pass this sanctions package, 
the strongest ever, and send a clear message 
to President Putin that there are con-
sequences to invading peaceful neighbors and 
attacking American democratic institutions. 

I reserve an important objection to the fact 
that this bill allows a waiver of Crimea-related 
sanctions on the condition that the Minsk 
agreement is being implemented. 

Minsk does not mention Crimea, and there-
fore its implementation should have no bear-
ing on the U.S.-led effort to combat the illegal 
and forcible annexation of Crimea sovereign 
Ukrainian territory. 

However, I will vote for this bill because it 
sends a powerful and unified message to Rus-
sia, Iran, and North Korea at time when the 
foreign policy emanating from the White 
House is unsteady and confused. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from New Jersey (Mr. LANCE), a mem-
ber of the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

Mr. LANCE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in strong support of this sanc-
tions bill. The governments of Iran, 
North Korea, and Russia do not share 
American values or interests and are 
active threats to our national security. 
These regimes will see a united mes-
sage from the Congress of the United 
States with an overwhelming vote in 
favor of strong sanctions. 

Iran is the world’s leading state spon-
sor of terrorism. North Korea, the most 
dangerous and isolated place on Earth, 
has tested long-range missiles dem-
onstrating a frightening potential to 
target our West Coast. Russia has in-
tolerably involved itself in our Na-
tion’s democratic electoral process. Its 
invasion of Crimea and actions in 
Ukraine are totally unacceptable. 

Mr. Speaker, let us act decisively 
today and put these states on notice: 
violate international law by threat-
ening the United States and thereby 
face the consequences. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote. 
Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I now yield 

2 minutes to the gentlewoman from 
California (Ms. MAXINE WATERS), the 
ranking member of the Financial Serv-
ices Committee. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank Ranking Member 
ENGEL for his leadership and for yield-
ing me time. I thank Chairman ROYCE 
for his leadership and the way that he 
has worked with our side of the aisle. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
Russia, Iran, and North Korea Sanc-
tions Act, legislation that is des-
perately needed to prevent this admin-
istration from rolling back sanctions 
tied to Russia’s invasion of Ukraine 
and interference in our election. 

This bill’s enhanced sanctions on 
Russia are important in light of the ac-
tions of Russian President Vladimir 
Putin, not to mention the many ties 
between the Trump administration and 
the Kremlin. 

In a recent development, the Treas-
ury Department confirmed that 
ExxonMobil violated existing Russian 
sanctions while under the leadership of 
Rex Tillerson, who is now Donald 
Trump’s Secretary of State. Indeed, in 
2014, Exxon signed documents related 
to oil and gas projects in Russia with 
Igor Sechin, president of Rosneft, a 
Russian state-owned oil giant. Sechin 
was one of the individuals subject to 
sanctions. Exxon was fined a mere $2 
million—a slap on the wrist for a com-
pany that earned $7.8 billion in profits 
in 2016. 

Russia is continuing its aggression in 
Ukraine. It is supporting the mur-
derous regime of Bashar al-Assad in 
Syria. It interfered in the 2016 U.S. 
election. That is why we must 
strengthen the sanctions against Rus-
sia, and we must block Rex Tillerson 
and Donald Trump from waiving or 
lifting those sanctions without review. 

Before closing, I would also note that 
the legislation before us also includes 
several measures championed by 
Democrats on the Financial Services 
Committee. These provisions will focus 
the government on creating a national 
strategy to combat the financing of 
terrorism, enhance Treasury’s tools for 
combating money laundering vulnera-
bilities such as the well-known risk in 
high-end real estate, and help address 
the de-risking trend that is driving 
fund transfers into the shadows. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield 1 minute to the gentleman 
from North Carolina (Mr. BUDD), a 
member of the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

Mr. BUDD. Mr. Speaker, I rise today 
in strong support of H.R. 3364. In par-
ticular, I am proud of the bipartisan 
language in the bill which would create 
a national strategy for combating ter-
rorism and illicit finance. The financ-
ing of terrorism and related forms of il-
licit finance present a direct threat to 
our national security and financial sys-
tem. 

It is critical for the government to 
create and maintain a unified strategy 
to fight financial crime, both to ac-
commodate new and developing threats 
and to help Congress develop legisla-
tive and funding priorities now and in 
the future. 

Additionally, a national strategy 
should seek to enhance intergovern-
mental cooperation, to identify illicit 
financing trends, and to encourage 
Federal agencies to work with the pri-
vate financial sector to do the same. 

Mr. Speaker, this bill does these 
things and will go a long way in mak-
ing sure we are keeping pace with the 
ever-changing terror finance landscape. 

I would like to thank Chairman HEN-
SARLING for his extraordinary conserv-
ative leadership on the Financial Serv-
ices Committee and for helping to in-
clude this language in the overall bill. 

Additionally, I want to thank the 
chairman of the Terrorism and Illicit 
Finance Subcommittee, Mr. PEARCE, 
and for his support, and for my col-
league, Ms. SINEMA, for her work on 
this as well. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentlewoman from Ari-
zona (Ms. SINEMA), my friend on the Fi-
nancial Services Committee. 

Ms. SINEMA. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3364. The au-
thoritarian regimes in Iran, Russia, 
and North Korea continue to under-
mine global peace and security and 
threaten the safety of the United 
States and our allies. 

Russia’s coordinated efforts to under-
mine democracies and free and fair 
elections around the world is particu-
larly troubling and demand a strong re-
sponse. 

I thank Chairman ROYCE and Rank-
ing Member ENGEL for their bipartisan 
legislation that counters these bellig-
erent regimes and ensures strong over-
sight by Congress and the American 
people. 

The safety and security of our com-
munities and our country must come 
before partisanship. 

I also thank the chair and ranking 
member for introducing our bipartisan 
legislation introduced with Congress-
man BUDD to establish a whole-of-gov-
ernment strategy to combat the fi-
nancing of terrorism. 

Current U.S. efforts to counter the fi-
nancing of terrorism lack sufficient co-
ordination, and the U.S. has no unified 
national strategy to guide our counter-
financing efforts. Money is the life-
blood of any organization. We must es-
tablish a comprehensive and effective 
strategy to deny money to terrorists. 
This strategy will enhance detection, 
deterrence, and prosecution and ulti-
mately strengthen our broader na-
tional security goals. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the chair and 
ranking member for advancing this im-
portant bipartisan national security 
bill, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
‘‘yes.’’ 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

b 1515 
Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 

minute to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. RYAN), my friend on the Appro-
priations Committee. 

Mr. RYAN of Ohio. Mr. Speaker, I 
want to thank the chairman and the 
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ranking member for their leadership on 
this. 

This clearly is a big issue pressing 
the country, and I just wanted to rise 
in support of what is happening here 
today; of taking a firmer stance on 
Russia, Iran, and North Korea; trying 
to stabilize the peninsula; trying to 
take care of the funding that is coming 
out of Iran to all of these terrorist 
groups across the country and across 
the world. 

What is happening with these sanc-
tions here in the targeting of Russian 
gas pipelines—their number one ex-
port—I think is entirely appropriate. 
The Nord Stream 2, which carries gas 
from Russia through the Baltics to 
Germany—and I know Germany isn’t 
happy about it, but this is something 
that we have to do. 

The point I want to make is that we 
have to address this issue in a com-
prehensive way. We must continue to 
focus on how we get our gas here in the 
United States, our natural gas to Eu-
rope, to our allies, so they are not so 
dependent on Russia. We have got to 
have the sanctions, but we also have 
got to be shipping liquid natural gas to 
some of these allies of ours so they are 
not so dependent on the Russians, 
which is part and parcel of this entire 
approach. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, it is now 
my pleasure to yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Illinois (Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY), a respected member of the 
Energy and Commerce Committee. 

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I rise in support of today’s sanction 
legislation, which I am so happy to find 
has complied with the Iran nuclear 
agreement, something I worked very 
hard on, as did many here. 

Experts, the international commu-
nity, and even some of President 
Trump’s own advisers agree that the 
Iran nuclear agreement is working. In 
June, the International Atomic Energy 
Agency certified that Iran is within the 
limits set by this historic deal. There 
are serious issues left to be addressed 
with Iran, especially in regards to 
human rights violations and ballistic 
missiles, which this bill covers. 

The Iran deal took Iran’s nuclear 
weapons off the table and allowed us to 
deal with these remaining challenges. 
Withdrawing or violating the agree-
ment would be an enormous mistake. 
This bill upholds our agreement with 
Iran while also holding Russia and 
North Korea accountable for their ac-
tions. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge all of my col-
leagues to support this legislation. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 
minute to the gentleman from North 
Carolina (Mr. PRICE). 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise to stress two critical as-
pects of this legislation. 

First, it would impose tough sanc-
tions on Russia for its serious inter-
national violations, the seizure of Cri-
mea, its violent incursion into 
Ukraine, its cyber interference in the 
2016 U.S. election. Perhaps most impor-
tantly, in the present context, it would 
prevent President Trump from remov-
ing or softening existing sanctions 
without congressional approval. 

Second, the bill addresses Iran’s un-
acceptable behavior in the non-nuclear 
realm, such as ballistic missile devel-
opment, human rights violations, fi-
nancing of terrorism, without violating 
the nuclear deal with Iran. 

The JCPOA celebrated its second an-
niversary 2 weeks ago. It has given the 
international community 24/7 access to 
Iran’s nuclear sites, provided an en-
forcement mechanism to ensure that 
Iran’s nuclear-related activity is solely 
peaceful, and elongated Iran’s breakout 
time to over a year. It has made the 
world a safer place. 

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

Mr. ENGEL. Mr. Speaker, I yield an 
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman 
from North Carolina. 

Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, as the United States con-
tinues to monitor the JCPOA and 
Iran’s behavior, it is important that 
Congress continue to refrain from ac-
tions that would violate the deal, 
threaten the deal, or impose careless 
sanctions that—under the guise of 
being tough on Iran—would make the 
United States less safe. 

This legislation meets that test, and 
I urge its adoption. 

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I reserve the balance of my time. 

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

On Vladimir Putin’s orders, Russia 
attacked American democracy last 
year. That makes Russia a threat to 
this country, just like Iran, just like 
North Korea. 

When the United States faces a real 
threat, we have an obligation to re-
spond. So far, a response to Russia has 
fallen far short. That ends with this 
legislation. 

Along with Pyongyang and Tehran, 
Moscow needs to understand that if 
you violate international law, you 
threaten the security of the United 
States and our allies, there will be con-
sequences. 

Now, I wish we were going to pass 
this incentive to the President’s desk 
today. So after we vote today, leaders 
in both houses have an obligation to 
clear away any remaining issues and 
get this bill signed into law as soon as 
possible. 

So long as Russia remains a threat, 
so long as Iran and North Korea defy 
global norms with their destructive 
agendas, none of us are off the hook. 

I want to also thank the Democratic 
leader, Ms. PELOSI, for her advice and 
counsel on this bill. Let’s pass this bill 
and keep pressing this bill forward. 

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

Mr. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I yield myself such time as I may 
consume. 

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like 
to again thank my colleagues; the 
ranking member of the Foreign Affairs 
Committee, Mr. ENGEL; our counter-
parts, Senators CORKER and CARDIN; 
the majority leader, Mr. MCCARTHY; 
the minority whip, Mr. HOYER; as well 
as the leadership on both sides of the 
aisle in the other body. They deserve 
credit for their efforts. 

Let me also say it is critically impor-
tant that we stand shoulder to shoulder 
with our European allies encountering 
Russian aggression. That is why, in the 
bipartisan House-Senate negotiations, 
we secured important changes to im-
prove transatlantic cooperation. So I 
am confident that, under the text of 
this House bill that we will pass today, 
these concerns have been addressed. 

Let me also say that every time 
North Korea tests a ballistic missile or 
a nuclear device, it gets closer to hav-
ing the ability to strike the U.S. main-
land with a nuclear weapon. 

For years, the policies of successive 
administrations have failed to get 
North Korea to change. 

Why? 
Because diplomatic pressure has been 

applied only in spurts. It has been lift-
ed prematurely for North Korean prom-
ises that have never materialized. 

So we need leverage, and leverage 
comes from real sustained pressure. 
That is why I have authored tough new 
sanctions to crack down on the regime, 
to shut off the regime’s access to the 
hard currency it needs to fund its nu-
clear program, and we have included 
that in this bill. 

These sanctions passed in this House 
in May by a vote of 419–1, and it is time 
for the other body to pick them up. By 
including these North Korean sanc-
tions in the legislation, we ensure that 
our colleagues do so. 

We cannot afford any more delay, 
and that is why I worked with the 
other body to make small changes to 
the North Korean sanctions in this bill, 
to ensure swift passage in both Houses. 
I am confident this bill, including the 
North Korean sanctions bill, will soon 
become law. 

Let me say that congressional en-
gagement in foreign affairs is strongest 
when we all speak with one voice. I 
urge my colleagues to vote in favor of 
the bill and join us in sending a clear 
message to Vladimir Putin, to Kim 
Jong-un, and to the radical regime in 
Tehran that efforts to threaten the 
United States and to destabilize our al-
lies will be met with a united American 
response. 

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in support of H.R. 3364 or the bill enti-
tled ‘‘Russia, Iran, and North Korea Sanctions 
Act.’’ 

As a senior member of the Committee on 
Homeland Security and its Subcommittees on 
Counterterrorism and Intelligence, and Cyber-
security, Infrastructure Protection, and Security 
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Technologies, I am reminded daily that there 
are actors and nation-states that threaten the 
security of our nation. 

Within the past year, the United States has 
experienced a series of aggressions that 
threaten not only our nation’s security, but 
also the very democratic principles that are 
the foundation upon which our country was 
built. 

These hostile acts have been orchestrated 
and perpetrated by our long-time adver-
saries—Russia, Iran, and North Korea. 

Within that short time span, their actions 
have been so egregious that it is inexcusable 
that this administration has failed to respond 
to these acts of aggression with strength and 
resolve. 

Mr. Speaker, U.S. intelligence agencies 
have confirmed that Russian hackers 
launched cyberattacks during one of the most 
sacred processes in our republic—the U.S. 
presidential election. 

Specifically, we know that Russia was be-
hind the cyber theft of DNC documents and 
that Russian hackers intentionally targeted 21 
U.S. state election systems during the 2016 
presidential campaign. 

This administration refused to acknowledge 
Russia’s tampering in last year’s election until 
it became impossible to deny what everyone 
knows to be true. 

Further, Iran’s support of groups who ac-
tively operate against U.S. interests is dis-
turbing even in the face of the implementation 
of the JCPOA in January 2016. 

North Korea is growing increasingly bellig-
erent, launching 17 missiles since the begin-
ning of this year as it attempts to improve its 
missile capabilities with each launch. 

Although North Korea has launched missiles 
in the past, never have they occurred in such 
a rapid, unpredictable succession. 

In a show of bipartisanship, our counterparts 
in the Senate led the charge in adopting legis-
lation that would stop Russia, Iran, and North 
Korea from operating with such impunity. 

On June 15, 2017, the Senate passed an 
amended version of S. 722, the ‘‘Countering 
Iran’s Destabilizing Activities Act of 2017’’ that 
not only penalizes Iran but also punishes Rus-
sia for its interference in the 2016 U.S. presi-
dential election. 

The fact that that legislation was passed 
98–2 demonstrated congressional willingness 
to set clear boundaries for what is and is not 
acceptable behavior especially for our adver-
saries. 

The House must act just as decisively by 
passing H.R. 3364. 

H.R. 3364 will work to avert and penalize 
any threat posed by adversaries in several 
ways. 

One of the most important provisions of this 
act is that it will prevent the Trump Administra-
tion from repealing existing Obama-era Rus-
sian sanctions tied to Ukraine and election in-
terference. 

H.R. 3364 will also impose new sanctions 
on Russia while strengthening other sanctions. 

Furthermore, it will require congressional 
oversight for altering sanctions related to Rus-
sia. 

With respect to Iran, H.R. 3364 will mandate 
new sanctions on those who support the de-
velopment of Iran’s ballistic missile program. 

H.R. 3364 requires the imposition of sanc-
tions on Iran for human rights violations as 
well as sanctions on the Islamic Revolutionary 
Guard Corps. 

Finally, H.R. 3364 clamps down on North 
Korea by updating and expanding sanctions in 
direct response to its repeated aggression. 

In addition, H.R. 3364 also makes it more 
difficult for North Korea to secure the funding 
for its illegal weapon program. 

Mr. Speaker, it is time that this body acts to 
show that the United States will not tolerate 
and will respond to threats to our homeland, 
our national security. 

That is why I urge all Members to join me 
in voting for H.R. 3364. 

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker, today I 
voted for H.R. 3364, the Countering America’s 
Adversaries Through Sanctions Act (Roll no. 
413). This legislation is an important step for-
ward in punishing Russia for its annexation of 
Crimea in 2014 and for the country’s alleged 
interference in the 2016 United States presi-
dential election. 

The bill also updates and expands sanctions 
on North Korea at a time when the country 
continues to pursue dangerous weapons pro-
grams. 

Further, I commend leadership and com-
mittee members in the House and Senate for 
ensuring that the Iran sanctions portion of this 
legislation does not violate the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA) reached 
between Iran, the United States, and five 
major world powers, including Russia and 
China. While the Iranian ballistic missile pro-
gram is deeply concerning and must be ad-
dressed, undermining the nuclear agreement, 
which has forced Iran to remove thousands of 
centrifuges from service and halt all uranium 
enrichment, would be a mistake of tragic pro-
portions. 

The bipartisan support for the bill should be 
a signal to the administration to refrain from 
taking action that would encourage Iran to 
change course. 

To be sure, Iran has some unsavory 
hardline people in key positions of leadership, 
but these hardliners just suffered a major de-
feat in the Iranian elections. President Hassan 
Rouhani has been a voice of and a force for 
moderation—and people voted for him. 

We must proceed with the utmost caution 
and develop a thoughtful approach to ensure 
we continue to keep Iran away from the nu-
clear threshold, while also countering the re-
gime’s nefarious activities. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise in sup-
port of H.R. 3364—but with reservations. 

I strongly support the section of this bill that 
provides a role for the Congress before any 
president may waive sanctions or provide re-
lief from sanctions against Russia. Russia 
sought to undermine America’s 2016 election. 
It attempted to subvert our democracy. It did 
so deliberately, methodically, and ruthlessly, 
spreading lies and misinformation and exploit-
ing weaknesses in computer systems and 
records to steal private information and re-
lease it in sensationalistic fashion. 

These attacks against our democracy were 
and are totally unacceptable and must be con-
demned. I remain bewildered that the current 
president of the United States still fails to ac-
knowledge that these actions happened and 
that the Russian government, at the very high-
est level, is responsible—even though there is 
a consensus among all U.S. domestic and 
international intelligence and law enforcement 
agencies that this is the case. 

Sanctions imposed by the Obama Adminis-
tration in response to this multifaceted oper-

ation were lifted by President Trump. This leg-
islation rectifies that situation by re-imposing 
those sanctions and ensuring that they cannot 
be removed without congressional consultation 
and consent. 

In addition, Russia continues to threaten its 
neighbors, especially Ukraine, for which eco-
nomic and military sanctions are now in place. 

But I am somewhat reluctant in my support 
for this legislation because of the provisions 
included on Iran. Like all my colleagues, I am 
worried about Iran’s continued testing and de-
velopment of ballistic missile technology. It is 
threatening and provocative to Iran’s neigh-
bors and the region. I also oppose Iran’s sup-
port for regional militant and terrorist organiza-
tions, and for choosing to side with the brutal 
regime of Bashir al-Assad in the Syrian con-
flict, as did Russia. 

I do support, however, Iran’s continuing 
compliance with the terms of the Joint Com-
prehensive Plan of Action (JCPOA)—or the 
Iran nuclear deal. I worry that the sanctions 
against Iran included in this bill will be used 
and manipulated to undermine the JCPOA. I 
am worried that we now have a president and 
an Administration actively seeking to abrogate 
this international nuclear agreement. And I 
strongly oppose any action that would violate, 
let alone abandon, the JCPOA. 

The Trump Administration—and the White 
House in particular—seem hell-bent on putting 
us on a path that leads to yet another costly 
war in the Middle East and to a nuclear-armed 
Iran. This would be a calamity of the greatest 
order, one that would place our friends and al-
lies in the region in even greater danger than 
what they now face. We must not go there. 

While I will vote in favor of H.R. 3364, I do 
so with grave misgivings about how President 
Trump will seek to exploit the sanctions 
against Iran provided in this bill to violate U.S. 
obligations under the JCPOA, which will, in 
turn, give permission to Iran to develop a nu-
clear weapon, and bring us all to the brink of 
war in the Middle East. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROYCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 3364. 

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. ROYCE of California. Mr. Speak-
er, 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 

PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL 
DISAPPROVAL OF THE RULE 
SUBMITTED BY BUREAU OF CON-
SUMER FINANCIAL PROTECTION 
RELATING TO ARBITRATION 
AGREEMENTS 
Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, pur-

suant to House Resolution 468, I call up 
the joint resolution (H.J. Res. 111) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by 
Bureau of Consumer Financial Protec-
tion relating to ‘‘Arbitration Agree-
ments’’, and ask for its immediate con-
sideration. 
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The Clerk read the title of the joint 

resolution. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 468, the joint 
resolution is considered read. 

The text of the joint resolution is as 
follows: 

H.J. RES. 111 
Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, That Congress dis-
approves the rule submitted by the Bureau of 
Consumer Financial Protection relating to 
‘‘Arbitration Agreements’’ (82 Fed. Reg. 33210 
(July 19, 2017)), and such rule shall have no 
force or effect. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. HENSARLING) 
and the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. MAXINE WATERS) each will control 
30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 

ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers have 5 legislative days to revise 
and extend their remarks and submit 
extraneous material on the bill under 
consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Speaker, hardworking Americans 
want something different in their Na-
tion’s Capital. They want to change 
the toxic culture in Washington, D.C., 
that for far too long has allowed unac-
countable bureaucrats to overreach 
and overregulate. 

The best way we can change Wash-
ington is to begin to drain the bureau-
cratic swamp, but it is not easy be-
cause we have seen in the last 6 months 
the swamp fights back. The most re-
cent example of this is a rule issued by 
one of the swampiest of Washington 
bureaucracies, the Orwellian-named 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau. 

We all know that this is a rogue 
agency with a checkered past, chock- 
full of rampant allegations of abuse, 
racial and gender discrimination, and 
Big Government nannyism, which con-
stantly makes credit more expensive 
and less available to hardworking 
Americans. 

Mr. Speaker, so radical is this agency 
and so extreme in lacking account-
ability that a three-judge panel of the 
D.C. Circuit Court of Appeals declared 
the Bureau’s governing structure un-
constitutional. 

Now, this unaccountable bureaucracy 
has joined forces in an unholy alliance 
with one of the Democratic Party’s fa-
vorite special interest groups; namely, 
the trial lawyers lobby. And this un-
holy alliance will specifically deprive 
consumers of a low-cost, easy way to 
resolve legal disputes that can be ac-
complished without hiring trial attor-
neys. 

What the Bureau and the wealthy 
trial lawyers want is to take away ar-
bitration for consumers and, instead, 
force them into class action lawsuits, 
which just so happens to require con-
sumers to hire the very trial lawyers 
who will benefit most from this rule. 

Americans were promised a Con-
sumer Financial Protection Bureau, 
but, instead, they obviously got a trial 
lawyer enrichment bureau. Oh, by the 
way, the director of this swampy bu-
reaucracy rushed this regulation onto 
the books because it is widely reported 
he is on the way out the door to run for 
political office in Ohio. 

Let’s be clear, Mr. Speaker, one ac-
countable bureaucrat has decided that 
he knows better than the American 
people, and he has acted unilaterally to 
dictate the terms of contracts in a way 
that will actually increase consumer 
costs and reduce consumer choice. In a 
free and Democratic society, no one 
unelected individual should possess 
this much power. 

Mr. Speaker, making consumers pay 
more for less is the exact opposite of 
consumer protection, but it is exactly 
what this regulation means for every 
American. 

This regulation will perpetuate a jus-
tice gap that takes away a quicker, 
less expensive legal option for low-in-
come and middle-income Americans. 

Even the CFPB’s own study says this: 
the Bureau’s own study found that 87 
percent of the class actions it exam-
ined resulted in no consumer benefit 
whatsoever. In the mere 13 percent 
that actually provided some benefit, 
Mr. Speaker, the average payout per 
consumer was $32. 

How much did the trial attorneys 
make? 

31,000 times that amount. 
So, again, Mr. Speaker, we have an 

average payout of $32 for the con-
sumers and millions for the trial attor-
neys. So no wonder the powerful trial 
attorneys lobby is so eager to see this 
rule go into effect. 

The Bureau’s own study also con-
cludes that arbitration is less expen-
sive for consumers and up to 12 times 
faster than litigation. 

b 1530 

Consumers who obtain relief in arbi-
tration recovered in a CFPB study an 
average of $5,389. Again, Mr. Speaker, 
compare that to $32 the average con-
sumer received under the CFPB study. 

Now, we are about to hear from some 
Members on the other side of the aisle 
that somehow consumers will lose 
their day in court and that somehow 
big banks will be helped. The CFPB’s 
own study shows that not a single class 
action it examined, not a single one, 
resulted in trial by a judge or a jury. 
So no consumer got his or her day in 
court under the Bureau’s preferred 
class actions. Instead, we know con-
sumers are far more likely to obtain 
decisions on the merits in arbitration. 

With this rule, we once again see our 
colleagues in the other party hurting 

small community banks and credit 
unions. I have a statement that has 
been published already from the Inde-
pendent Community Bankers of Amer-
ica. They are not Wall Street. This is 
small town community banks, and 
their statement says they strongly op-
pose the CFPB rule. 

Also, I have a statement from the 
Credit Union National Association— 
again, Mr. Speaker, not Wall Street, 
but credit unions, our neighborhood 
credit unions. They say that the 
CFPB’s rule will limit options for re-
solving disputes and could increase the 
number of frivolous lawsuits and that 
credit union members ‘‘could suffer 
when costs rise and resources are de-
pleted as a result of this rule.’’ 

Indeed, the CFPB, itself, estimates 
its final rule will increase costs for 
American businesses over $1 billion per 
year. That is money that our commu-
nity banks and credit unions won’t be 
able to lend to our small businesses, to 
our families, and to American workers. 

The CFPB’s rule is bad for con-
sumers, it is bad for community banks, 
it is bad for credit unions, and it is bad 
for our economy. Washington should be 
focused on creating more jobs, not 
more class action lawsuits. 

So, Mr. Speaker, it is time to fight 
the bureaucratic swamp. It is time to 
pass the resolution offered by the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS). I appreciate his leadership 
in helping protect consumers instead of 
enriching trial lawyers. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, H.J. Res. 111 is an af-
front to hardworking Americans across 
the country. Using the Congressional 
Review Act, this joint resolution re-
peals the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau’s final rule to curb forced 
arbitration clauses in contracts for 
consumer financial products. 

Today, many banks require con-
sumers wanting to open a bank ac-
count, get a credit card, or take out a 
private student loan to enter into 
forced arbitration agreements that 
take away their rights to collectively 
sue the bank for any harm. Instead, 
consumers must go through bank- 
friendly arbiters to resolve their griev-
ances. These contracts are literally 
buried deep into the fine print, en-
shrouded in legalese. Consumers don’t 
know what they are giving up—but the 
banks do. 

Arbitration proceedings, which hap-
pen behind closed doors, have no judge 
and no jury. Their proceedings and 
their outcomes heavily favor big busi-
nesses and Wall Street. Studies have 
shown that forced arbitration favors 
big business and results in less com-
pensation for American consumers who 
have been abused or defrauded, if they 
receive any at all. 

Simply put, forced arbitration is an 
instrument that benefits large corpora-
tions and Wall Street banks, and it 
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hurts consumers. For example, every-
body remembers Wells Fargo. Wells 
Fargo continues to use forced arbitra-
tion to prevent consumers from work-
ing together to sue the bank for open-
ing up millions of fraudulent accounts 
using their personal information. Just 
weeks ago, the Consumer Bureau used 
a critical rule to finally clamp down on 
forced arbitration clauses. The Con-
sumer Bureau should be applauded for 
taking this step to help consumers by 
fully restoring their legal rights. 

Once again, the Consumer Bureau 
has acted to make our financial mar-
ketplaces fairer and transparent. As is 
their practice, the Consumer Bureau 
issued this rule after careful delibera-
tion and exhaustive review. As part of 
this deliberative process, they issued a 
728-page report on the issue, considered 
views from all stakeholders, and con-
sulted carefully with the other Federal 
financial regulators. 

The Consumer Bureau’s final rule has 
widespread support, including from 
over 310 consumer, civil rights, faith- 
based, and senior groups, 256 law pro-
fessors and scholars, and the Military 
Coalition, an organization that rep-
resents 5.5 million current and former 
servicemembers and their families. 

Now, this rule was just finalized, but 
congressional Republicans are already 
shamefully forging ahead to cut it off 
at the knees. This resolution wouldn’t 
just nullify the rule, it would also pre-
vent the Consumer Bureau from ever 
issuing a rule that is ‘‘substantially 
similar.’’ That means, if Republicans 
pass this resolution into law, then, for 
the foreseeable future, consumers will 
be robbed of important legal rights and 
generally left at the mercy of industry- 
friendly auditors. 

Let’s be clear. There is absolutely no 
valid public policy rationale for repeal-
ing this rule. It is a part of a pattern 
from congressional Republicans of irra-
tional hostility toward the Consumer 
Bureau and its work and a callous dis-
regard for the issues facing America’s 
consumers. But just as they have with 
the ‘‘Wrong’’ CHOICE Act, Republicans 
are pushing an anticonsumer agenda 
that puts profits over people. 

Enough is enough. We must hold true 
to a fundamental principle of our de-
mocracy that each of us has a right to 
trial if we so choose. The rule fully re-
stores this right to American con-
sumers by giving them a choice be-
tween arbitration or the free exercise 
of their Seventh Amendment right to a 
trial by jury through whatever means 
they choose. 

So I urge all of my colleagues to vote 
‘‘no’’ on this senseless and harmful res-
olution, and I reserve the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
ROTHFUS), who is the sponsor of the 
legislation and vice chairman of our 
Financial Institutions and Consumer 
Credit Subcommittee. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the chairman for yielding and for his 

leadership on getting this legislation 
to the floor. 

Mr. Speaker, the CFPB’s 
anticonsumer, anti-arbitration, pro- 
trial lawyer rule is just the latest ex-
ample of the harm that can be done by 
an out-of-control, Washington-knows- 
best bureaucracy. This is a teaching 
moment for the country about how, 
when elites in Washington pander to 
special interests, they end up hurting 
the very people they claim to be pro-
tecting. 

We all want fairer outcomes for con-
sumers, but the CFPB’s unfair, decep-
tive, and abusive rule will deprive mil-
lions of Americans of a convenient, 
fast, and effective way to resolve their 
disputes. 

According to the CFPB’s own study, 
only 13 percent of class actions pro-
vided a benefit to consumers, and the 
average payout was—get this—$32. How 
is that pro-consumer? The same study, 
on the other hand, showed that con-
sumers who obtain relief through arbi-
tration recover over $5,300, on average. 
Again, that is $5,300 in arbitration 
against $32 through a class action. 

Meanwhile, trial lawyers in class ac-
tions earn about $1 million, on average. 
Consider that—$1 million for the plain-
tiffs’ lawyers, a $32 coupon, $32 cash, 
for a consumer. In other words, trial 
lawyers stand to earn 31,000 times more 
than a consumer in a class action. 

In arbitration, however, consumers 
get meaningful relief. Yet the CFPB 
has finalized a rule that would effec-
tively get rid of arbitration and pro-
mote class actions as the preferred dis-
pute resolution process. This hardly 
seems fair. 

The CFPB’s anti-arbitration rule is 
an invitation to trial lawyers to take 
all they can get. Banks, credit unions, 
and other businesses that American 
consumers interact with on a daily 
basis will be forced to hold greater re-
serves because of the risk of future 
costly litigation. This will increase 
costs for consumers, and it will lead to 
less access or more expensive financial 
services for millions of Americans. It 
could also harm the safety and sound-
ness of the financial system, according 
to the Comptroller of the Currency, 
one of the main Federal banking regu-
lators. 

The Dodd-Frank Act requires that 
any move by the CFPB to regulate ar-
bitration agreements needs to be in the 
public interest and for the protection 
of consumers. I fail to see how forcing 
consumers to accept a coupon for their 
troubles and handing millions of dol-
lars in payouts to trial lawyers meets 
either of those goals. 

Only at the CFPB could endangering 
local banks and credit unions and re-
stricting consumer access to financial 
services be cast as a win for the Amer-
ican people. But, again, this is what 
you get from the least accountable 
agency in history, an agency with, ac-
cording to the D.C. Circuit Court of Ap-
peals, massive and unchecked power 
that is headed by a Director who pos-

sesses more unilateral authority than 
any single commissioner or board 
member in any other independent 
agency in the U.S. Government. 

It has long been understood that ex-
peditious, fair resolution of disputes is 
in the public interest and part of the 
public policy of this country. The 
CFPB rule we are reviewing today 
challenges that premise, as did the 
Dodd-Frank section that spawned this 
rule. But it is the people, acting 
through their elected Representatives, 
who have the final say in this matter. 

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

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the gentleman from Pennsylvania 
an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I intro-
duced H.J. Res. 111 so that Congress 
can, through the Congressional Review 
Act, strike down this unfair, deceptive, 
and abusive rule and push back against 
an out-of-control agency. I ask my col-
leagues to support this legislation and 
stand for consumers, fairness, and the 
American economy. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent that the gen-
tleman from Missouri (Mr. LUETKE-
MEYER) be allowed to control the re-
mainder of my time. 

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

There was no objection. 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 11⁄2 minutes to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Mrs. 
CAROLYN B. MALONEY), who is a senior 
member of the Financial Services Com-
mittee and ranking member of the Sub-
committee on Capital Markets, Securi-
ties, and Investments. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. Mr. Speaker, I thank the rank-
ing member for yielding to me and for 
her leadership on this committee and 
in so many other ways. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 
opposition to this resolution. My 
friends on the other side of the aisle 
keep talking about what this bill does, 
but let me tell you what it does not do. 

I want to be absolutely clear that 
this rule does not say that arbitration 
is bad for consumers, and it does not 
say that consumers can’t use arbitra-
tion. The only thing that the CFPB’s 
rule says is that financial institutions 
cannot force consumers to waive their 
right to participate in class action law-
suits and only use arbitration. This 
protects an individual customer’s 
rights. This is critically important be-
cause the evidence shows that con-
sumers receive a great deal more relief 
from class action litigation against in-
stitutions than they do in arbitration. 

So my friends on the other side of the 
aisle always say that they believe in 
consumer choice and customer choice 
and that customers should be able to 
choose what is best for them and not be 
dictated to by this Congress, but man-
datory arbitration clauses restrict 
choice for consumers. They prohibit 
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consumers from choosing class action 
lawsuits over arbitration. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield the gentlewoman 
an additional 10 seconds. 

Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of New 
York. The CFPB’s rule would restore 
this consumer choice, further empow-
ering people, customers, empowering 
them to make their own decisions for 
themselves. This should be welcomed 
by any American. This should be wel-
comed. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote on 
this resolution. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 
of this resolution which would block 
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau from denying the American people 
use of arbitration as a means to resolve 
consumer complaints. 

I went to the CFPB website last 
night, and the first thing I saw read: 
‘‘We are the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau, a U.S. Government 
agency that makes sure banks, lenders, 
and other financial companies treat 
you fairly.’’ 

If we handed out grades to govern-
ment agencies based on their ability to 
meet a mission statement, the CFPB 
would most decidedly receive an F. 
That is because the Bureau’s arbitra-
tion rule does absolutely nothing to en-
sure that consumers are treated fairly. 
In fact, this rule is proof of what House 
Republicans have said for years: the 
CFPB does not operate in the best in-
terests of the American consumers. 

The Bureau’s own study, which we 
have cited several times already and 
will continue to cite, shows that arbi-
tration helps consumers and that the 
alternatives are far less successful. 

b 1545 
Mr. Speaker, the truth of the matter 

is that this rule is anticonsumer. It 
hurts the very people the CFPB is sup-
posed to protect, and it is yet another 
example of Washington bureaucrats 
looking out for their friends instead of 
the American people. 

Today, this body will cast a vote to 
ensure U.S. consumers are treated fair-
ly and that they have the tools nec-
essary to get the best possible settle-
ment in their case. 

Mr. Speaker, if the CFPB can’t ad-
here to a simple mission statement and 
provide actual consumer protections, 
Congress will do it for them. 

I want to again thank Chairman HEN-
SARLING and the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) for their lead-
ership on this issue and so many more 
issues that impact consumers. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
support this legislation, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, the Republicans are sid-
ing with Big Business again, against 
our consumers. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California (Ms. 
PELOSI), the distinguished leader and a 
strong supporter of consumers and the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau. 

Ms. PELOSI. Mr. Speaker, I com-
mend my distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the Financial Services Com-
mittee for her brilliant leadership, for 
her bipartisanship, and for always try-
ing to find a way to help America’s 
consumers and protect America’s tax-
payers. 

Mr. Speaker, I am very sad today be-
cause of what is happening on both 
sides of the Capitol. The cruelty, care-
lessness, and contempt Republicans are 
showing for working families boggles 
the mind. Now, Senate Republicans are 
careening toward shattering the 
healthcare of millions of Americans, 
with no regard or appreciation for the 
consequence. 

Every chance they get, they stack 
the deck against America’s working 
families. Here, on this side of the Cap-
itol, Republicans are stacking the deck 
even further against America’s work-
ing families by seeking to deny those 
families their fundamental right to ob-
tain justice in court. 

Eight years ago, unchecked reckless-
ness on Wall Street ignited a financial 
meltdown that devastated families 
across the country. Democrats proudly 
took bold action and passed Dodd- 
Frank, the strongest set of consumer 
financial protections in history. But 
today, House Republicans are once 
again trying to destroy those protec-
tions for America’s consumers. 

Last month, Republicans passed what 
we called the ‘‘Wrong’’ CHOICE Act, 
the Dodd-Frank repeal, which was a 
giveaway to the financial industry at 
the expense of hardworking families. 

Republicans are waging a war on the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, a bureau that has returned nearly 
$12 billion to 29 million wronged Amer-
icans, many of them seniors, veterans, 
and members of the Armed Forces. 

Forcing consumers into arbitration— 
indeed, forced arbitration—gives finan-
cial services providers a free pass to 
get away with abuse. It denies, again, 
veterans, servicemembers, and seniors 
justice against the predatory financial 
marketplace practices. Sadly, it re-
flects a Republican Party that works 
relentlessly to empower Wall Street 
and to rig the system against con-
sumers. It denies them consumer class 
action. 

More than 800 years ago, the Magna 
Carta first laid out a basic right to jus-
tice as the foundation of a fair society. 
Even under a king, the Magna Carta 
declared, this much was owed the peo-
ple: ‘‘. . . to no one will we deny or 
delay right or justice.’’ 

Every day, Americans take a similar 
solemn pledge: ‘‘liberty and justice for 
all.’’ Republicans’ attack on consumers 
insult those pledges and deny Ameri-
cans their justice. 

All the American people deserve a 
better deal than what they are getting 

from the Republicans in Congress. 
Democrats are going to fight back. We 
will fight to protect hardworking 
American consumers. We will fight to 
put leverage back into the hands of the 
American people. 

Who has the leverage? If I am a fi-
nancial institution and I know that 
you have no leverage, that you cannot 
act in a class action way, you can just 
imagine what I have in store for you. 
But if I think you have leverage and 
you can act in a different way and not 
be forced into arbitration, I might have 
more respect for our financial relation-
ship with each other. 

We will put the leverage back in the 
hands of the American people. We will 
fight this resolution. I call upon my 
Republican colleagues to join Demo-
crats in voting ‘‘no’’ because this bill is 
an unfair and unjust bill. 

Who is it unfair to? America’s work-
ing families, America’s consumers, and 
America’s taxpayers. 

I urge a ‘‘no’’ vote. 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan (Mr. HUIZENGA), chairman of 
the Capital Markets, Securities, and 
Investments Subcommittee. 

Mr. HUIZENGA. Mr. Speaker, let’s 
talk about a stacked deck: trial attor-
neys putting cash over conscience. 
That is not the answer that we are in 
search of, but it is the answer that oth-
ers who are opposed to this certainly 
are. 

The CFPB, the so-called Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau, has a 
study itself that shows that consumers 
who actually use arbitration reach 
more favorable outcomes than those 
who are roped into lawsuits with cash- 
starved trial lawyers. 

It is astounding that only 13 percent 
of these lawsuits provide any benefit to 
actual consumers, but the Bureau is 
still pushing this ill-advised rule. Arbi-
tration decisions also come much more 
quickly for consumers. Again, the Bu-
reau’s own study concludes that arbi-
tration decisions come 12 times faster 
than lawsuits. 

So let’s review quickly: a faster, 
more favorable outcome for consumers 
versus helping trial lawyers line their 
pockets. This should not be hard. 

In fact, Mr. Speaker, according to the 
D.C. Circuit Court, unelected Bureau 
Director Cordray has more unilateral 
authority than any other single com-
missioner or board member in any 
other independent agency in the entire 
U.S. Government. 

Congress must begin to use its au-
thority to hold this agency account-
able for its anticonsumer policies and 
actually provide the checks and bal-
ances that our Founders would have in-
tended. That is the stacked deck that 
we have right now, folks. 

The Bureau’s flawed arbitration rule 
does absolutely nothing to protect the 
consumers it is charged with pro-
tecting. Instead, it is nothing more 
than a windfall for trial lawyers and 
well-connected Washington elites. The 
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rule’s only accomplishment will be to 
create more class action lawsuits, lin-
ing trial lawyers’ pockets with more 
cash while providing no real protection 
to consumers. 

This anticonsumer rule will have the 
effect of making consumers wait longer 
for worse decisions as they seek resolu-
tions for their disputes. In no way, 
shape, or form does this rule actually 
do what the Bureau was created to do: 
protect consumers. 

This CRA is an important step in al-
lowing Congress to rein in this rogue 
agency. I urge my colleagues to sup-
port this resolution. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
VELÁZQUEZ), a senior member of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee and rank-
ing member of the Small Business 
Committee. 

Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the ranking member for yield-
ing. 

Mr. Speaker, the right to seek re-
dress in the courts is one of the most 
fundamental rights we have as Ameri-
cans. Unfortunately, companies rou-
tinely try to undermine this right by 
including mandatory arbitration 
clauses in contracts we use every day, 
including credit cards, student loans, 
auto loans, and cell phones. 

These clauses often state that a con-
sumer must resolve a dispute they are 
having with a third party often chosen 
by the company at a location that is 
chosen by the company. Companies 
also use these clauses to block class ac-
tion lawsuits brought by consumers. 

Now, once again, thanks to the 
CFPB, contracts that have these 
clauses will no longer be permitted to 
prohibit consumers from banding to-
gether or joining a class action. This 
rule helps hold companies accountable 
and protects consumers. That is why 
more than 280 consumer, civil rights, 
labor, community, and nonprofit orga-
nizations support this rule. That is also 
why unscrupulous firms are lobbying 
so aggressively to block this rule. 

Stand up for consumers. Vote ‘‘no’’ 
on this joint resolution. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Kentucky (Mr. BARR), chairman of the 
Financial Services Monetary Policy 
and Trade Subcommittee. 

Mr. BARR. Mr. Speaker, make no 
mistake: the anti-arbitration rule re-
cently finalized by the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau is not con-
sumer protection. It is a giveaway to 
special interest trial lawyers that will 
expose financial firms to ruinous liabil-
ity; limit consumer access to afford-
able, high-quality financial services 
and products; and undermine con-
sumers’ ability to resolve disputes 
more quickly and more cost-effectively 
than class action lawsuits. 

The Bureau’s own study found that, 
while trial lawyers earn millions of 
dollars in fees, in 90 percent of class ac-
tion lawsuits, consumers were awarded 

absolutely nothing—nothing. Of the re-
maining 10 percent, the average payout 
to consumers was a mere $32. That 
same CFPB study found that the aver-
age arbitration payout was almost 
$5,400, or over 150 times more than the 
average class action recovery. 

Even more troubling, the Bureau’s 
unilateral decision to ban alternative 
dispute resolution will result in in-
creased litigation costs for financial 
services firms, undermining their safe-
ty and soundness, forcing consumers to 
pay higher prices and making it more 
difficult to obtain credit cards and 
other financial services and products. 
That is not pro-consumer. 

For these reasons, I am a proud co-
sponsor of Congressman ROTHFUS’ bill 
that would disapprove this misguided 
resolution to the Congressional Review 
Act. 

Congress should be making the laws 
of the land, not unaccountable, 
unelected bureaucrats at the CFPB cir-
cumventing the democratic process. 
That is why, in addition to invali-
dating this bad anticonsumer, pro-trial 
lawyer, anti-arbitration rule, Congress 
must act swiftly to rein in the Bureau 
and subject this agency to the congres-
sional appropriations process, reclaim-
ing Congress’ constitutional power of 
the purse over this out-of-control agen-
cy. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this resolution of disapproval to 
block this ill-advised, anticonsumer 
rule and reclaim its authority under 
Article I of the Constitution. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Minnesota (Mr. ELLI-
SON), a leading member on this con-
sumer issue. 

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, if you 
listen to my friends on the other side 
of the aisle, they are going to tell you 
that having access to a lawyer in a 
court is a bad thing, but it is the foun-
dation of American justice. The foun-
dation of American justice is that, if 
somebody rips you off, you can sue 
them in court. 

These arbitration clauses are the fine 
print, Mr. Speaker, that you find in 
these contracts that say, if you have a 
dispute with this particular company, 
you can only go to arbitration. And 
these arbitrators are almost always 
picked by the company themselves. 

The fact is this is not justice. It is a 
railroad court. It is not a real court, 
and consumers are less well off. That is 
why over 100,000 individual consumers 
across the country wrote in to support 
the rule during the public comment pe-
riod. 

If my friends on the other side of the 
aisle are right, how come they don’t 
have 100,000 people saying that their 
position is correct? 

The people have spoken. They have 
engaged in the comment period and 
said: We want to be able to go to court 
to hold these people accountable. 

Wells Fargo ripped off literally hun-
dreds of thousands of Americans. In 2 

million transactions, they opened up 
accounts people never asked for. 

If you sue them, you might just be 
limited to an arbitration clause, which 
limits your award, and they pick the 
judge. Why not be able to join with 
other Americans and sue in court the 
good, old-fashioned way: get some dis-
covery, get some money back, get some 
justice? This is what it is all about. 

We believe that the American people 
deserve to take them to court if they 
take your money and rip you off. That 
is what we are standing up for today. 

This is nothing but a U.S. Chamber, 
Big Business giveaway that they are 
talking about. We stand on the side of 
American consumers. American con-
sumers want to take them to court. 

b 1600 
Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 

yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. TIPTON), 
vice chairman of the Oversight and In-
vestigations Subcommittee. 

Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, this reso-
lution of disapproval will repeal the 
CFPB’s Arbitration Agreements rule, a 
rule that consumers are going to be 
able to be protected by, according to 
the CFPB. That is their stated mission: 
to protect the consumers. 

Let us look at the data that has been 
provided by the CFPB. Just 13 percent 
of the class action suits actually pro-
vided a benefit to the consumers. And 
what was that whopping benefit? Thir-
ty-two dollars. Thirty-two dollars that 
they are willing to celebrate over as 
compensation for people who have been 
harmed. 

Let us look at the other side of the 
ledger. What are trial lawyers receiv-
ing? On average, $1 million. So while 
our friends may want to stand up for 
the trial lawyers, for their million-dol-
lar paychecks, we are going to choose 
to stand with the American consumer 
to make sure that they are going to be 
able to receive the justice that they de-
serve, and one way to be able to do 
that is going to be through arbitration. 

When we look at the CFPB’s own sta-
tistics, the average arbitration payout 
is not your $32. It is almost $5,400, 
which has been received in terms of 
compensation that is going to be paid. 

This latest rule, Mr. Speaker, joins a 
growing list of CFPB actions that have 
hurt consumers. Since the Bureau’s in-
ception, they have rolled out rules and 
regulations 31⁄2 times faster than other 
Federal agencies, and according to the 
research from the American Action 
Forum, just 26 of these regulations 
have added an additional $2.8 billion in 
regulatory costs. 

The practical effect of the Bureau’s 
actions are measurable, especially in 
rural districts like mine: no mortgage 
credit for young families trying to pur-
chase their first home, community 
banks that spend more time on compli-
ance than serving their community, 
and small businesses that cannot get 
the capital that they need to grow. 

The Arbitration Agreements rule is 
nothing more than the latest sleight- 
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of-hand by the Bureau taking money 
out of pockets of consumers and gifting 
it to trial lawyers. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
VALADAO). The time of the gentleman 
has expired. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield an additional 30 seconds to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. TIPTON. Mr. Speaker, the CFPB 
would lead you to believe that a 
multiyear class action lawsuit—and 
that is according to the CFPB’s own es-
timates, average attorneys’ fees of $388 
million, and that is a win for con-
sumers. 

The judgment is not on the side of 
consumers. They may want to stand for 
the trial lawyers. We are going to 
stand for the consumers. Let’s repeal 
this and institute the CRA for the arbi-
tration rule. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
CAPUANO), a senior member of the Fi-
nancial Services Committee and a 
strong progressive member. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Let us be honest. There are no legiti-
mate consumer groups who support re-
pealing this rule. The consumer groups 
are actually with the consumers, and 
they want this rule. 

So let us be clear. This rule is being 
repealed for the biggest financial insti-
tutions in the country. 

Let us be clear. I do not oppose arbi-
tration as an option. I do oppose it as 
the only alternative allowed. Very sim-
ply, you go to a bank, they open up a 
bank account in your name, they steal 
your money, they move it over. If you 
catch them, you go to the bank, you 
file arbitration, they give you your $100 
back and maybe a dollar’s worth of in-
terest, and it is over. 

They don’t tell you there is 2 million, 
3 million, 5 million other people with 
the same situation who don’t know 
about it. Because it is arbitration, no 
one talks about it. It is done in private. 

I am not opposed to arbitration as a 
way to avoid court when possible. I am 
vehemently opposed to taking options 
away from consumers that say you 
cannot individually stand for your 
rights. That is what this bill does. That 
is all it does. 

If you care about consumers, you 
would work with us to try to find a 
simpler way. You don’t want to do it. 
You want to help the big boys. Good 
luck. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS), 
the vice chairman of the Monetary Pol-
icy and Trade Subcommittee. 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, a few 
weeks ago, the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau implemented their 
most recent arbitration rule. While 
this rule claims consumer protection, 
it does the very opposite. It will cost 
Americans more of their hard-earned 
money and time. 

The CFPB is arguably the most pow-
erful and yet unaccountable govern-
ment agency in the history of this 
country. By intentional design, the 
CFPB is not accountable to Congress 
or the taxpayer. 

According to the D.C. Circuit, the 
unelected CFPB Director, Richard 
Cordray, ‘‘possesses more unilateral 
authority than any single commis-
sioner or board member in any other 
independent agency in the U.S. Govern-
ment.’’ 

What does this mean exactly? Well, it 
means that no one is checking the Di-
rector’s actions. The CFPB is able to 
evade all limits and restraints proposed 
by the government. Because of this, Di-
rector Cordray is only looking out for 
one person—that is himself. 

The CFPB chose to ignore their own 
study because the results did not fit 
the narrative they were trying to im-
pose on Americans. This study showed 
that the average consumer receives 
$5,400—we have heard this already—in 
cash relief when using arbitration, as 
opposed to an inadequate $32 through 
class action suits. 

In addition, the study concluded that 
the use of arbitration produced a high-
er recovery rate and shorter timeline 
for the consumer, and that is good. Re-
gardless of this study, Director 
Cordray has refused to acknowledge 
that taxpayers will feel the immediate 
damage that comes from limiting their 
options by being forced to pay more for 
less. 

Bottom line, this is just another ex-
ample of overregulation by the CFPB 
taking away the option of arbitration 
that will hurt all Americans. 

As a small business owner, I have 
gone both ways. Arbitration wins every 
single time for those involved. It is 
called fairness. 

Mr. Speaker, I commend Representa-
tive KEITH ROTHFUS for leading the way 
on this much-needed CRA. I encourage 
all my colleagues to join us in repeal-
ing this harmful rule and ensuring the 
Bureau is not able to issue any similar 
rule relating to arbitration. 

In God We Trust. 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. SHER-
MAN), a senior member of the Financial 
Services Committee and Foreign Af-
fairs Committee. 

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, which 
is more fraudulent? On the one hand, 
we have Wells Fargo, 3 million phony 
accounts, and then they use their 
forced arbitration provision to tell peo-
ple that if you signed up for a legiti-
mate account and there was some lan-
guage in there that created arbitra-
tion, that it even applies to the phony 
accounts. 

Well, what is even more fraudulent? 
The supporters of this bill who say that 
the rule deprives people of the option 
of arbitration. It hardly does that. It 
simply prohibits forced arbitration. 

But more important are the numbers. 
Arbitration is typically used by some-

one with a $50,000 claim. Class action 
lawsuits, it is 50,000 people with a $32 
claim. So then they say: Well, arbitra-
tion provides more. Of course it pro-
vides more. Because the average person 
in the pool has got a $50,000 claim, and 
class action only produces $32 because 
it is designed for a situation where you 
have a million plaintiffs or a half a 
million plaintiffs each with a $32 claim. 

You cannot compare the two except 
to say that arbitration is unavailable 
to anyone with a claim of less than 
$1,000. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentlewoman from New York (Ms. 
TENNEY), a member of the Financial 
Services Committee. 

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.J. Res. 111. 

Mr. Speaker, the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau finalized a rule for-
bidding financial service firms from in-
cluding a mandatory arbitration clause 
in contracts with consumers. The rule 
is not only bad for consumers, it high-
lights the need for accountability in 
Washington. 

Unelected bureaucrats wield too 
much power with too little oversight, 
and this rule would force consumer 
class actions and eliminate arbitration 
options. As an attorney, I know that 
many class action lawsuits are all too 
often more about cash for plaintiffs’ 
trial lawyers than protection for con-
sumers. In fact, the CFPB’s own study 
even admitted that arbitration is fast-
er, less expensive, and pays out con-
sumers much higher compared to the 
class action lawsuit. 

Of course, many trial lawyers oppose 
arbitration because it denies them of 
exorbitant class action lawsuit fees. It 
is an inexpensive alternative to court-
room litigation. 

If consumers are lucky enough to be 
part of the successful class action, the 
average individual payment is, as my 
colleague just pointed out, only about 
$32. Remarkably, the trial lawyers 
raked in $425 million in class action 
fees between 2010 and 2013, according to 
a study by Forbes. 

Of the arbitrations reviewed by the 
CFPB in which consumers were vic-
torious, the average individual payout 
was $5,389. Why would the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau want to 
take a fair and elective alternative for 
resolving disputes away from con-
sumers when they benefit from them? 

The consumers have the option to do 
as they please, but I believe the CFPB’s 
antiarbitration rule would do nothing 
but harm consumers, line the pocket of 
trial lawyers, and literally take money 
out of the hands of consumers. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Illinois (Mr. FOSTER), 
a member of the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I urge my 
colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res. 111 
to block the Consumer Financial Pro-
tection Bureau’s arbitration rule. 
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The CFPB is charged with protecting 

consumers from unfair and abusive be-
haviors by banks and financial firms. 
To that end, the CFPB’s rules would 
prohibit provisions requiring that a 
bank customer surrender the right to 
participate in class actions. 

This practice undermines a con-
sumer’s right to be compensated for 
damages, particularly when they get 
nickeled and dimed by the fine print in 
financial contracts. 

Class actions often represent the 
only realistic option for consumers 
who are ripped off to the tune of a few 
dozen or a few hundred dollars, and 
they reduce the burden on the courts 
by consolidating claims, thereby sav-
ing money for both plaintiffs and de-
fendants. 

Opponents of the CFPB’s rule hope 
that, by prohibiting the consolidation 
of claims, they can make potential 
damages so small that the individual 
claims are not viable. 

Meritorious claims from aggrieved 
plaintiffs who have suffered actual 
damages would go uncompensated, and 
equally importantly, wrongdoers would 
go unpunished. 

I urge my colleagues to stand up for 
consumers and ensure that they can be 
fairly compensated by actual damages 
and wrongdoers punished. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the distinguished 
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. TROTT), 
a member of the Financial Services 
Committee. 

Mr. TROTT. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of H.J. Res. 111, which will 
block the CFPB’s harmful arbitration 
rule. 

I want to start with a little story. 
Last year, I opened up the mail, and I 
got a wonderful surprise. I got a check 
for $3.92. Apparently, I was part of 
some class action lawsuit, didn’t know 
it, dug into the facts, didn’t feel I had 
been harmed, didn’t know who the at-
torneys were, but I got $3.92, almost 
enough to buy a latte. I did a little 
digging around and turns out the law-
yers representing the plaintiff class 
made millions of dollars. 

Now, we have heard a lot of con-
flicting stories here today about this 
bill being harmful to consumers. Here 
are the facts. 

In a class action lawsuit, a typical 
consumer gets $32; in arbitration, a 
typical consumer gets $5,400; in a class 
action lawsuit, it takes 12 times longer 
for the consumer to get the money. 

But how can this be? Well, in my 
prior life, I represented a lot of clients 
who were involved in class action law-
suits. Here is your typical class action 
lawsuit. 

It involves a highly technical viola-
tion, not the Wells Fargo example, 
where there is little or no harm to the 
consumer, goes on for years, costs mil-
lions of dollars in legal fees, and at the 
end of the day, there is a settlement 
for $3.92. 

I will make a deal with my friends on 
the other side of the aisle. I will buy 

anyone a latte who comes clean with 
the American people and tells them 
why they are opposing this bill. 

The reason why they are opposing 
this bill is the Trial Lawyers Associa-
tion makes millions of dollars, and 
that money lines the pockets of their 
campaign coffers. It is not about con-
sumers. It is about lawyers protecting 
lawyers, and it is about protecting the 
bureaucrats in the swamp. 

I ask all my colleagues to join me in 
supporting this joint resolution. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I am sick and tired of my 
colleagues on the opposite side of the 
aisle talking about this $32. 

Republicans keep discussing that 
consumers get $32 in class action, but 
they ignore how few consumers win in 
arbitration. Big banks win 93.1 percent 
of the time in arbitration. The deck is 
stacked against consumers, not Wall 
Street. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHN-
SON), a leading member on this con-
sumer arbitration issue. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the Congresswoman, and I 
rise in strong support for the Consumer 
Financial Protection Bureau on the 
important topic of forced arbitration. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
H.J. Res. 111. Forced arbitration is a 
modern twist to an old trick, tricking 
people out of their day in court. Forced 
arbitration tricks people out of their 
constitutional right to a jury trial on 
their claim against corporate special 
interests. Forced arbitration prohibits 
consumers from taking their case to 
court for a jury trial and forces the 
consumer into the back room with a 
secret arbitrator selected by the cor-
poration who then decides the case for 
the corporation. It doesn’t take a ge-
nius to know what happens when you 
get behind those closed doors. 

The outcome will be against the con-
sumer. It is not fair; it is not right; and 
it is not justice. 
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Corporate special interests trick con-
sumers into giving up their rights to a 
jury trial by hiding forced arbitration 
clauses in the fine print of consumer 
agreements that they require con-
sumers to accept when there is no 
other choice. 

Consider the latest example from 
Wells Fargo, which was caught red- 
handed engaging in unscrupulous bank-
ing practices to the detriment of their 
customers. They were ruining the cred-
it of their customers by opening mil-
lions of fake accounts in the names of 
their unsuspecting customers. 

When Wells Fargo got caught, their 
customers were barred from going to 
court because they had unknowingly 
agreed to the forced arbitration. If this 
is not adding insult to injury, I don’t 
know what is. 

Congress authorized CFPB to con-
sider banning or limiting forced arbi-
tration in cases of consumer financial 

products or services. The CFPB found 
that forced arbitration clauses denied 
consumers the ability to obtain justice. 
That is why Congress should vote in 
approval of the rule for the CFPB and 
reject H.J. Res. 111. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
how much time is remaining on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 6 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has 133⁄4 minutes remaining. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LOUDERMILK), a member 
of the Financial Services Committee. 

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, Ronald Reagan had a 
unique gift of communicating in a way 
that reflected the ideas and the 
thoughts of the American people. He 
also understood that out-of-control 
government bureaucracy had a well-de-
served reputation of working in its own 
best interest, not in the best interest of 
the American people. 

President Reagan best defined this 
mistrust of government when he stat-
ed: ‘‘The most terrifying words in the 
English language are: I’m from the 
government and I’m here to help.’’ 

The skepticism Americans have of 
their too-big-to-be-useful government 
has only increased since Reagan spoke 
those words. And it is rules and regula-
tions, such as the one we are discussing 
here today, that fosters the distrust 
Americans have of their government. 
The CFPB’s decision to ban arbitration 
with preference to class action lawsuits 
will cause harm to both consumers and 
businesses. 

Arbitration has proven to be an effec-
tive tool that benefits both parties in a 
dispute, and has shown to be more fa-
vorable to consumers than traditional 
litigation in the courts. The average 
compensation, as you have heard, to 
consumers when using arbitration is 
$5,400. In contrast, the average settle-
ment for consumers in a class action 
lawsuit is $32. 

Not only is arbitration more finan-
cially beneficial to consumers, it is less 
costly and less time-consuming than 
fighting through the courts. Disputes 
which use arbitration are usually set-
tled in 2 to 7 months; however, lawsuits 
can take an average of 2 years to set-
tle. 

Even the CFPB has recognized that 
arbitration is more efficient, less cost-
ly, and more beneficial to consumers; 
so it boggles the mind trying to figure 
out why they are pursuing a course 
that would harm Americans. 

It is the responsibility of Congress to 
rein in government when it is outside 
the constitutional boundaries of its of-
fice or pursues a course of action that 
is harmful to the citizens. In this case, 
the CFPB is in violation of both of 
these principles. 

I support this legislation that would 
roll back the CFPB’s ban on arbitra-
tion. 
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Again, I thank the chairman for the 

time, and I thank the gentleman from 
Pennsylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS) for spon-
soring this bill. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, my colleagues on the op-
posite side of the aisle hate Mr. 
Cordray so much because he has been 
so effective, returning $12 billion to 
consumers, that they would harm the 
American public rather than admit 
that they are wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), 
the ranking member of the Committee 
on Education and the Workforce. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition of 
H.J. Res. 111, which will overturn the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau’s rule, prohibiting forced arbitra-
tion for many consumer contracts, in-
cluding student loan contracts. 

Banks and large corporations often 
take advantage of ordinary Americans 
by burying forced arbitration clauses 
and boiler plate fine print in standard 
contracts. 

When corporations force consumers 
to secretly arbitrate with handpicked 
firms, which rely on those same cor-
porations for repeat business, the sys-
tem is rigged. 

Take, for example, Matthew, who en-
rolled in a for-profit aviation school 
that closed before Matthew could finish 
his degree. At the recommendation of 
the school, he had taken out $56,000 in 
private student loans. 

With debt and no credential because 
the school had closed, Matthew joined 
a class action with thousands of other 
students. But due to a class action ban 
in the loan contract, the court ruled 
that thousands of individual students 
must individually settle their disputes 
with the bank in arbitration. 

That means each individual student 
had to hire their own lawyer, take time 
off to present their case, and every-
thing else you have to do to present a 
case. That is why most victims of this 
kind of fraud will never collect what 
they are owed. 

If each victim only loses a little bit, 
virtually nobody will bring a claim. 
With the class action, at least you can 
achieve an injunction so the corpora-
tion will stop. Each plaintiff might re-
ceive a little bit, but without the class 
action, the corporation is free to con-
tinue the fraud. 

Without this rule, the banks will con-
tinue to use forced arbitration clauses 
to advance their special interests at 
the expense of innocent victims who 
will be ripped off. 

Mr. Speaker, that is why we need to 
stand with consumers. I urge my col-
leagues to do that: stand with con-
sumers, reject this repeal of the impor-
tant rule, and vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res. 
111. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 2 minutes to the 

gentleman from Rhode Island (Mr. 
CICILLINE), the ranking member on the 
Subcommittee on Regulatory Reform, 
Commercial and Antitrust Law. 

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.J. Res. 111, which would re-
peal protections for our men and 
women in uniform and other everyday 
consumers against the use of forced ar-
bitration by megabanks and other fi-
nancial service providers. 

Earlier this month, the CFPB final-
ized strong rules to protect the rights 
of hardworking Americans to band to-
gether in our justice system to hold 
corporate wrongdoers accountable. 
This protection is particularly critical 
for our Nation’s men and women in 
uniform and their loved ones. 

For over a decade, under both Demo-
cratic and Republican administrations, 
the Defense Department has warned 
Congress about the effects of forced ar-
bitration in servicemembers’ con-
tracts. Often buried in the fine print of 
financial contracts, these clauses waive 
the rights of veterans and servicemem-
bers to a day in court before a dispute 
even arises. 

If these arbitration provisions were 
so beneficial to consumers and to serv-
icemen and -women, why do you have 
to sneak these mandatory provisions 
into the contract? 

There is overwhelming support for 
this rule among military service orga-
nizations who agree that forced arbi-
tration clauses block access to the jus-
tice system and funnel the claims of 
servicemembers into private, costly ar-
bitration systems. 

Since the Second World War, Con-
gress has continuously expanded and 
strengthened the rights and protec-
tions for servicemembers and veterans 
out of a sense of obligation that we 
must honor and protect our men and 
women in uniform. But this resolution 
would end vital financial protections 
for those who have sacrificed so much 
in service to our country and the fun-
damental idea that we are a nation of 
laws and institutions that guarantee 
the rights and prosperity of every 
American. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this resolution, to preserve this 
rule, to stand up for the men and 
women in uniform, to stand up for the 
American consumer, and to stop being 
errand boys for the megabanks. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. SAR-
BANES), the leader of the Democracy 
Reform Task Force. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding to 
me. 

Mr. Speaker, here we are again: the 
special interests are running the show 
in Washington. Pointblank, this resolu-
tion will make it harder for Americans 

to get justice. Specifically, this will 
unwind critical new rules that allow fi-
nancial consumers to take collective 
action. You heard that right. This is an 
effort to take away your ability to sue 
big banks when they run you over. In-
stead, the majority wants to force you 
into unfair, bureaucratic arbitration 
processes that severely disadvantage 
you in favor of the Wall Street firms. 

I always ask the same question when 
the Republicans bring these measures 
up here to gut consumer protections: 
Who back home is asking for this? Who 
is coming to the townhalls and begging 
to repeal this rule? Who is asking you 
to make it harder to seek damages 
when someone is being harmed by a big 
bank? 

Nobody is asking for this. In fact, as 
KEITH ELLISON said a few minutes ago, 
there are 100,000 people who are be-
seeching us to support this rule to pro-
tect them out there. Nobody is asking 
to repeal this rule or shut this rule 
down. 

I know who wants it here in Wash-
ington. It is the big money special in-
terests, the so-called swamp. We can’t 
let this happen. The American people 
should be furious. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
oppose this reckless, shameful effort. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Tennessee (Mr. KUSTOFF). 

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. Mr. 
Speaker, I rise today in support of H.J. 
Res. 111, which uses the Congressional 
Review Act to disapprove and nullify 
the rule issued by the CFPB on July 10, 
2017. 

Time and time again, we have seen 
the CFPB abuse their power and au-
thority to unilaterally issue rules 
without seeking any input from Con-
gress. 

Since its establishment, the CFPB 
has displayed complete disregard for 
due process, as it has issued enforce-
ment actions against companies that 
are unjustly accused of wrongdoing. 

Frankly, the CFPB’s recent 
antiarbitration rule is no different. 
This rule would change the ability for 
consumers to resolve disputes with fi-
nancial services companies through ar-
bitration, which has consistently pro-
vided consumers with expedient, effi-
cient, and less costly resolutions. 

In short, making consumers pay 
more for less is the exact opposite of 
consumer protection, and is the reason 
we need to reject this harmful rule. 

I applaud the work of Chairman HEN-
SARLING and the other members of this 
committee on this work to hold the 
CFPB accountable. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from California (Mrs. 
DAVIS), the ranking member of the 
Higher Education and Workforce 
Training Subcommittee. 

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, as representatives of the people, our 
job is to protect working families. So 
let’s be clear, we should be protecting 
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consumers, including members of our 
military who sacrifice so much for us. 

When a predatory lender forces arbi-
tration, it puts consumers into a sys-
tem where their grievances don’t get 
the fair treatment of a court. Instead, 
a law firm handpicked by the corpora-
tion will decide the outcome, putting 
the consumer at an extreme disadvan-
tage from the start. 

The CFPB issued a long, overdue role 
to prohibit this unfair practice that 
benefits wealthy special interests at 
the expense of the American people. 

So why would we take a step back? 
Even worse, these predatory lenders 

often prey on our military, so we 
should be protecting our military to 
have transparent and just legal op-
tions. Forced arbitration is just the op-
posite. 

Mr. Speaker, we need a process that 
works for consumers. This resolution 
will only bring us back to a broken sys-
tem. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
join me in striking down this resolu-
tion. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
how much time is remaining on each 
side? 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Missouri has 3 minutes re-
maining. The gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia has 71⁄2 minutes remaining. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
TAKANO), the vice ranking member of 
the Veterans’ Affairs Committee. 

Mr. TAKANO. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to strongly oppose this CRA op-
position, which rolls back critical pro-
tections for American consumers. 

Passing this resolution would set a 
nearly irreversible policy that allows 
Wall Street companies to commit per-
vasive fraud while avoiding the ac-
countability that comes with a class 
action lawsuit. 

Access to our courts and the trans-
parency and fairness they provide is a 
fundamental right enshrined in our 
Constitution. It is a sad irony that 
many of those that would be denied 
their constitutional rights through 
this resolution are the servicemembers 
and veterans who have risked their 
lives to protect those rights. 

When the American consumer takes 
on a Wall Street corporation, it is al-
ready a David versus Goliath situation. 
Now Republicans want to steal David’s 
slingshot. Mr. Speaker, don’t let them 
steal David’s slingshot. Don’t let them 
steal America’s slingshot. 

Mr. Speaker, I strongly encourage 
my colleagues to reject this resolution. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentlewoman from Oregon (Ms. 
BONAMICI), a senior member on the 
Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 
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Ms. BONAMICI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 

the ranking member for yielding. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in strong 

opposition to H.J. Res. 111, a resolution 
that will undermine the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau and allow fi-
nancial institutions to continue taking 
advantage of consumers. 

The CFPB’s arbitration rule protects 
consumers, including students, service-
members, and seniors, by allowing 
them access to justice in court and to 
participate in class action lawsuits 
against unscrupulous financial institu-
tions. 

I am a former consumer protection 
lawyer. I have no problem with arbitra-
tion clauses when they are agreed to by 
parties with equal bargaining power, 
but we have seen what happens when 
institutions include nonnegotiable 
forced arbitration clauses in the fine 
print of consumer contracts. 

Private student loan providers, pay-
day lenders, credit card companies, and 
banks have consumers sign away their 
rights to access the court system when 
they are cheated. The CFPB rule will 
address that inequity and provide con-
sumers with a remedy. 

We must reject this effort to roll 
back consumer protections and allow 
the CFPB to continue to do their im-
portant work. Please vote ‘‘no.’’ 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. 
MCEACHIN), a member of the House 
Armed Services Committee. 

Mr. MCEACHIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise to oppose this res-
olution, which would stack the deck 
against hardworking families, small 
businesses, and nearly any group or in-
dividual who needs financial services. 

Mr. Speaker, universal access to fair 
and impartial courts is a principle that 
is enshrined in both the Sixth and Sev-
enth Amendments of our Constitution. 
It is the cornerstone of our justice sys-
tem. Without that access, we cannot 
hold bad actors accountable; families 
and small businesses suffer; justice is 
denied. 

Forced arbitration clauses protect 
the powerful by denying Americans 
their day in court. Big corporations 
have enormous leverage. They offer es-
sential services and have few competi-
tors. 

For many consumers, having a cell 
phone or a checking account means ac-
cepting arbitration. Often there are no 
other options. 

The CFPB has sought to correct that 
injustice. The Bureau’s arbitration rule 
ensures that those who are wronged by 
a financial institution have meaningful 
recourse. At Wells Fargo and else-
where, recent events have shown why 
that recourse is essential. 

When our courts are out of the pic-
ture, accountability can slip; cutting 
corners becomes less risky and more 
attractive. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to 
oppose this resolution. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT), a member of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations and the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

Mr. CARTWRIGHT. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one thing about 
us Americans that separates us from 
the rest of the world: we have a Bill of 
Rights in this country, and it includes 
the Seventh Amendment, and my col-
league, Mr. MCEACHIN, just mentioned 
it, the Seventh Amendment: the right 
of trial by jury shall be preserved. It is 
what makes us Americans. 

And watch out. When you hear them 
attacking legal fees and lawyers mak-
ing money, that means they are at-
tacking your rights. They are trying to 
take them away. 

For too long, big banks have gotten 
away with taking advantage of their 
customers, from fake accounts to 
subprime mortgages. American con-
sumers have suffered a great deal of 
harm at the hands of Wall Street, and 
now we have a rule that will help con-
sumers fight back. It is a rule from the 
Consumer Bureau that fixes a flaw in 
the judicial system that keeps victims 
from accessing justice by banding to-
gether with class actions. 

Don’t let them take your rights 
away. Let’s fight this resolution. 

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

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 
CAPUANO), a Member who is outraged 
by the attack on consumers by the op-
posite side of the aisle. 

Mr. CAPUANO. Mr. Speaker, I am 
glad to be outraged on this one. 

About a month ago, the majority 
party took away the ability of people 
using the internet to keep their infor-
mation private. You allowed every per-
son on the internet, every company, to 
access everything about anybody who 
uses the internet. The country hated 
it. During that entire debate, you told 
America: We are out to protect you; we 
are protecting you. 

No one believed it, and here we are 
again today. You are out to protect the 
consumers, with no consumer groups 
who agree with you. You are basically 
telling people: Trust us more than you 
trust yourselves; therefore, in order to 
do that, we will take away your right 
to protect yourself in a court of law. 

No one buys it. No one buys it. Leave 
us alone. Let me defend myself. I don’t 
need you to defend me. America wants 
to be left alone. Leave them alone. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to direct their re-
marks to the Chair. 

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, 
that is what arbitration is all about, to 
allow the individual to defend himself. 
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Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 

Mr. Speaker, I am now prepared to 
close, and I yield myself the balance of 
my time. 

Mr. Speaker, today we have heard 
Democrats speak about the importance 
of the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau’s rule to stop forced arbitration 
clauses in contracts for consumer fi-
nancial products and the harm that 
would result from this joint resolution 
to repeal the rule. 

Forced arbitration clauses severely 
limit consumers’ legal rights and pre-
vent groups of consumers from holding 
financial institutions accountable for 
wrongdoing. The Consumer Bureau’s 
rule helps to ensure that financial in-
stitutions are held accountable and 
fully protects the legal rights of con-
sumers, including servicemembers and 
veterans. 

The majority has shamefully moved 
to nullify the Consumer Bureau’s good 
work in a move that ultimately en-
ables financial institutions to get off 
the hook when they commit wrong-
doing, with less redress for consumers. 

Studies have shown that forced arbi-
tration favors big business and results 
in less compensation for American con-
sumers who have been abused or de-
frauded, if they receive any at all. 

This resolution steamrolls over the 
Consumer Bureau’s sensible rule with-
out regard for the harm that will result 
for American consumers and families. 
This is also despite the broad support 
for the rule from consumer advocacy, 
civil rights, and faith-based groups, 
legal scholars, and advocates for serv-
icemembers. 

Congress must not curtail the legal 
rights of consumers, must not repeal 
the Consumer Bureau’s forced arbitra-
tion rule. Vote to protect consumer 
rights. Vote to fully restore the Amer-
ican principle of right to trial by jury. 
Vote ‘‘no’’ on H.J. Res. 111. 

Mr. Speaker, I would simply like to 
say that I keep hearing my colleagues 
talk about how fast consumers are 
taken care of under the arbitration 
rule. Yes, because they are getting rail-
roaded. 

As I mentioned, they are in the back 
room without representation. These 
are people who have been forced to sign 
these arbitration agreements, not even 
knowing that they signed them. 

Most people who go out now to get a 
credit card or to get a loan of some 
kind, they are forced into these agree-
ments and they don’t even know it. 
They are shocked and surprised when 
they cannot join with others who have 
been ripped off in class action lawsuits. 

So don’t pay attention to all of the 
information that you have received 
from the opposite side. Remember that 
the banks and big businesses win 93.1 
percent of the time, not consumers. 

Whose side are you on? Are you on 
the side of consumers or are you pro-
tecting big business? 

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

Mr. LUETKEMEYER. Mr. Speaker, I 
yield the balance of my time to the 
gentleman from Texas (Mr. HEN-
SARLING), the chairman of the Finan-
cial Services Committee, and I think 
we are going to have some answers to 
those important questions that the 
ranking member just asked. 

Mr. HENSARLING. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Missouri 
(Mr. LUETKEMEYER) for yielding, and I 
appreciate his leadership on this issue, 
as I do the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania as well. 

Mr. Speaker, since 1925, this institu-
tion, the United States Congress, has 
recognized the right of consumers to 
engage in arbitration, which we know 
for so many consumers is their avenue 
for redress of grievance. We know that 
this has been upheld on multiple occa-
sions by the Supreme Court. We have 
almost 100 years of precedence. And 
now this rogue agency, the Orwellian- 
named CFPB, decides to promulgate a 
rule, and it is not even an agency. Mr. 
Speaker, it is one unelected, unac-
countable individual who has decided 
that Americans no longer have the 
right to contract, they no longer have 
the right to decide that they would 
prefer to arbitrate instead of go 
through a class action lawsuit. 

Mr. Speaker, let’s let people know 
what this is truly about. What this is 
about is the trial attorneys relief act. 
Theirs are the voices that we are hear-
ing on the other side of the aisle, and 
we are hearing them loud and clear, be-
cause what we know is that, in class 
action lawsuits, consumers end up with 
almost nothing and the trial lawyers 
make out like bandits. 

Even in the CFPB’s own study, they 
figured out that those who go through 
class action are doing well to get $32.35, 
yet the trial lawyers make out with 
millions. We also know in the CFPB’s 
own study that those who went 
through arbitration ended up with set-
tlements of $5,389. 

Mr. Speaker, here are just a couple of 
different class action lawsuits that 
have happened recently. A Dell Com-
puters class action lawsuit: $500,000 for 
class members, $7 million for the law-
yers; Subway sandwiches: $50,000 for 
the class members, $500,000 for the trial 
attorneys. 

Oh, here is a good one, Mr. Speaker, 
Coca-Cola class action: $0 for class 
members, $1.2 million for the lawyers; 
L.A. Fitness International: $7,000 for 
class members, $200,000 for lawyers. 

Mr. Speaker, the American people 
are not foolish. It is time to drain the 
swamp and to start off with the bu-
reaucracy that is taking away their 
rights to have dispute resolution 
through arbitration. They are tired of 
seeing others go and kowtow to the 
trial lawyers lobby in this town to give 
them what they want. It is time to 
make sure that Americans’ consumer 
rights can be protected, and so it is 
time that we pass this Congressional 
Review Act for all Americans. 

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, as Chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee, I have 
worked long and hard to preserve the avail-
ability of fair, affordable arbitration to con-
sumers. Hearings before the Judiciary Com-
mittee have demonstrated repeatedly that arbi-
tration allows consumers to resolve disputes 
quickly, fairly and at lower costs than litigation. 
It also helps consumers to preserve relation-
ships with companies with whom they con-
tract, by avoiding the acrimony of litigation. 

The Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau’s Arbitration Rule threatens to undo all of 
that, not to benefit consumers, but to benefit 
one special interest—the plaintiffs class-action 
trial bar. 

By prohibiting consumers and companies 
from contracting to arbitrate individual matters, 
rather than litigate disputes through class ac-
tions, it ensures a steady stream of class-ac-
tion litigation—and handsome class-action at-
torneys’ fees—for the trial bar. But for con-
sumers, it burdens their freedom of contract, 
subjects them to long, drawn-out class-action 
litigation, and sets up scenarios in which large 
portions of any recoveries they obtain will go, 
not to them, but to class-action lawyers with 
whom they are forced to deal. 

For companies, meanwhile, the Rule threat-
ens to force them into choosing whether to 
continue to fund their arbitration programs or, 
instead, to shutter those programs to preserve 
funds for high-dollar class-action defense. 

I urge my colleagues to vote for this resolu-
tion and against the CFPB’s special-interest, 
anti-consumer rule. 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
strong opposition to H.J. Res. 111, which 
would repeal the Arbitration Rule recently cre-
ated by the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau. 

The Arbitration Rule is an important victory 
for consumer protection, because it prevents 
banks and other financial institutions from 
stripping consumers of their constitutionally- 
guaranteed right to a day in court. 

The ‘‘forced arbitration’’ clauses that this 
rule addresses prevents a consumer from fil-
ing a lawsuit against a company, and always 
forces the consumer into a private and con-
fidential arbitration process that operates out-
side of the legal system. 

Additionally, these clauses, which are often 
buried in the fine-print of agreements and do 
not allow the consumer any authority to 
change them, frequently prohibit class-action 
claims. 

This means that even if there are thousands 
of consumers who have been hurt by a bank 
or financial institution in a similar way, they 
would not be able to join their complaints into 
one case. 

By forcing each and every consumer to en-
dure arbitration on his or her own, outcomes 
for cases with the exact same complaints will 
vary unjustly, because arbitration does not set 
legal precedent. 

Mr. Speaker, these forced arbitration 
clauses essentially amount to a rip-off clause. 

It is clear that this rip-off clause is stacked 
against the consumer and is meant to shield 
predatory banks, payday lenders, credit card 
companies and other financial institutions from 
accountability when they cheat or plunder con-
sumers. 

In April of this year, it was revealed that 
Wells Fargo opened as many as 149,857 
fraudulent bank accounts in my home state of 
Texas, including many in Houston. 
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But the rip-off clause prevented consumers 

from getting justice. 
The Consumer Financial Protection Bu-

reau’s Arbitration Rule rightfully aims to pro-
tect consumers from being forced to sign 
away their legal rights when doing something 
as simple as opening a bank account, obtain-
ing a credit card, financing a home, or obtain-
ing a private student loan. 

The CFPB’s Arbitration Rule makes it easier 
for consumers to file a lawsuit if they are 
harmed by a bank or financial institution, and 
increases transparency in the arbitration proc-
ess. 

The Arbitration Rule strongly serves the 
public interest. 

H.J. Res. 111 is only the latest in a long se-
ries of attacks that Republicans have leveled 
against the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau since its very creation in 2011. 

The Bureau is a tremendous ally in the fight 
for consumer protection, and it is imperative 
that its work be allowed to continue. 

It is unconscionable that Republicans are 
working so hard to repeal a rule that only 
serves to protect consumers from harmful and 
predatory practices by the financial services 
industry. 

I urge all of my colleagues to join me in re-
jecting this harmful resolution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time 
for debate has expired. 

Pursuant to House Resolution 468, 
the previous question is ordered. 

The question is on the engrossment 
and third reading of the joint resolu-
tion. 

The joint resolution was ordered to 
be engrossed and read a third time, and 
was read the third time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the passage of the joint 
resolution. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Speaker, I demand a recorded vote. 

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

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, this 15- 
minute vote on passage of H.J. Res. 111 
will be followed by a 5-minute vote on 
the motion to suspend the rules and 
pass H.R. 3364. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 231, noes 190, 
not voting 12, as follows: 

[Roll No. 412] 

AYES—231 

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

Bost 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Budd 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 

Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donovan 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Dunn 

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

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

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

Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

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

NOES—190 

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

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

Crist 
Cuellar 
Davis (CA) 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Hastings 
Heck 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 

Hoyer 
Huffman 
Jackson Lee 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Khanna 
Kihuen 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster (NH) 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Lee 
Levin 
Lewis (GA) 
Lieu, Ted 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lofgren 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham, 

M. 
Luján, Ben Ray 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn B. 
Maloney, Sean 

Matsui 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 

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

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

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

NOT VOTING—12 

Buchanan 
Costello (PA) 
Crowley 
Cummings 

Davis, Danny 
Graves (MO) 
Lawson (FL) 
Meadows 

Napolitano 
Palmer 
Renacci 
Scalise 

b 1706 

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

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

So the joint resolution was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated against: 
Mr. LAWSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker, On 

rollcall vote No. 412 I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

COUNTERING AMERICA’S ADVER-
SARIES THROUGH SANCTIONS 
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. 3364) to provide congressional 
review and to counter aggression by 
the Governments of Iran, the Russian 
Federation, and North Korea, 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 California (Mr. 
ROYCE) that the House suspend the 
rules and pass the bill. 

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

vice, and there were—yeas 419, nays 3, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 413] 

YEAS—419 

Abraham 
Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amodei 
Arrington 
Babin 
Bacon 
Banks (IN) 
Barletta 
Barr 

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 
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Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Brown (MD) 
Brownley (CA) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Capuano 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson (IN) 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Chabot 
Cheney 
Chu, Judy 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Coffman 
Cohen 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comer 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cook 
Cooper 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crist 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davidson 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Rodney 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Demings 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Deutch 
Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donovan 
Doyle, Michael 

F. 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Dunn 
Ellison 
Emmer 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Estes (KS) 
Esty (CT) 
Evans 
Farenthold 
Faso 
Ferguson 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flores 
Fortenberry 
Foster 
Foxx 
Frankel (FL) 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gaetz 

Gallagher 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Garrett 
Gianforte 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Gomez 
Gonzalez (TX) 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guthrie 
Gutiérrez 
Hanabusa 
Handel 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Hastings 
Heck 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice, Jody B. 
Higgins (LA) 
Higgins (NY) 
Hill 
Himes 
Holding 
Hollingsworth 
Hoyer 
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 
Marchant 
Marino 
Marshall 
Mast 
Matsui 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McEachin 
McGovern 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McNerney 
McSally 
Meehan 
Meeks 
Meng 
Messer 
Mitchell 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Moore 
Moulton 
Mullin 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Nadler 
Neal 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nolan 
Norcross 
Norman 
Nunes 
O’Halleran 
O’Rourke 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pascrell 
Paulsen 
Payne 
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) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney, Francis 
Rooney, Thomas 

J. 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Rosen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Roybal-Allard 

Royce (CA) 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Russell 
Rutherford 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez 
Sanford 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Sensenbrenner 
Serrano 
Sessions 
Sewell (AL) 
Shea-Porter 
Sherman 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (MO) 

Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Smith (WA) 
Smucker 
Soto 
Speier 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Suozzi 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takano 
Taylor 
Tenney 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Trott 
Tsongas 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
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—3 

Amash Duncan (TN) Massie 

NOT VOTING—11 

Budd 
Costello (PA) 
Crowley 
Cummings 

Davis, Danny 
Graves (MO) 
Meadows 
Napolitano 

Palmer 
Renacci 
Scalise 

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

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

b 1713 
So (two-thirds being in the affirma-

tive) the rules were suspended and the 
bill was passed. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mrs. NAPOLITANO. Mr. Speaker, I was ab-

sent during rollcall votes No. 407 through No. 
413 due to my spouse’s health situation in 
California. Had I been present, I would have 
voted ‘‘nay’’ on H.R. 3180—Intelligence Au-
thorization Act for Fiscal Year 2018, as 
amended. I would have also voted ‘‘nay’’ on S. 
114—A bill to authorize appropriations for the 
Veterans Choice Program, and for other pur-
poses, as amended. I would have also voted 
‘‘yea’’ on H.R. 3218—Harry W. Colmery Vet-
erans Educational Assistance Act of 2017, as 
amended. I would have also voted ‘‘nay’’ on 
the Motion on Ordering the Previous Question 
on the Rule providing for consideration of H.J. 
Res. 111. I would have also voted ‘‘nay’’ on H. 
Res. 468—Rule providing for consideration of 
H.J. Res. 111—Providing for congressional 
disapproval under chapter 8 of title 5, United 
States Code, of the rule submitted by Bureau 
of Consumer Financial Protection relating to 
‘‘Arbitration Agreements.’’ I would have also 
voted ‘‘nay’’ on the Passage of H.J. Res. 
111—Providing for congressional disapproval 
under chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, 
of the rule submitted by Bureau of Consumer 
Financial Protection relating to ‘‘Arbitration 
Agreements.’’ I would have also voted ‘‘yea’’ 
on H.R. 3364—Russia, Iran, and North Korea 
Sanctions Act. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. CROWLEY. Mr. Speaker, on July 24 

and 25, 2017, I was absent for recorded votes 

407 through 413 because I was attending my 
son’s induction into the Naval Academy Pre-
paratory School in Rhode Island. Had I been 
present, I would have voted: 

On rollcall 407 I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
On rollcall 408 I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
On rollcall 409 I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ 
On rollcall 410 I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
On rollcall 411 I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
On rollcall 412 I would have voted ‘‘no’’ 
On rollcall 413 I would have voted ‘‘yes’’ 

f 

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE 
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR 
OF H.R. 391 

Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
I may hereafter be considered to be the 
first sponsor of H.R. 391, a bill origi-
nally introduced by Representative 
Chaffetz of Utah, for the purposes of 
adding cosponsors and requesting 
reprintings pursuant to clause 7 of rule 
XII. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
FERGUSON). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Lou-
isiana? 

There was no objection. 

f 

APPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUAL TO 
HEALTH INFORMATION TECH-
NOLOGY ADVISORY COMMITTEE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to section 4003(e) 
of the 21st Century Cures Act (Pub. L. 
114–255), and the order of the House of 
January 3, 2017, of the following indi-
vidual on the part of the House to the 
Health Information Technology Advi-
sory Committee: 

Ms. Cynthia A. Fisher, Newton, Mas-
sachusetts 

f 

THANKING ELLEN MURPHY AND 
KATIE ORREL FOR THEIR SERV-
ICE AT STAR FOUNDATION 

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

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I rise today to recognize Ms. Ellen 
Murphy and Ms. Katie Orrel, who will 
retire at the end of the year after more 
than 40 combined years of volunteer 
service at the Southern Technology 
Advocacy Research Foundation, known 
as STAR, in Brunswick, Georgia. 

Ms. Murphy and Ms. Orrel created 
the STAR Foundation in 1997 to help 
area citizens gain meaningful and re-
warding employment opportunities 
through career training classes. The 
training classes at STAR include how 
to balance a checkbook, to use a com-
puter, and how to write a resume. 

Ms. Orrel teaches personal financial 
management and interviewing skills, 
and pushes her students to do their 
very best every day. At the same time, 
Ms. Murphy has been the executive di-
rector at STAR since its inception over 
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20 years ago, and has done a great job 
to grow the organization and reach 
more students. 

I would like to thank Ms. Murphy 
and Ms. Orrel once more for helping 
south Georgians to advance their ca-
reers. 

f 

SANCTIONS ON THE RUSSIAN 
FEDERATION 

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

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to acknowledge all of my col-
leagues who voted ‘‘yes’’ on continuous 
and strengthened sanctions on the Rus-
sian Federation. That was the correct 
vote, and I commend the leadership of 
Ohio’s Senator SHERROD BROWN, the 
leading Democrat in the other body on 
the Banking Committee who fought for 
this package. 

The bill also holds Iran, North Korea, 
as well as Russia accountable. Specifi-
cally, Russia for interference in our 
Democratic Republic, but also for its 
ongoing human rights violations, its il-
legal invasion and occupation of Cri-
mea, and continued military violence 
in eastern Ukraine with over 10,000 
dead due to Russian aggression. 

This bill will impose sanctions on 
people involved in human rights 
abuses, those who launch cyber attacks 
and those who supplied weapons to the 
Assad government in Syria. President 
Trump and his staff regularly question 
the intelligence that shows Russia 
interfered in our election. 

Given the President’s priorities late-
ly, it is imperative that Congress send 
a clear message and make it more dif-
ficult to undercut sanctions without 
congressional approval. 

This package tells the world: Con-
gress won’t stand by idly. But what a 
sad day we have reached when there is 
doubt whether sanctions against 
Putin’s Russia, liberty’s proven adver-
sary, will be even signed by this Presi-
dent of the United States. 

f 

STOP FUNDING PALESTINIAN 
TERRORISTS 

(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, last 
Friday night, an Israeli family sat 
down for Shabbat dinner to celebrate 
the birth of a new grandchild, but a 19- 
year-old Palestinian terrorist put an 
end to this joyous occasion. 

The terrorist brutally attacked the 
Salomon family with a large knife. 
Pictures of the family’s home show a 
white floor stained red with the blood 
of the innocents. 

A father and two of his children were 
murdered that night. Upon learning of 
the tragic event, Palestinians in Gaza 
took to the streets to sing, dance, and 
celebrate. No Palestinian leader has 
even condemned this grizzly attack. 

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, this is 
our U.S. tax dollars at work. The mil-
lions the United States sends to the 
Palestinians are funneled to terrorists 
and their families through the so- 
called martyrs fund. The leaders we 
prop up glorify terrorists and incite vi-
olence. 

The American people refuse to con-
tinue this insanity. We refuse to con-
tinue enabling terror against the 
Israeli people. 

And that is just the way it is. 
f 

INVEST BORDER WALL FUNDS IN 
OTHER PROVEN METHODS TO 
KEEP US SAFE 
(Mr. CORREA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. CORREA. Mr. Speaker, on Friday 
we are voting on a crucial funding pro-
gram for armed services. Yet somehow 
it also includes $1.6 billion to begin 
funding the construction of an unnec-
essary border wall. Without discussion, 
the funding for the border wall was 
added. 

This wall won’t make us safer, and it 
won’t stop drug smugglers, and it will 
not keep out the bad hombres. 

If we are serious about protecting our 
borders, then let’s invest the $1.6 bil-
lion in programs that have a proven 
record of success. Let’s invest in drug 
detection canine teams. Let’s rebuild 
our Coast Guard. And let’s strengthen 
our partnership with Canadian and 
Mexican law enforcement. 

These are the proven methods that 
will keep America safe. 

f 

PUERTO RICO’S TERRITORIAL 
GOVERNMENT 

(Miss GONZÁLEZ-COLÓN of Puerto 
Rico asked and was given permission to 
address the House for 1 minute.) 

Miss GONZÁLEZ-COLÓN of Puerto 
Rico. Mr. Speaker, Puerto Rico’s terri-
torial constitution is 65 years old 
today. An act of Congress authorized 
the island’s people to pass a charter of 
the local government. 

It did not, however, eliminate Fed-
eral authority to govern Puerto Rico in 
local matters. The island’s constitu-
tion names the territorial government 
a ‘‘freely associated State’’ in Spanish, 
but we are not a freely associated 
State because we are not a sovereign 
nation. 

Under the U.S. Constitution, Puerto 
Rico remains subject to a territorial 
clause until it becomes a State. Proof 
of that power is PROMESA, which in-
stalled Federal appointees to make 
final decisions on Puerto Rico’s fiscal 
matters. 

The Americans I represent want to 
exercise self-government in local mat-
ters once again; but, more importantly, 
want to fully possess that power as the 
States do. 

f 

SECURE FIREARM STORAGE 
(Mr. SCHNEIDER asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, com-
munities throughout our country are 
suffering from an epidemic of gun vio-
lence. 

In far too many cases, stolen guns 
represent a growing source of the weap-
ons used in these crimes. According to 
the Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Fire-
arms and Explosives, last year alone, 
nearly 18,000 firearms were reported 
stolen or lost just from Federal firearm 
licensees, or FFLs. That is Federally 
licensed dealers, manufacturers, and 
importers. 

Today I introduced the SECURE 
Firearms Storage Act to help address 
the stolen-gun problem by requiring all 
FFLs to securely store their inventory 
when not open for business. 

Additionally, this bill would require 
the Attorney General to review and put 
forth further commonsense security 
measures to reduce the risk of theft, 
and require new applicants to detail 
their security plans before a new li-
cense is issued. 

There are simply too many innocent 
lives being destroyed by these stolen 
guns. I invite my colleagues to join me 
on this bill to make commonsense im-
provements for gun safety. 

f 

RURAL AMERICA’S 
CONTRIBUTIONS 

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

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

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the topic 
of my Special Order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I rise 

today in support of my friends, my 
family, my neighbors, and my fellow 
Americans in rural communities all 
across this land. I am proud to rep-
resent 29 counties in rural west Texas. 
I am grateful that I grew up in a small 
town—the town of Plainview, Texas, a 
little farming community. 

We are the sum of many things and 
many contributions and influences, and 
I am thankful for the influences of that 
town. I am grateful to my coaches and 
my teachers. I was inspired by Ms. 
Becky Taylor, my first government 
teacher at Plainview High School. I 
have countless people to thank, and as 
I walk the Halls here, and as I stand on 
the floor of the House and cast my vote 
for the people I represent, I think 
about all of those people who have 
made an investment. 

You see, in rural America, they take 
responsibility for their community. 
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They believe in making investment in 
all of those young people who are 
working their way through the school 
system, who have big dreams to make 
a difference in the world, and I was one 
of them. 

I pray I could be a champion for rural 
America. I pray I will be an effective 
legislator and that I will be a strong 
voice for a people that feel often that 
they don’t have a voice. Maybe it is be-
cause we don’t have the votes, and 
maybe it is because we don’t have as 
many people, but what we don’t have 
in numbers of people, we more than 
make up for in our contribution to this 
country in the food, in the fuel, in the 
fiber that we produce in rural America. 

The folks who I represent help put 
food on the table of all Americans. 
They put clothes on the backs of all 
Americans. They help fuel this great 
American economy. They give us en-
ergy independence. 

They allow us to have an affordable, 
safe, and abundant supply of food. We 
take it for granted. When you ask folks 
around the country, especially in urban 
and suburban areas, ‘‘Where does your 
food come from,’’ many answer, ‘‘The 
grocery store or the food truck.’’ 

b 1730 

My colleagues and I are standing 
today to speak about the virtue and 
the values of rural America and the 
contribution to this great experiment 
in democracy and liberty. We know 
that it is by the blood, sweat, and tears 
of farmers and ranchers all across this 
great land. 

I love everything about rural Amer-
ica, Mr. Speaker. I love the people, I 
love the values, and I love our way of 
life. We are not just the energy basin, 
and we are not just the breadbasket. 
We are the backbone of this country. If 
you lose rural America, then you lose 
something very special. You lose those 
traditional American values that are 
at the heart of the greatness of this 
country. 

They are counting on us—all of us 
who represent rural communities—to 
fight for them. If you think about this 
Presidential election, more than 70 per-
cent of rural communities and people 
living in rural areas in the swing 
States voted for our President. They 
felt voiceless and powerless. They felt 
like they were losing their country, 
and they wanted their country back. 
They were tired of political correct-
ness. They were tired of do-nothing in-
stitutions and politicians that said 
they were going to change things and 
then—status quo. 

They know, as well as anybody, what 
is at stake in the next few years and 
the next several years. This window of 
time is special. They came out strong 
in support of our President because 
they wanted something different. They 
wanted results. 

Rural America defines leadership dif-
ferent than we do. They define leader-
ship as working together to solve prob-
lems and deliver results. If you don’t 

deliver results, you are not a leader in 
rural America. The proof is in the pud-
ding. So I am especially excited about 
this opportunity in the life of our Na-
tion. I am exceptionally honored to 
serve in this august body with so much 
history. 

I am overjoyed that I wear the rural 
America jersey when I stand on this 
floor. I am going to do all I can to fight 
for the future of this country, which 
means I am going to fight for rural 
America’s traditional values, and I’m 
not going to apologize for it because, 
again, where we come from is a lot of 
who we are, and who we are is a whole 
lot more important than what we do. 

I am rural America. I am traditional 
values. I am from the land of farmers, 
ranchers, and public schoolteachers 
who believe they can have an impact 
on a kid and inspire him to believe he 
can change the world. You are looking 
at one of them. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank Miss Becky 
Taylor, I thank Coach Cunningham, I 
thank Coach Irlebeck, and I thank 
youth minister Karl Shackleford. I 
could go on and on. 

I stand on the shoulders of a lot of 
good people in small town, middle 
America, and I don’t stand alone. I 
stand in the company of great men 
whom I have met since I have been 
here. I know a lot of Americans look at 
this United States Congress as dysfunc-
tional and do-nothing, and do you 
know what? They are right in many 
ways. But I look at the individuals, and 
I see some of the most impressive, pa-
triotic people who want to make a dif-
ference. 

I am thankful that in this fight for 
the heart and soul of this country, in 
this battle for the identity of our Na-
tion, this constitutional Republic, I 
have got folks in the foxhole with me. 

To start my foxhole friends who 
stand on the side of rural America, I 
want to introduce a great American, a 
dear friend, and the president of our 
freshman class. He comes from a big 
swath of rural Michigan, Michigan’s 
First District. He is a general, he is a 
soldier, he is a businessman, and he is 
a proud granddad. When I think of 
JACK BERGMAN, I think of a leader. He 
is a leader. 

I am proud to serve with JACK 
BERGMAN. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Michigan (Mr. BERGMAN). 

Mr. BERGMAN. Mr. Speaker, how do 
I even start after getting an introduc-
tion like that other than to say that I 
am so blessed to be part of what I will 
put up against any Congress as the fin-
est freshman class that has come 
across this floor to be sworn in. I am 
just proud to be one of Mr. ARRINGTON’s 
colleagues. 

Mr. Speaker, when you talk about 
rural America, how do you know it if 
you have never been part of it? I was 
born, raised, and grew up in a little 
Minnesota farming town. My dad came 
from the Upper Peninsula of Michigan 
because there was no work there for 18- 

year-olds. He went to Minneapolis 
looking for work. Of course, he found 
it, and then he found my mom. You 
know how that goes. So she told him 
that is where he was going to live for a 
while, and so that is where I was born. 

I had to walk all of a half a mile to 
work on a farm to help. It was about a 
200-head dairy farm that also had some 
corn and some soybeans, and they had 
hay. I learned how to bale hay, I 
learned how to not fall off the wagon, 
and I learned how to shoot the silage 
into the silo and not fall into the silo 
when you are doing it. 

One of the least favorite jobs was 
cleaning up the dairy barn because it 
had those unique aromas. On a hot Au-
gust day, you learn that they are all 
unique, but they are all important to 
the betterment of what we are trying 
to accomplish here. 

When you work with your hands—I 
have seen firsthand how rural America 
works, the dedication, the hard work, 
and the life that on a daily basis begins 
before the sun rises and, in many cases, 
ends long after the sun sets—that is 
commitment. It is not only commit-
ment to your family, it is commitment 
to yourself, and it is commitment to 
your God that you know that you are 
blessed with what we have in our land. 

It is such important work. DANIEL 
WEBSTER said: 

‘‘Let us not forget that the cultiva-
tion of the earth is the most important 
labor of man.’’ 

‘‘The farmers, therefore, are the 
founders of civilization.’’ 

It is so easy to believe that when the 
lights go off at the grocery store at 
night that the food just magically ap-
pears on the shelves. It is amazing how 
that just happens. Well, we know it 
doesn’t just happen. It is the last in a 
series of long steps. Rural America 
knows better than anyone what it 
takes to get the food on those shelves. 
Rural America feeds the world, pro-
duces resources that are used in other 
industries, acts as job creators and the 
foundation of the economy, provides 
food security, and contributes to the 
moral fabric of our society. 

Farmers face so many challenges al-
ready. They are at the mercy of the 
weather, crop volatility, and ever- 
changing prices. Why is the govern-
ment so insistent on adding more rocks 
to the pack of the farmer who is al-
ready overburdened in so many ways? 
They don’t need any more headaches. 

I have often said that if something 
works in Michigan’s First District, it 
will work anywhere. We are largely 
rural. We have got a lot of big water 
shoreline, and part of that big water 
shoreline provides the water to cul-
tivate our fields. We grow a lot of pota-
toes up there. Anybody who really 
loves potato chips, chances are they 
came from a potato that started in 
Michigan. We grow sugar beets, cher-
ries, and apples, just to name a few. In 
fact, just this past weekend, back in 
the district, I had a chance to really 
taste the cherries that we picked off 
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the tree because it is that time of the 
year. 

We should be looking forward and 
looking to rural America as the exam-
ple for success, not trying to hold it 
back with bureaucratic regulations and 
out-of-control government spending. It 
is time to cut through the red tape. 
Rural and urban survival depend on it. 
Power belongs in the hands of the indi-
vidual—the farmers, the loggers, the 
fishermen, the miners, the ranchers, 
and every other hardworking man and 
woman in so many districts around the 
country and especially in our First Dis-
trict of Michigan. 

Mr. Speaker, speaking of hands, peo-
ple who work with the land know when 
you are working with your hands that 
you don’t just go right to the harvest. 
You first must till the land. You have 
to plant. You have to manage the 
growing season. Only then, after that 
long process that you cannot shortcut 
in any way, then comes a successful 
harvest. It has to happen in order. 
There is no other way. So anyone who 
expects good things happen easily has 
never been a farmer and has never been 
working with their hands. 

It is our job not just to honor but to 
raise rural Americans up as an example 
that hard work and traditional Amer-
ican values are still something to be 
admired so deeply. 

Mr. Speaker, it is an honor just to be 
talking about this subject tonight. It 
actually makes me want to somehow 
figure out a way to get back to the dis-
trict right away to finish up the cherry 
harvest. It looks like we are going to 
have a really good one this year be-
cause God has blessed us with good 
weather. 

Rural America is who we are, and it 
is who we fight for. I am proud to be a 
Member of the 115th Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ARRINGTON) for the op-
portunity to speak on something that 
is so passionate and dear to my heart. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Michigan 
for his wonderful, beautiful, and heart-
felt words about where he comes from, 
how that shaped him, and how deeply 
he believes in the people in the coun-
try, as we say in west Texas. He talked 
about a lot of things. He talked about 
the folks who work the land, and he 
talked about traditional American val-
ues. Mr. Speaker, I think you are going 
to hear some common themes from my 
colleagues this evening. 

The gentleman also mentioned the 
burden of Big Government. I said, com-
ing into this office and after 8 years of 
the advent and explosion of Big Gov-
ernment, that when our economy in 
urban and suburban is like a patient 
who is sick, the rural patients are in 
the ICU because small businesses, com-
munity banks, and family farmers bear 
a disproportionate burden when it 
comes to the trillions of dollars and 
the cumulative effect of all the rules 
and regulations out of the last year. 

So rescuing the American economy is 
about helping a sick patient. Rescuing 

the rural economy is getting the pa-
tient stabilized and off life support so 
we can live to farm, to fight, and to 
have the kind of quality of life that we 
love for another day. 

Mr. Speaker, I have got a good friend 
that I have made since I came to the 
United States Congress. The gentleman 
is from the 12th District of the great 
State of Georgia. He is a son of a farm-
er. I bet he knows something about 
working the land. I bet he knows some-
thing about a work ethic. I bet his 
daddy taught him something about 
that. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia (Mr. ALLEN) who is my 
friend and a businessman. The gen-
tleman received the Augusta Metro 
Chamber of Commerce Small Business 
of the Year Award, and he will talk 
about rural America and why it is so 
important to making America great. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, I thank my 
friend, Congressman ARRINGTON, for 
this Special Order and for this oppor-
tunity to talk about what makes 
America great. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a product of rural 
America. I did learn a lot about work 
ethic and about values. I can’t think of 
any other way to grow up, to be honest 
with you. Sure it was difficult, and 
sure I probably had some times where I 
thought I would like to be somewhere 
else. But I will tell you, there was 
nothing like it, and I take and cherish 
those memories. I have tried to instill 
those in my children as well. 

b 1745 

It is the greatest honor of my life to 
represent the people of Georgia’s 12th 
Congressional District, which is largely 
rural. We have 18 counties. About 15 of 
those counties would be considered 
rural. My district is home to the Mas-
ters Tournament and the growing 
cyber industry in Augusta, but it is our 
rural farms that are the true heart of 
my district. 

Georgia’s 12th District is rural, and I 
am proud to say it is truly God’s coun-
try. You won’t find more steadfast, 
faithful Americans than in rural Geor-
gia. 

Agriculture is the number one indus-
try in my home State of Georgia. It is 
also the number one industry in my 
district. Our farmers have been forgot-
ten by out-of-touch politicians and 
unelected bureaucrats here in Wash-
ington, particularly over the last 8 
years. 

Farm income, for example, is down 
more than 55 percent, largely due to 
what our President has talked about, 
which is our trade policies. However, as 
of last November, we are approaching a 
new day. This is President Trump’s day 
and President Trump’s America. That 
is why I am proud to have a President 
that knows that rural Americans de-
serve more. 

In April, President Trump created 
the Interagency Task Force on Agri-
culture and Rural Prosperity to be led 
by Secretary of Agriculture and fellow 

Georgian, Sonny Perdue. This task 
force was created with one goal in 
mind: to promote economic growth and 
innovation in rural America. As a 
member of the House Agriculture Com-
mittee, I look forward to working with 
Secretary Perdue on this mission, as 
well as the next farm bill, which is 
critical to the lifeblood of our farmers. 

From looking at cotton to peanuts, 
to specialty crops and the programs 
they are using, I have participated in 
numerous hearings on how to make the 
next farm bill successful for all of our 
farmers. I am working hard to make 
sure the commodities most important 
to Georgia’s 12th District are pro-
tected. 

We also have a crisis in our commu-
nity banking system. Community 
banks are the lifeblood of the creation 
of small business. We continually lose 
our community banks. That is why I 
am so proud of Chairman JEB HEN-
SARLING and his work to pass the 
CHOICE Act. 

The CHOICE Act reduces the regu-
latory burden on our community 
banks. It allows them to thrive and to 
provide the capital to grow the small 
business community in our rural areas. 
Small business in our rural commu-
nities accounts for about 75 percent of 
all new job growth. 

We also have to fix healthcare. We 
are losing a number of our community 
hospitals. I know in Congressman 
ARRINGTON’s district, in small towns, 
the community hospital is the largest 
employer in that community, and it is 
critical that we repurpose those hos-
pitals, that we fix healthcare and we 
provide healthcare for our rural areas. 

We also need to look at technology. 
There is a tremendous need for 
broadband and expanding our 
broadband capabilities. I know the 
President is talking about a major in-
frastructure package. Broadband needs 
to be a part of that infrastructure 
package because the 12th District of 
Georgia, through technology, could be 
the new Silicon Valley of the East 
Coast. We would like to see that trick-
le down into our rural areas, and it 
can, but we have to have the capability 
of the broadband. 

As far as the future of rural America, 
we are seeing tremendous strides made 
as far as technology, as far as farming. 
Last year, I planted peanuts. I was op-
erating a tractor, which I remember 
operating as a child and a teenager and 
having to pay attention to all the mov-
ing parts. I tell you, I sat on this trac-
tor and I planted 17 inches over from 
the year before, and I never touched 
the steering wheel. The technology is 
amazing. 

I was with a group of farmers the 
other day and we were talking about 
God is blessing us with a lot of rain and 
if it continues, we are going to have a 
bountiful crop, a great yield. They 
said: Yeah, we are good 8 inches down, 
but the other 8 inches we are a little 
concerned about. They have these 
probes that are measuring how much 
water we are receiving. 
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So we have a got a lot going on in our 

rural areas. We just, as a body here, 
need to provide our farmers, our small 
business people, with the tools they 
need to get the job done, and they will 
get the job done. 

Again, I want to thank my distin-
guished colleague from Texas, Con-
gressman ARRINGTON, for shining the 
spotlight on rural America tonight. It 
is the lifeblood of this country. I want 
to see rural America become every-
thing it needs to be. 

We are seeing improvement in the 
economy through many pieces of this 
legislation that we are passing. I hear 
it from the business community and 
some of our city centers. It is time for 
that to trickle down into rural Amer-
ica. 

Again, I thank the gentleman for 
shining this spotlight. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank my colleague from Georgia for 
his personal experience in agriculture, 
in a farming family, and a man who 
loves all that is good about rural 
America and knows that what is good 
about rural America is what is helping 
make this country great. 

I have got other colleagues that I 
want to invite to speak. We have got 
folks from Illinois, Michigan, and some 
colleagues from Texas. 

I am looking at a guy from the Com-
monwealth of Kentucky, another new 
friend, a dear friend, and a friend of ag-
riculture. He is a guy who not only 
knows agriculture because he took a 
loan out right after graduating from 
Western Kentucky and started a farm-
ing operation—he claims it is success-
ful today. I believe him—he was also 
the ag commissioner of Kentucky. He 
served in the Kentucky House, and now 
he is lending his expertise and his love 
for this country and all things about 
rural America to the First District of 
Kentucky. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Kentucky (Mr. COMER). 

Mr. COMER. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Representative ARRINGTON for shining 
the spotlight on rural America today. 

I am proud to be a product of rural 
America. The great thing about grow-
ing up in rural America is you learn 
values, you learn morals, and you learn 
a work ethic. Not every individual in 
America has that opportunity. So 
those of us that grew up with that up-
bringing in rural America should ap-
preciate that. 

That is why, when I took the oath of 
office as a brand-new Congressman 
back in November, I said my number 
one priority is to promote agriculture 
and restore and revive rural America. I 
believe we can. I believe in the future 
of rural America. But we are going to 
have to work together. 

Rural America has many challenges 
right now. The number one challenge is 
the economy. We need to help create 
good-paying jobs in rural America, be-
cause in rural America we are faced 
with a brain drain. That is why our 
best and brightest young people grad-

uate from the good public schools that 
we have in rural America, they go off 
to college or technical school, but they 
don’t come back. There aren’t the same 
opportunities, unfortunately, in many 
of the rural communities as there are 
in the more urban and suburban areas. 

I believe that we can change that be-
cause rural America has so much to 
offer. We have work ethic. We have 
available skilled workers. We have 
communities where everyone knows ev-
eryone. Everyone has a spirit of com-
munity. We have good churches, good 
schools, and good rural hospitals. 

So I believe that we need to spread 
that message as Members of Congress. 
As Members of Congress, we also need 
to invest in rural America. 

As was mentioned earlier, one of the 
President’s main priorities is an infra-
structure bill. I believe that we need to 
invest in infrastructure. I believe in a 
limited government, I believe in small 
government, but I do believe it is the 
government’s responsibility to do cer-
tain things. One of those things that is 
the government’s responsibility is to 
invest and maintain infrastructure. 
When we talk about infrastructure, it 
is not just interstates and airports. It 
is also things that we need in rural 
America, like broadband and wireless 
technology. 

I believe that we can create an envi-
ronment with public-private partner-
ships where we can make that invest-
ment to help revive rural America and 
help to create jobs in rural America to 
keep our best and brightest in rural 
America. 

Growing up in Monroe County, which 
is a rural community in south-central 
Kentucky, I had the opportunity to go 
to Monroe County schools, where I 
knew every student in my class. I knew 
the teachers, I knew where they lived, 
I knew where they go to church. I 
played every sport I could play and ex-
celled in none, but I enjoyed that op-
portunity and learned a lot about it. Of 
course, we went to church on Sundays. 

Throughout my business career as a 
farmer, the president of the Monroe 
County Chamber of Commerce, a State 
representative, and as a commissioner 
of agriculture, I always worked hard to 
try to promote and be positive about 
rural America. Now as a Member of 
Congress, I want to join with my fellow 
colleagues that represent rural areas 
like the First Congressional District of 
Kentucky and make sure that we make 
that investment to where we can take 
rural America to the next level. 

So I appreciate Congressman 
ARRINGTON creating this opportunity 
tonight to talk about rural America. I 
pledge to work with him and our col-
leagues to see that we can make a 
brighter future for rural America. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Kentucky 
for his passion and his resolve to be a 
voice for rural America and for agri-
culture. It has been great to serve 
alongside of him on the Agriculture 
Committee. 

I have got another dear, new friend 
and fellow freshman Member of Con-
gress who is a great American. He 
hales from the great State of Lou-
isiana, my wife’s home State. He rep-
resents the Third District. I was about 
to say I have a couple more racehorses 
for rural America in the stable. He ac-
tually was raised on a horse ranch near 
Covington, Louisiana. 

He is a veteran and highly decorated 
law enforcement officer. He is a man of 
deep and abiding faith. I say that God 
probably hears all of our prayers, but 
when he speaks and prays with that 
thick Louisiana accent, I think he en-
joys his prayers more. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Louisiana (Mr. HIGGINS) and pray-
erfully ask him to speak about rural 
America and why it is important to 
this country. 

Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. Mr. 
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from 
Texas for yielding. 

I recognize my friend, Representative 
JODEY ARRINGTON, as exactly the type 
of American that our Founding Fa-
thers envisioned serving within the 
House of we the people. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise this evening to 
highlight the importance of American 
agriculture and the spirit of the Amer-
ican farmer. Being raised on a horse 
ranch, I learned at an early age the 
value of work and that rural America 
wasn’t just a place, but a way of life. 

Now my wife and I live in a 1,000- 
square-foot, 65-year-old, wood-frame 
home in the middle of farm country in 
south Louisiana. We have nine pecan 
trees, two magnolia trees, and two 
bushes with flowers on them. I am not 
sure what they are, but I know she 
knows. She enjoys them. They bloom 
once a year. 

Other than that, it is just an honor 
to represent my district, which is deep-
ly agriculturally centered: farmers, 
ranchers, fishermen, oil and gas work-
ers, petrochemical workers. They are 
salt-of-the-earth folks who know what 
it is to earn a living. They understand 
sweat. They understand labor. In rep-
resenting my district in Louisiana, 
these are the industries that stand up 
our rural communities. They are the 
backbone of our economy. 

My district is home to the heart of 
sugarcane for the entire country. Cane 
farmers in south Louisiana account for 
about 20 percent of all sugar produc-
tion in the United States. 

My district is also home to the rice 
capital of America. Crowley, Lou-
isiana, right in the heart of Cajun 
country, is home to more rice mills 
than anywhere else in our Nation. 

Those two crops, alone, account for 
billions of dollars in economic output 
every year and employ tens of thou-
sands of hardworking Americans. 

Given a level playing field and oppor-
tunities to compete on a global scale, 
American farmers will always win. 

b 1800 
That is why we are working to put 

American farmers first to open new 
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markets, expand American exports, 
and create jobs in our communities. We 
are rolling back regulations that slow 
growth, stifle innovation, and restrict 
the agricultural industry’s access to 
the resources and manpower it needs to 
thrive. 

We have made great strides this year 
to help our farmers, and we will con-
tinue to do so. Just last week, a 
groundbreaking rice export agreement 
with China, the world’s largest rice 
consumer, was announced. This opens a 
massive new market to United States 
rice farmers. 

These are the type of landmark pol-
icy victories that elevate American 
farmers and bring economic growth to 
our rural communities. I am com-
mitted to an America First agriculture 
policy where American farmers com-
pete and win. Agriculture is a critical 
industry that bolsters economic 
growth and ensures American inde-
pendence and national security. 

In my home State, we understand 
that our economy is run on the sweat 
of hardworking American patriots. 

As Congress moves forward, I will 
continue to work tirelessly with my 
colleagues on behalf of our farmers and 
producers to provide Louisiana’s agri-
cultural industry with critically need-
ed support. I am proud to represent a 
district so strongly rooted in the spirit 
of rural America, and I am honored to 
stand with my colleagues today in loud 
and vocal support for the Americans 
who we serve in rural America. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from the great 
State of Louisiana for his comments 
and his heartfelt commitment to his 
district, to the farmers, and the ranch-
ers like the ranch he grew up on. This 
is personal for CLAY HIGGINS, and I 
know when he says he is going to be a 
champion for rural America, you can 
take that to the bank, and I want to 
thank him for his comments. 

I have other colleagues who are here 
and want to speak loudly and proudly 
for the folks from rural America who 
are counting on us. What we lack in 
numbers up here, we got to make up 
for in strength of leadership. I am look-
ing at the bench right now, and I am 
believing that we can overcome those 
numbers with effectiveness and with 
the strength of leadership and courage 
that it takes to get something done in 
this town and in this institution. 

The next gentleman who I want to 
introduce to the American people who 
are watching with great anticipation is 
another freshman wonder from the 
great State of Georgia, whose district 
is home to a portion of western Geor-
gia. He went off and got his dental de-
gree and came back to where he grew 
up, West Point, Georgia, came back 
home to small town America, and I 
reckon he did for a lot of reasons, but 
probably at the top of the list was he 
wanted to raise his kids in small town 
America. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Georgia’s Third District (Mr. FER-

GUSON), to talk about that and any-
thing else, and there are lots of great 
things to talk about with respect to 
rural America. 

Mr. FERGUSON. Mr. Speaker, I 
would like to thank my colleague, the 
Representative from Texas (Mr. 
ARRINGTON), for highlighting this most 
important part of our American cul-
ture, the rural America. 

As you mentioned, I came from a 
small town, like many small towns 
across this Nation, and we have seen 
our area fall into decline, but we have 
seen what happens when you have a 
tremendous rebirth in your local econ-
omy. 

But there are so many parts of our 
great Nation in my great State of 
Georgia that simply don’t have the op-
portunities that other areas do, and 
that is not necessarily new. It is some-
thing that we have faced in America 
before, and our country has always 
stepped up to find the right answers, to 
give access to success to the people in 
rural America and, in my case, rural 
Georgia. 

And if you think about that, we have 
done that in multiple ways. We have 
built infrastructure there that includes 
highways. We have built electric grids 
to the rural parts of our communities, 
telecommunications. It has been abso-
lutely amazing to see what happens 
and the benefits to this Nation that 
come when we invest in infrastructure 
to rural Georgia and to rural Alabama 
and any other State in this great Na-
tion. 

One of the things that we have got to 
recognize is all of the wonderful things 
that we have going on that have been 
highlighted by our colleagues here to-
night, the agricultural industry that 
exists, from everything like our col-
league from Louisiana talked about, 
my colleague from Georgia, the farm-
ing communities. In our area, we have 
a tremendous number of cattle farm-
ers, dairy farmers, folks who grow pine 
trees. 

All of those things are important, 
but we have got to talk about enhanc-
ing that in a new direction for rural 
America. As has been talked about 
here tonight, a big part of that has to 
be new infrastructure and an informa-
tion highway known as rural 
broadband that goes into America. 

We have companies right now 
throughout this great Nation that are 
wanting to invest in many areas. A lot 
of times all they are asking us to do is 
to get out of the way and let the pri-
vate sector take over and do it. 

If we do that and we build that infra-
structure but we fail to educate our 
children in a 21st century economy, 
then we have built infrastructure that 
will never reach its full capacity. 

So not only is building broadband to 
the rural community so vitally impor-
tant, pairing our education system to 
that is vitally important, too. I believe 
in our rural communities there is a 
wealth of talent, people of all back-
grounds, ages, demographics that have 

incredible talents that are yet to be 
tapped into. 

I believe that we can tap into those 
talents, and I believe that those talents 
can be highlighted, they can be 
brought out, and they can be enhanced 
by allowing our education systems to 
be adaptive, to be able to train these 
young people, young adults, the future 
of rural America, to give them the 
skills that they need so that they can 
become a competitive part of the 21st 
century economy. 

I think that many of our States that 
have large metropolitan areas like we 
do in Georgia with Metro Atlanta have 
a desire to tap into this wealth of tal-
ent in this workforce that exists in 
rural Georgia, and I believe that it 
gives families a chance to stay to-
gether because it creates economic op-
portunities for families in rural Geor-
gia that simply do not exist right now. 

So think of a vision for rural Amer-
ica where we are connected with new 
infrastructure and information tech-
nology systems that allow the talent 
that we have congregated in rural 
Georgia, every small town across this 
great Nation, to be able to harness that 
power, to tie it back into our metro-
politan centers, to create vibrant eco-
nomic opportunities, let us figure out 
ways to harness that economic oppor-
tunity to be able to generate revenue 
to further enhance our school systems 
and enhance our communities in rural 
America. 

We have incredible talent, and we 
need to bring that talent to the top. We 
need to make sure that the talent 
stays in rural Georgia and all of our 
communities, and I believe that we can 
do that. 

We have got to make the commit-
ment to build infrastructure across 
this Nation as we have in the past, and 
I believe the future of rural America is 
with rural broadband creating business 
and educational opportunities where 
we are going to harness tremendous 
talent and reap tremendous benefits. 

Rural America is so important to the 
fabric of our Nation. It is so important 
to the people, to the leadership, to our 
economy, to who we are. The greatness 
and the freedoms that we enjoy are ex-
emplified nowhere better than in rural 
America. 

I am proud to be from rural America, 
I am proud to raise my family there, 
and I believe that the future is bright. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Georgia for 
his comments, and what a strong lead-
er he has been for our freshmen class, 
and what a great representation of his 
district in the great State of Georgia. 

And who knows better about the 
challenges of sustaining rural commu-
nities than a mayor who is fighting the 
fight at the local level. And so I am 
just so grateful that he spoke from his 
heart this evening about our friends 
and family and our neighbors back 
home in small town America. 

I have got another good friend and a 
guy who knows something about rural 
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America. His district takes up almost 
the entire State of Nebraska. He has 
had Nebraska as his home and his fam-
ily’s home for six generations. 

He served at the local level and at 
the State level, but his greatest claim 
to fame is that he married a good 
friend of mine who served with me in 
the George W. Bush White House, An-
drea. And I didn’t know him before An-
drea, but she has done a great job of 
cleaning him up, and I look forward to 
his comments. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the Rep-
resentative from Nebraska’s Third Dis-
trict (Mr. SMITH). 

Mr. SMITH of Nebraska. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank Congressman ARRINGTON for 
yielding. It is great to join him and 
others here this evening to really cele-
brate rural America. 

A lot happens in rural America. Of-
tentimes, it kind of flies under the 
radar. That is okay. That is generally 
the way rural Americans like it. It is 
interesting. As I represent the 75 coun-
ties of Nebraska’s Third District, it is 
part of two different time zones and 
just a diverse perspective there of 
many different Nebraskans. 

I would say that anecdotally, at 
least, the most common request among 
my constituents is to be left alone. And 
it is interesting that when we talk 
about policies like waters of the U.S. 
or various—healthcare, interestingly, 
you know, a lot of promises were made 
there that haven’t panned out, and so I 
am grateful that I can represent so 
many Nebraskans who are focused on 
solutions, and I seek to really reflect 
their ideas as solutions here in Wash-
ington. 

Obviously, there is a lot happening 
now. I would say all too much or all 
too often there is so much bickering 
that we can’t get to the solutions that 
we know will help the American peo-
ple. 

I am proud to represent the top pro-
ducing agriculture district in the coun-
try, and of course, with 75 counties, we 
have a lot of production, whether it is 
livestock, whether it is row crops. I am 
happy to have helped start the Modern 
Agriculture Caucus, and I am grateful 
for colleagues participating in this ef-
fort to focus on new ways of doing 
things in terms of agriculture. 

We know that, obviously, agriculture 
has been around a long time, and 
things change. Resources can change 
oftentimes, but I am glad that we can 
focus on new ways of doing things that 
we know are good for the environment. 
We conserve resources, natural re-
sources and others, as we focus on re-
search that has led to increased yields 
for our crops so that we can help feed 
the world. 

We know that many countries around 
the world look to America as leaders in 
agriculture, especially production agri-
culture, and so I am glad to help reflect 
to those successes, help celebrate those 
successes. 

Who would have thought that not so 
long ago, who would have thought that 

today, we can have record yields 
amidst a drought. That not only helps 
producers, that helps consumers, and 
that literally helps every person 
around the world. 

And America is a big country, we 
know that, and oftentimes there seems 
to be somewhat of a disconnect be-
tween rural America and urban Amer-
ica. 

Interestingly, I like to share this 
story. There was a very well-meaning 
civil servant who visited rural Ne-
braska a while back, and we were tour-
ing part of Nebraska. We turned onto a 
gravel road, and this well-meaning in-
dividual said it had been about 20 years 
since he traveled on a gravel road. 

I don’t think there was any intended 
disrespect at all, but certainly a dif-
ference of perspective. And so here we 
are, literally raising the awareness of 
all of America in terms of what we can 
do in rural America as we do focus on 
helping feed the world, helping feed 
America, certainly, but applying bio-
technology out across the fields and 
across the prairies of rural America. 

And when it comes to trade, we know 
that we are good at producing agri-
culture products. We want to sell our 
products around the world, especially 
when 96 percent of these customers re-
side outside our country. So that is 
why I hope that we can focus on trade 
policies moving forward so that we can 
bring some prosperity to the home 
front amidst a struggling ag economy. 

Let us be honest about that. Crop 
prices are not what they were, but 
property taxes are still high, input 
costs are still high, and we want to do 
what we can to bring stronger market 
prices to agriculture. 

b 1815 

That is why we want to and we need 
to focus on the global economy that is 
so important. 

I am grateful to have the opportunity 
to stand here and really celebrate rural 
America, as we do have so many of the 
solutions that our country needs right 
now. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I am 
honored that the gentleman from Ne-
braska joined us to lift our voices high, 
as our flag of rural America flies high 
in this House. We think about those 
families, those middle and working 
class families, every day as we govern 
on behalf of the people we represent. 

Mr. Speaker, I have got another gen-
tleman who I am learning a great deal 
from as I serve with him on the House 
Agriculture Committee and the House 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. He is 
a very passionate man from the great 
State of Illinois’ 12th District. He is a 
firefighter, the son and grandson of 
coal miners, and a proud daddy. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Illinois (Mr. BOST). 

Mr. BOST. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman from Texas for hosting this 
Special Order on rural America. 

I am a proud resident of a rural dis-
trict in southern Illinois. If you are 

from Illinois, you understand that the 
‘‘S’’ is capitalized on the word ‘‘south-
ern’’; and that is because it is a unique 
area in itself. It is nowhere near—and 
there are great people in the Chicago 
area, but we are farther—well, actually 
the district starts just across from St. 
Louis and goes south to where the Mis-
sissippi River and the Ohio River come 
together. There are a lot of farming 
communities there. 

In my opinion, though, we don’t talk 
enough about our rural communities 
here on the House floor. So, I am really 
glad that we are having that oppor-
tunity tonight. 

In so many ways, you have to realize 
that our rural areas are the backbone 
of this country. But if you listen to the 
media and the advertisers and the Hol-
lywood producers, you would think 
there wasn’t anything between the 
East Coast and the West Coast. But, let 
me tell you, I am here today to say 
that there is. 

Too many of these small commu-
nities are struggling, trying to get 
through, and, quite often, are weighed 
down by things that we do here in 
Washington. They want investment. 
They care about the growth of their 
communities and they care about jobs. 

But when the press talks about jobs, 
the same industries that come up every 
time are the tech startups, the con-
sulting firms, the real estate compa-
nies, and the new restaurant chains. 
Those are all good, but one group that 
doesn’t get talked about enough is our 
farmers. 

And let me tell you, that is not some-
thing new. It has happened over many 
years. This Nation’s farmers have 
planted and kept us fed for all the 
years this great Nation has been in ex-
istence. 

And I am going to tell you that Ben-
jamin Franklin called farming the only 
honest way to acquire wealth. Thomas 
Jefferson said our government would 
remain virtuous as long as it remained 
chiefly agricultural. Illinois’ own Abra-
ham Lincoln was born into farming and 
described agriculture as a great call-
ing. 

In southern Illinois, beginning farm-
ers tell me their cost of doing business 
is climbing and their income is shrink-
ing. 

This is not the first time this has 
happened. I want to kind of express a 
story that took place several years 
ago. 

Right now, in the Agriculture Com-
mittee, we are working on the farm 
bill. Well, the first farm bill came into 
existence because then-President Ron-
ald Reagan began to hear from the 
farmers around this Nation of the prob-
lems that they were facing and the 
concerns that they had. And one in par-
ticular farmer, a man by the name of 
Herman Krone, who lives in a little 
town called Du Quoin, Illinois, about 18 
to 20 miles from my home, wrote a let-
ter. Because back then you didn’t send 
emails and you didn’t send texts. You 
actually wrote letters. He sent it to the 
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President, not thinking that he would 
get a response, but he just wanted to 
voice his concern of his son Rick, and 
was Rick going to stay in the family 
business. Well, he really couldn’t be-
cause of the high risk of doing business 
in our agricultural communities. 

Well, one night—as a matter of fact, 
it was a Sunday night, if I remember 
correctly, because I heard this story 
from Herman himself before he 
passed—the phone rang. Now, I under-
stand it wasn’t a cell phone, like we 
have now. It was actually hardwired to 
the wall. The phone rang, he reached 
over and picked it up, and someone 
asked: Is this Herman Krone? Mr. 
Krone? 

He said: Yes. 
They said: Can you hold for the 

President? 
Herman said: The president of what? 
The man on the other end said: The 

President of the United States, Mr. 
Ronald Reagan. 

He said: Well, you are kidding me? 
The man said: No, Mr. Krone. It real-

ly is. 
Sure enough, the President himself 

called Herman. 
He said: Herman, I read your letter, 

and I realize that you understand what 
the problems are that the rural farmers 
are facing today. 

He said: I will tell you what I would 
like to do. I would like to come to your 
farm. You bring a group of your agri-
cultural people together and I want to 
talk with them. 

And, sure enough, the next month or 
so, President Ronald Reagan came. The 
conversation he had, along with other 
conversations he had around this 
United States, led to the first farm bill. 

We are working on that farm bill 
right now. But farming and ranching 
operations are getting squeezed, due to 
low commodity prices, just like they 
were then. And the need for increased 
credit, in order to expand the diversity, 
has to be done. 

Small family-owned businesses are 
most affected. We hear about corporate 
farming, but the fact is, 97 percent of 
American farms are family-owned 
farms. 

That is why one of the bills that I 
have introduced is known as the BALE 
Act, which is to modernize the Guaran-
teed and Direct Loan program at the 
USDA to better reflect the costs of 
farming because times have changed. It 
is our job here in this House to remem-
ber that we are dealing with those 
rural areas and the farmers that are in 
them. 

Now, this will help the next genera-
tion of producers make their mark on 
the industry. As Republicans and 
Democrats, we need to work together 
on more ideas like this one. We need to 
keep focused on the heartland because 
these are the red-blooded Americans 
who love their country and deserve a 
voice. 

By addressing the needs of hard-
working families who are too often for-
gotten, we can strengthen these com-

munities for generations to come. It 
really is all about the next generation. 

Each one of us in this House hopes 
and prays that this Nation holds and 
grows, and the next generation has to 
come up. We need that generation of 
farmers to make sure that they stay on 
the farm. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Illinois for 
his heartfelt comments about rural 
America. I am so proud to be shoulder 
to shoulder with him in this righteous 
cause. 

Mr. Speaker, I now have the greatest 
privilege of the night for me, because 
this man has been a mentor and a 
friend for many years and has probably 
done as much as anybody to welcome 
me and coach me up so I can represent 
west Texas to the best my abilities. He 
is from the 25th District of Texas, and 
he is an all-American baseball player. 
Let me tell you, he won back then and 
he is winning now. I am just so proud 
that he is on the side of rural America 
and helping rural America win in the 
outcomes of public policy so we can 
keep it strong and vibrant and keep 
America great. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. WILLIAMS). 

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for that nice introduc-
tion, I thank him for what he is doing, 
and I thank him for bringing rural 
America together tonight in the peo-
ple’s House. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to take 
this time to recognize rural America 
and the impact it has on our Nation. 
Rural America makes up 72 percent of 
our country’s land, and roughly 46.2 
million Americans simply call it home. 

Our country has been relying on 
rural America since the beginning. It is 
where our roots are, where our values 
are, and where our heritage began. 

The 25th District of Texas, which I 
am honored to represent, has tens of 
thousands of hardworking men and 
women who are employed in the agri-
cultural industry. These men and 
women make up a large driving force 
that help supply our Nation’s families 
with products we would be unable to 
get otherwise. 

But it is more than that. These folks 
instill values, such as hard work, eth-
ics, taking days on and not taking days 
off, doing the right thing, and taking 
care of your neighbor. This is the fab-
ric of our Nation that is passed on from 
generation to generation. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to high-
light a few specific rural areas in my 
district that are truly making a dif-
ference. 

Located in Stephenville, Texas, the 
Tarleton State University’s Southwest 
Regional Dairy Center is a one-of-a- 
kind facility. This establishment is 
home to hundreds of cows that are used 
for teaching purposes, research for 
higher education, and directly contrib-
utes to the dairy industry in Texas and 
all of the Southwest. I am proud to rep-
resent this unique institution that not 

only provides goods to our Nation, but 
also serves as a learning institute, so 
we can train the dairy farmers of to-
morrow. 

I would also like to recognize the Co-
manche Peak Nuclear Power Plant, lo-
cated in rural Glen Rose, Texas. This 
power plant has been providing reliable 
clean power to Texas’ electric grid for 
almost 27 years. Taking up approxi-
mately 10,000 acres of land, this plant 
can power about 1.15 million homes. 
Their standard of quality is what has 
made Comanche Peak one of the best 
nuclear power plants in the Nation, 
and I am proud to represent it in our 
district. 

It is because of rural places like 
these and the people that work there 
that our country is able to run depend-
ably and efficiently. It is why America 
is the greatest country in the world. 
And we sometimes think Texas might 
be the best place in America. 

I applaud their efforts, and I look for-
ward to continuing to represent them 
here in the United States Congress. 
And I remind you that you need to go 
see the 25th District. You are going to 
like it. 

But the people in the 25th District 
just ask several things. They just ask 
that we believe in the Constitution. 
They just ask that we have a con-
science. They just ask that we listen to 
them. And they also just ask that we 
read the Bible. I am proud to represent 
the people in the 25th District. 

In God we trust. 
Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 

thank the gentleman from the great 
State of Texas. I appreciate his friend-
ship, his mentorship, and that acid test 
that he taught me when I first stepped 
foot on the floor of the House of Rep-
resentatives—your conscience, your 
constituents, the Bible, the Constitu-
tion. If you vote that way, you are 
going to do right by your children and 
grandchildren. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank ROGER WIL-
LIAMS, a great American. 

Mr. Speaker, I have another col-
league here. He came here because he 
feels so passionate about rural Amer-
ica. I am so grateful that he is here. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my colleague 
from the great State of Texas (Mr. 
GOHMERT). 

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Mr. ARRINGTON for his dedication to 
rural America. That is the heartland. I 
thank him for knowing that and rep-
resenting his district so well. 

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from Texas for 
those remarks. 

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

f 

HEALTHCARE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 

FITZPATRICK). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the 
gentleman from California (Mr. 
GARAMENDI) is recognized for 60 min-
utes as the designee of the minority 
leader. 
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Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 

want to follow along on my Republican 
colleagues, as they were talking about 
rural America. 

As a son of rural America, I agree 
with much of what they said about the 
role of the Federal Government in pro-
viding support in so many different 
ways to rural America. Many of the 
programs that they were talking about 
are really found in the effort of the 
U.S. Government to rebuild rural 
America following or during the days 
of the Great Depression. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to put up here on 
my easel one of the key documents. 
This is actually etched in the marble 
at the Franklin Delano Roosevelt Me-
morial here in Washington, D.C. I 
think it is instructive as we talk about 
rural America and what is going on in 
rural America today, and really across 
all of America. 

During the height of the Depression, 
Franklin Delano Roosevelt said these 
words: 

‘‘The test of our progress is not 
whether we add more to the abundance 
of those who have much; it is whether 
we provide enough for those who have 
too little.’’ 

During those days of the Depression, 
rural America was hurting, it was dev-
astated, and many of the programs 
that we just heard about from our Re-
publican colleagues were put in place 
at that time. 

In 2010, the Congress of the United 
States, together with President 
Obama, put in place another program 
that significantly helped rural Amer-
ica. Today—in fact, just a couple of 
hours ago—the United States Senate 
moved to remove from rural America 
the pillar of healthcare that has pro-
vided millions of those 46 million 
Americans in rural America with 
healthcare. 

b 1830 
Through the expansion of the Med-

icaid program, the Medi-Cal program 
in California, many of my constituents 
in rural America were able to get 
healthcare for the first time, and they 
were also able to get insurance because 
of the cost share reduction program 
where their insurance premiums on the 
exchanges were reduced to a level that 
they could afford. 

A significant program for rural 
America is now in jeopardy as a result 
of the Congress of the United States 
passing legislation a couple of months 
ago that would repeal the Affordable 
Care Act and replace it with whole 
cloth, ripping apart the Medicaid Ex-
pansion program so that across this 
Nation some 16 million Americans 
would lose their Medicaid coverage im-
mediately, and more beyond that. 

So in the initial year, 2018, 10 million 
Americans, many of them in rural 
America, would lose their health cov-
erage. Across this Nation in the out- 
years, by 2025, 24 million Americans 
would lose their health coverage as a 
result of the actions of the Republicans 
here in Congress. 

Today, just a couple of hours ago, the 
Senate decided to move forward to 
make it even worse, to repeal and 
maybe not even replace, so that 32 mil-
lion people would lose their coverage if 
that were to happen. Eighteen million 
in 2018 and 2019 would lose their health 
coverage under the program that was 
proposed by the U.S. Senate last week. 

Unbelievable that, here on the floor, 
we heard a discussion about rural 
America and the needs of rural Amer-
ica. 

I am here to tell you, as the son of 
rural America, I grew up on a ranch 2 
miles from a community that had 500 
people in it, that had a three-room 
schoolhouse and just five of us in the 
eighth grade class. I have raised my 
children in a community twice as 
large, a thousand people in rural Amer-
ica, and I know that the people in my 
community today depend upon the Af-
fordable Care Act, ObamaCare, for the 
healthcare coverage that they now 
have. 

In California, over 5 million Califor-
nians gained coverage. The uninsured 
rate dropped by 50 percent, from 18 to 
just over 9 percent. 

Why? Why on Earth would we neglect 
this, these statements, this moral im-
perative set down by Franklin Delano 
Roosevelt. It is not what we are going 
to do for the wealthy. 

And keep this in mind, that the legis-
lation that passed this House and re-
peated over in the Senate would be the 
largest transfer of wealth of any legis-
lation ever—ever—by the Congress of 
the United States, transferring more 
than a trillion dollars from the men 
and women who have been able to gain 
coverage in their healthcare. 

This is real money taken out of their 
pockets as these programs disappear 
because of the repeal and the replace-
ment: a trillion dollars taken from the 
working men and women and the poor 
in America and transferred to the 
wealthy. That is what the legislation 
did that passed this House; that is what 
is being considered in the Senate at 
this moment: a monumental transfer of 
wealth, the largest transfer of wealth 
in any single piece of legislation. 

How can it be, if this is the test, not 
what we are doing for the wealthy, not 
for those who have much, but, rather, 
for those in rural America and urban 
America who have so little? 

America ought to be upset. America 
ought to be outraged at what is hap-
pening today. 

We need to build America. We need a 
better America. We need better jobs. 
We need better wages. We need better 
healthcare, better education. 

That is what we need, but where is 
this Congress going? It is going in ex-
actly the opposite direction. It is tak-
ing money out of the pockets of Ameri-
cans, rural and urban and everybody in 
between, transferring a trillion dollars 
from their pockets to the super-
wealthy. 

Who are they? Five members, includ-
ing the President, in the Cabinet of the 

United States are among the super-
wealthy, the 400 wealthiest families in 
America. They are there in the Cabi-
net, in the President’s office. 

What do they stand to gain? A $4 mil-
lion, $5 million, $6 million, $7 million 
reduction in their taxes. 

What do the working men and women 
of America stand to gain? Their 
healthcare is going to be taken away 
from them, not just in the reduction of 
the cost sharing, but also in the fact 
that, as we know it today, the insur-
ance market itself will be so desta-
bilized, so destabilized by the proposed 
action of the Senate and the House, 
that it will really enter a death spiral, 
because the proposed laws allow the 
healthy to opt out, and those who need 
insurance would continue to try to get 
their insurance in an ever-increasing 
market of people who have high health 
expenses. That is called a death spiral. 

I know this. I was the insurance com-
missioner in California for 8 years, and 
we fought all those 8 years, from 1991 
until I left that office in 2006, we 
fought to try to put in place laws that 
are now in place as a result of 
ObamaCare. The insurance companies 
cannot discriminate on the basis of 
preexisting conditions. The fact that 
you are a woman, the fact that you are 
older, they cannot discriminate. But 
the bill that is now being debated in 
the Senate and will be back here in the 
House allows for a return to those days 
of discrimination. 

So if you happen to need healthcare, 
if you happen to have a preexisting 
condition, if you happen to have high 
blood pressure, diabetes, or you happen 
to be 60 years or 50 years of age, you 
will be hit with a heavy increase in 
your premiums, perhaps two- to three-
fold increases. That is what they are 
promising Americans. 

We can’t let it happen. And interest-
ingly enough, America is pushing back. 
They say: No more. No more. What we 
want is better healthcare. We don’t 
want to lose our healthcare policy. 
What we want is better education. We 
want you in Congress to work on the 
education systems, on the skills that 
my children need, your children need 
to be able to get a decent job. 

Americans want higher wages. They 
don’t want their healthcare ripped 
away as is happening here. They want 
us to focus on infrastructure. They 
want us to focus on the well-paying 
jobs that occur from infrastructure. 
Better jobs, better wages, better 
healthcare, better education—that is 
where we are going. 

And by God, we are going to protect 
the Affordable Care Act and we are 
going to stand with Americans. We are 
going to stand with Americans all 
across this Nation that say: No, we are 
not going to let it happen. 

Mr. Trump, I know that you prom-
ised a repeal, but you are wrong, Mr. 
President, you are wrong. 

Mr. Speaker, I pass that message on 
to the President. You should not take 
away from working men and women 
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who, for the first time, are able to get 
their healthcare and are able to afford 
the private sector market or are able 
to get on the Medicaid programs. You 
should not take it away so that you 
can give, to the superwealthy, a tril-
lion dollars. It is outrageous. 

I need to take a deep breath. I am a 
bit riled up. I am a bit riled up when I 
hear my colleagues come in and talk 
about rural America, where I know, 
from my experience in my district, 
there is an opioid epidemic and 
methamphetamines, and I know that 
those people are dependent upon the 
Medicaid program that they intend to 
rip away. 

Okay. Calm down, JOHN. Don’t get 
too excited. Don’t get too mad. Take a 
deep breath and turn it over to my col-
league from the East Coast. 

Congressman TONKO, you and I have 
been on this floor many times talking 
about making it in America, about 
jobs, about making it better for edu-
cation. Give me a chance to take a 
deep breath. 

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman from California for 
yielding. 

Certainly I understand the anger, 
Representative GARAMENDI, and I know 
I am not alone. I know all of my col-
leagues are hearing the outbursts in 
our given districts about the foolish-
ness and the hard-heartedness of tak-
ing away a very valuable asset. 
Healthcare coverage is so important 
now to the American public, but in a 
particular way, it is near and dear to 
those who most recently realized that 
coverage. 

I will tell you, being on this floor 
when the Affordable Care Act was 
passed, that was a monumental effort. 
It was difficult to launch that program. 
It took a lot of hard work, years of 
messaging, going to hearings, working 
those amendments that were suggested 
into the discussion, and making cer-
tain that the package met the mission 
that we embarked upon. So it is impor-
tant now to make certain that we only 
go forward and upward from this mo-
ment. 

Like many programs before the Af-
fordable Care Act—Social Security, 
Medicare, Medicaid—they were dif-
ficult to launch; but unlike those pro-
grams, Congress and the Presidents in 
those given eras came forward and 
said: Okay. What did we learn from 
that launch? How can we improve upon 
the package? How can we strengthen 
some of the dynamics of concern? 

Here we have people, as you indi-
cated, that are not only unwilling to 
make those reforms possible, but dis-
guising what they call healthcare re-
form in the name of a tax package for 
the wealthy. How vulgar is that, when 
you can sweep the dollars, the savings 
from denying people healthcare cov-
erage, and utilize it to relieve taxes for 
those most comfortable in our society? 
For those 400 households of which you 
spoke, the on-average relief was on the 
order of $7 million. Imagine that: tak-

ing away healthcare from people who 
live paycheck to paycheck in some 
cases, and using that to provide for tax 
relief for those most comfortable. 

That is not in keeping with the spirit 
of this legislation. It is not in keeping 
with the harmony that was necessary 
to create this legislation. 

The spirit was to speak to the funda-
mental needs of healthcare for individ-
uals and families across this country to 
be able to get past difficult moments 
and situations like preexisting condi-
tions, preexisting conditions that can 
be with an individual toddler from the 
moment of birth, as we have heard in 
the news. 

This hard-hearted approach, this 
senseless attitude, this insensitive ex-
pression to Americans across this 
country by these reform efforts, today 
we know that the United States Senate 
went forth with a vote to proceed on 
their efforts. What will it be? Straight-
forward repeal, as the President rec-
ommends, where 30-plus million people 
lose their healthcare coverage, you rip 
it away from those tens of millions? Or 
will it be repeal and delay? Or will it be 
repeal and replace? 

So far with the iterations, the 
versions of healthcare reform that have 
come forth from this House, that were 
approved in this House and sent over to 
the Senate, those devised by the Sen-
ate have been heartless. 

This is about expressing compassion, 
about being just and fair. 

Just this weekend I was with groups 
of constituents. The first that comes to 
mind is a fundraising effort for individ-
uals who live with cystic fibrosis. Be-
fore I was even to walk into the room, 
where hundreds of people gathered to 
support the efforts for this cause, indi-
vidual sets of parents came to me and 
said: Keep up the fight to keep Med-
icaid in the equation. 

b 1845 
Our daughter, our son, can’t do it 

without Medicaid. And these people 
were proud of their given children, 
adult children, in some cases, who had 
graduated with honors, played ath-
letics and were athletes, star athletes 
in their high school years who, then, 
earned full scholarships to college. And 
his daughter made him most proud; he 
cited that moment of pride when he 
witnessed her on her campus wheeling 
her IV to class. 

That is what we see out there, moti-
vation, inspiration, respect for people 
who live with difficult challenges in 
life. And we were responding as a com-
passionate society, one that should 
separate us from the rest of the world 
because, within our abundance, we 
want to share that with everybody. 

And it is so wonderful, Representa-
tive GARAMENDI, that you would bring 
that quote from the memorial, that 
speaks to the abundance of those who 
have where we are, evidently, with 
some of the constructs of legislation 
here, adding to that abundance, at the 
expense of those who have precious lit-
tle. And so we can do better than this. 

One other gathering that I attended 
was for developmentally disabled, dif-
ferently-abled individuals whose pro-
grams focus and strengthen their abili-
ties, focus upon and strengthen their 
abilities; again, people approaching me 
saying: Keep up the fight for Medicaid. 

We cannot, our consumers cannot, do 
it. Our loved ones cannot do it without 
Medicaid. And I think the rejection of 
Medicaid expansion in this House that 
was offered by this House, by this 
town, by Washington, to the many 
States across the country, the rejec-
tion by those States, I believe, was 
sheer politics. And so, we denied people 
in States who pay Federal taxes the 
benefits of Medicaid expansion. 

What sense does that make? What 
heart does that show? We are better 
than that. We are better than that. 

Finally, I will say this, because I 
know we have colleagues who are look-
ing to share their thoughts and their 
stories. I looked at some constituents 
this weekend, in the eyes, and in heart-
felt conversation said: Do you think it 
is fair, do you think it is just to rip 
away healthcare from people so you 
can afford a tax cut for the very 
wealthy? Is it fair to deny preexisting 
condition coverage for individuals? Is 
it unfair to take it away? 

What about the essential health ben-
efits package, those of our neighbors 
and friends who struggle, who live with 
mental illness and mental health dis-
orders, those who are dealing with the 
illness of addiction? Is it fair not to 
help them? 

I looked at them, and I said: Okay, I 
know who you voted for. This is a na-
tion where we have the freedom of 
choice. But when we vote for whom-
ever, it is also our duty, our responsi-
bility to see if they are acting accord-
ingly. Do you think your candidate of 
choice is being fair and just? 

They couldn’t answer me about that 
situation. They wanted to redirect the 
conversation. Why? 

Because I think it is difficult to say 
that people, leaders in this town, the 
President and leaders in the House and 
the leaders in the Senate, are not lis-
tening to America; and so it is unfair 
to utilize the sweeping of services, of 
healthcare and response to tens of mil-
lions of individuals and families, and 
utilize those dollars for a tax cut for 
the wealthy. 

We are going to watch this aggres-
sively, with laser sharp focus. The peo-
ple of America have spoken. They are 
continuing to speak. They don’t like 
the injustices. They don’t like the un-
fairness. They don’t like the calculated 
ripping away of healthcare insurance 
for tens of millions of people. Whether 
it is 30, 23, 22, 21, whatever the 
iteration, shame on us for allowing 
something like that to happen. 

America deserves to be—as an indus-
trialized nation that did not have ac-
cess, affordability, and quality of care 
as givens for many households in this 
country, they need to express those 
terms in a much better format. 
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Mr. Speaker, I thank Representative 

GARAMENDI for leading us in a discus-
sion this hour to alert people to the 
fact that the Democrats in this House 
are still battling for those families 
that would have healthcare coverage 
ripped from them so that we can afford 
a tax cut for the wealthy. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank the gentleman from New York. 

The view from the great State of New 
York and the State of California, some-
where in between those two States lies 
the State of New Mexico. I yield to the 
gentlewoman from New Mexico (Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM) to share 
with us the view from the great State 
of New Mexico. 

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 
New Mexico. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank my colleague, Mr. GARAMENDI, 
and certainly thank Mr. TONKO for 
their incredible statements about what 
is really at risk and why it is at risk. 

I think it is very important for view-
ers, and our constituents, and families, 
to really understand that this is not a 
healthcare debate. This is not a 
healthcare reform measure. 

Nothing that has occurred and passed 
in the House or in the Senate has in-
volved serious discussion or debate of 
any kind of healthcare reform because 
what this really is, as you stated, is a 
tax break, not just for the wealthiest 
of Americans, but for two critical cor-
porations, insurance companies and 
pharmaceutical companies, who, I as-
sure you, do not need additional tax 
breaks, who are still making record 
profits. And when we look at the phar-
maceutical industry, in particular, it 
has been one of the most profitable in-
dustries in America’s history. 

So this is an effort to provide more 
benefits to the three groups who do not 
need these benefits; and the way in 
which they pay for it is to remove 
healthcare benefits from millions of 
Americans. And as the gentleman 
pointed out, 32 million Americans are 
at risk of losing their healthcare, and 
many more who are in jeopardy of hav-
ing to pay far more for the benefits 
that are necessary and lifesaving. 

I really wanted to weigh in because 
States like mine, rural, frontier, very 
poor States, in fact, we have the most 
to lose of any State in the Nation if 
this draconian measure, which is one 
step closer, is passed in the Senate 
after today’s procedural vote. 

It means $11.4 billion out of our econ-
omy. It is a devastating blow to one of 
the poorest States in the Nation, who 
has one of the highest percentages of 
individuals in Medicaid to the expan-
sion. 

For the first time in my lifetime, I 
am seeing New Mexicans in a position 
to have access to care, the right care at 
the right time at the right place. If 
this country is going to get healthcare 
right, then we have got to make sure 
that people have access so we are not 
the sickest population in one of the 
wealthiest countries in the world. 

The only way that you do that is pro-
viding access. We provide access in the 

Affordable Care Act by giving people 
subsidies and asking insurance compa-
nies to treat their beneficiaries and en-
rollees fairly, right? Subsidies to afford 
those premiums, by making sure that 
they have to cover preexisting condi-
tions, by making sure that they are not 
making women and other populations 
pay more for their care. 

This is a Congress that has an obliga-
tion to address the things that both 
Republicans in Congress and pharma-
ceutical companies and insurance com-
panies have done to us, not for us. Pre-
miums are still too often too high; 
copays still too often too high; and 
deductibles, still too high. 

But is that the fault of the Demo-
crats or an administration that worked 
to make sure that insurance companies 
got payments to deal with the rising 
costs of folks with serious catastrophic 
illnesses and chronic disease? No, it is 
Republicans who refuse to continue to 
fund those risk corridors and those 
cost-sharing mechanisms. 

Did we do anything in this Congress 
to require pharmaceutical companies 
who sell the very same drugs for 10 
cents on a dollar to nations around the 
world, to make sure that you got a fair 
drug price, after your tax dollars 
helped those same pharmaceutical 
companies do the research required? 
And then we give them patent protec-
tions to make the most possible 
money, including now protections on 
generic brand drugs? 

No, we did nothing to hold that in-
dustry accountable, which would mean 
lower costs for consumers. 

But what I know happens for sure 
with this bill is, not only do they rip 
the rug out from under any of those 
protections by hardworking New Mexi-
cans and hardworking Americans who 
deserve the protection and the knowl-
edge that their healthcare will be there 
for them tomorrow, we also close every 
rural community health center, every 
rural hospital at risk in the country, 
which is why no hospitals, no doctors, 
no insurance companies, no pharma-
ceutical companies—because who are 
they going to sell these proceeds to— 
are supporting this bill. 

And the Senate is ignoring every Re-
publican Governor whose State took up 
Medicaid, who is saying this is a dis-
aster. They want something else. 

Yet this is the path we are under be-
cause it would be more important to 
give tax breaks than to do this—to pro-
tect Mr. Templeton in my State, who 
was diagnosed with prostate cancer in 
December 2016. He began treatments in 
January 2017. 

He explained in an email that, with-
out the ACA, he is not able to afford 
any of his treatments. He said: ‘‘Am I 
being sentenced to death by Congress? 
How many more U.S. citizens are out 
there like me?’’ 

The answer to Mr. Templeton’s ques-
tion is there are at least 32 million. 

As I close with what I think is an 
outrageous effort by Republicans in the 
House and the Senate, and by that pro-

cedural vote in the Senate, is at the 
same time they are looking at ripping 
healthcare away from millions of 
Americans, they are willing to put $1.6 
billion into a wall that they promised 
that Americans would not pay for. 

Here is an idea. You have got $1.6 bil-
lion to invest; invest that to protect 
folks with their costs under the ACA. 
Give more subsidies. 

Let’s deal with Medicaid fairly. Let’s 
make sure that we drop prescription 
drug costs. Let’s lower copays. Let’s 
invest in rural community health cen-
ters more. Let’s have a targeted effort 
to deal, as you said, with opioid and 
substance abuse problems that were 
created by pharmaceutical companies. 
Let’s do that. 

If you really care, this is money that 
would hire more nurses. This is money 
that would hire thousands more teach-
ers. This is money that would put thou-
sands of New Mexicans and Americans 
back to work in better, safer, more pro-
ductive infrastructure for our futures— 
our very future, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. 
Speaker, at stake by the wrong path 
and the draconian efforts today in the 
Senate. 

I thank the gentleman for the oppor-
tunity to highlight how terrible these 
efforts are and how important it is for 
us to encourage our supporters to fight 
for fairness and justice in this country. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, 
America has been enlightened by the 
gentlewoman’s very forthright state-
ment. The voice of New Mexico has 
been heard here on the House floor, Ms. 
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM. I cannot tell 
you how much I appreciate that mes-
sage from New Mexico and what it 
means with the repeal of the Affordable 
Care Act. Thank you so very much for 
doing that, a very powerful statement, 
a very powerful voice on behalf of New 
Mexicans and Americans. 

Somewhere between New Mexico and 
New York lies the State of Ohio, and, 
Ms. KAPTUR, you have represented that 
State so very well for a few years here. 
We won’t say exactly how many years. 
But over those years, you have always 
been the voice for the working men and 
women of Ohio. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Ohio (Ms. KAPTUR). 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Congressman GARAMENDI and Congress-
man TONKO for their comments. It is a 
pleasure to be with them tonight, and 
also Congresswoman MICHELLE LUJAN 
GRISHAM. She really has been such a 
leader, not just for New Mexico, but for 
the whole issue of health across our 
country. I am really pleased to join all 
of them. 

And I will just say, as a member of 
the Appropriations Committee, the 
American people should know, this 
past week we tried very hard to pass an 
amendment that would simply ask the 
executive branch to report back to us 
on how much money we were spending 
as a country in Medicare, Medicaid, at 
the VA, the Department of Defense, for 
certain classes of drugs in our country. 
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Now, don’t you think it would be 

right for us to know, since we are 
spending tax dollars, that if we are 
spending more money on, let’s say, a 
diabetic medicine than a heart medi-
cine, whatever medicine it is, it would 
be good for us to do cost accounting to 
go back and look at what we are pay-
ing? 

Do you know we were not able to get 
that simple reporting-back amendment 
on how much pharmaceuticals are cost-
ing the people of the United States, be-
cause the Republican members of our 
committee blocked it. 

b 1900 

Ms. KAPTUR. They voted ‘‘no.’’ They 
don’t want to know how much the 
American people are spending through 
their tax dollars at the Federal level 
because the goal is to figure out how 
this money was being spent and to hold 
those companies responsible to look at 
what costs were over time and so forth. 

It is amazing and it is really wrong 
what the pharmaceutical industry is 
doing to the people of this country. 
They are killing people. People cannot 
afford the medicine that they need. 

Yesterday, and I give this as home-
work, in The New York Times, there 
was a great story titled, ‘‘When Health 
Law Isn’t Enough, the Desperate Line 
Up at Tents.’’ It was written by what 
must be a brilliant young reporter 
named Trip Gabriel, and it reported 
about a charity group in our country 
called the Remote Area Medical Expe-
dition. They were in Wise, Virginia, 
somewhere south of here. 

What it is is a group of charitable 
citizens who are in optometry. They 
are doctors. They are dentists. They 
donate their time over a weekend, and 
they go to places in our country that 
don’t have medical care. 

So no American should assume that 
everybody has care and that everybody 
has insurance, even with the current 
system. 

I will tell you, if you want your eyes 
opened, read that story. 

Over one weekend, over 2,000 people 
came. There were people there who 
were diabetic who had no medication. 
One woman, they reported in the story, 
came with a dispenser for insulin, but 
the needle was broken. Her glucose 
reading was over 500. 

They talked about people who were 
there for glasses. They couldn’t afford 
glasses. One woman was diagnosed with 
vision of 20/100 in one eye, and they 
were looking for glasses that would fit 
her. 

They had a gentleman who was 
coughing, and he thought he had black 
lung disease. It turned out what he 
really had was sleep apnea. Finally 
somebody diagnosed what his problem 
was. 

They start out with the story about a 
gentleman who showed up at that 
event, and he took them to the trunk 
of his car and showed them the pliers 
he was using to rip out his teeth be-
cause he had so many decayed teeth 

and he hadn’t been to the dentist in 
years. They had dentists. They had all 
kinds of physicians. They had nurses 
trying to help people. 

I read that article and I thought: 
This is America? This is America? 

Here are just the first few sentences, 
if I might. It says: ‘‘Anthony Marino, 
54, reached into his car trunk to show 
a pair of needle-nosed pliers like the 
ones he used to yank out a rotting 
tooth. 

‘‘Shirley Akers, 58, clutched a list of 
20 medications she takes, before set-
tling down to a sleepless night in the 
cab of a pickup truck. 

‘‘Robin Neal, 40, tried to inject her-
self with a used-up insulin pen, but it 
broke, and her blood sugar began to 
skyrocket. 

‘‘As the sun set in the mountains of 
southwest Virginia, hundreds of hurt-
ing souls were camped out or huddled 
in vehicles, eager for an early place in 
line when the gates swung open at 5 
a.m. for the Nation’s largest pop-up 
free clinic.’’ 

That free clinic is called the Remote 
Area Medical Expedition. I just read 
that. There were several photos in the 
paper. This is America. 

So, for the Senate, particularly the 
leader of Senate who comes from Ken-
tucky, a State that is noted to have 
very poor medical care, where there are 
large rural areas where many people, 
including those who are single who get 
none of this coverage—right? The sin-
gle are especially discriminated 
against—how that could be pushed for-
ward by someone from the State of 
Kentucky, I simply don’t understand 
it. 

And here in this House, where we 
tried so hard to save the Affordable 
Care Act and to make necessary 
changes to it, a lot of those changes 
are needed in these rural States that 
don’t have enough people to really set 
up a large enough exchange. We need to 
lump two or three States together so 
you get a pool that is insurable. We 
know how to fix this. But we don’t need 
to take more people off health insur-
ance, millions and millions and mil-
lions, because we have millions who 
still are uninsured, and we have indus-
tries like the pharmaceutical industry 
fighting us against trying to get afford-
able medications to our constituents. 

I want to thank you for being here 
tonight and for fighting the good fight 
for the American people. Really, to 
have almost a trillion dollars of money 
given away over the next 10, 15 years to 
the wealthiest people in our country? 
You know what? They have doctors. 
They can afford insurance. Frankly, 
they don’t need more money. They 
might benefit by a little less money, 
actually. Their heirs certainly would. 
We need a little rigor out there, even 
among the wealthy in our country, to 
help us to heal this Nation and to deal 
with its real medical problems. 

I will just say this. We were checking 
today on the diabetic costs across our 
country. One facility in Ohio, just one 

veterans facility, over 30,000 veterans 
in that facility have been diagnosed 
with diabetes. Many, many of those 
veterans go for the treatment of dialy-
sis in order to help them to deal with 
their condition. For 1 year, that treat-
ment costs $100,000. Over a 10-year pe-
riod, it costs $1 million per person who 
goes through dialysis. 

Imagine if we were able to prescribe 
food as medicine, which hospitals are 
doing in many places, and help people 
learn how to not become so severely di-
abetic. We would save so much money 
across this country, including with our 
veterans. And more important than 
money, we would save their lives. We 
would save the amputations. We would 
save all of the costs that diabetes in-
curs over the years. So people would 
learn how to be healthier. 

I want to thank you for being here. I 
am proud of you two gentlemen, Con-
gressman GARAMENDI and Congressman 
TONKO. You are honorable gentlemen. 
You have come here from both ends of 
the country, New York and California. 
We are here tonight because we know 
what the American people want. They 
want affordable healthcare. They want 
affordable medicine. They are willing 
to do their part, and nobody should be 
left out. 

We can find that answer as the 
United States of America. We don’t 
have to accept this set of death panels 
that they are figuring out over there in 
the Senate: who is going to die, who is 
not going to have health insurance, 
who is going to be shortchanged. Be-
cause when that wheel of fortune turns, 
you never know who in your family is 
going to get sick. You simply don’t 
know, and no one should be without 
coverage. 

I thank you for being here on the 
floor tonight and for doing what the 
American people expect us to do, and 
that is to defend and protect them. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Ms. KAPTUR, 
thank you for your comments. For 
years you have been the strong voice of 
working men and women in the State 
of Ohio. Thank you for bringing us the 
message from mid-America. 

Also, in your wrap-up, you began to 
talk about the issue of prevention. One 
of things that the Affordable Care Act 
does so very well—ObamaCare, if you 
will—is prevention, particularly for 
seniors. There is a free annual 
healthcare checkup for seniors as a re-
sult of the Affordable Care Act. 

When seniors get that healthcare 
checkup, they also are able to under-
stand that they have high blood pres-
sure, incipient diabetes or other ill-
nesses that ultimately, as Ms. KAPTUR 
so correctly pointed out, become ex-
traordinarily expensive if they are not 
treated. 

One other fact is that the Medicaid 
program in America, more than 50 per-
cent of the total expenses in the Med-
icaid program are for men and women 
who are in the nursing homes. We are 
not just talking about families and 
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children. We are talking about the el-
derly that are being cared for in nurs-
ing homes. 

Now, the result of the repeal of the 
Affordable Care Act and the reduction 
of the Medicaid expenditure is that 
those men and women who are in the 
nursing homes will no longer have the 
support to keep them in a nursing 
home. 

So what comes of those men and 
women? What happens to them if they 
are no longer able to have care in a 
nursing home? 

Just let that question hang there be-
cause it is a question that our Repub-
lican colleagues and the Senate must 
answer, because the repeal and replace 
legislation or repeal legislation and 
wait legislation goes right to the heart 
of the Medicaid program and the sup-
port that enables those seniors in nurs-
ing homes to receive that service. 

In addition to that, what comes of 
the Medicare program? We know that 
the Medicare program solvency was 
significantly increased to about 15 
years. It is not going to go bankrupt in 
the near term as was predicted before 
the Affordable Care Act but, rather, ex-
tended into the out-years. So the sol-
vency of the Medicare program would 
be reduced, and the free medical check-
ups, we are not sure whether they 
would be able to continue or not. 

So it is not just men and women who 
are not yet 65 years of age, but it is 
men and women who are 65 that would 
see significant pressure on the services 
that they now receive, and quite prob-
ably reductions in the services that 
they would receive both in the Medi-
care as well as in the Medicaid pro-
gram. 

Mr. TONKO, why don’t we chat for a 
few moments back and forth here. 

You in New York, you are faced with 
the same problems that my constitu-
ents in California would be faced with, 
and that is a repeal seriously hurts 
people, I mean, physically hurts them. 
They will not be able to get the med-
ical services that they currently have. 

I yield to the gentleman from New 
York. 

Mr. TONKO. I thank the gentleman 
from California for yielding, and, Rep-
resentative GARAMENDI, I am so hon-
ored to associate my comments with 
those of yours, to connect with you in 
this effort to make certain that we 
stop this foolishness coming from this 
House and the United States Senate 
that totally rejects the pleas of Ameri-
cans across this country to make cer-
tain that the dynamics that drove the 
Affordable Care Act still stay in place, 
and that being affordability, accessi-
bility, and quality of care. Those are 
such essential forces. They are the un-
derpinning of the foundation of the Af-
fordable Care Act. 

When I heard your expression of con-
cern here tonight and pinpointing 
those various elements of the positive 
reinforcement that comes from the Af-
fordable Care Act legislation, hearing 
the voice of two Congresswomen here 

from New Mexico and Ohio on the floor 
joining us, it reminds me that our force 
is the essential force on the Hill in 
Washington to make certain that the 
people’s voices are heard. There is 
anger out there, there is injustice, 
there is unfairness, and it has to be ad-
dressed. 

I am proud of the efforts that have 
been made in my State. I know that 
you talked about the progress in Cali-
fornia. In New York, I am proud of 
what the Governor, Governor Cuomo, 
and the legislature did in building 
those exchanges. It took response from 
each of the 50 States to make this 
work, or at least we had hoped each 
State would respond fully. But in New 
York, we are managing that effort 
through sound exchanges. 

I get worried when I see tweets from 
the President when things didn’t work 
for awhile in the Senate, when they 
couldn’t move forward with the repeal 
or repeal and delay or repeal and re-
place: Well, we will just let the Afford-
able Care Act die of its own right. 

What are you talking about? That 
sounds to me like a poor attitude, one 
that wouldn’t do the very best to un-
derpin, through the agencies that are 
connected to this legislation, to rein-
force the markets out there. That is 
part of this response. 

When I hear an attitude like that ex-
pressed, I am concerned about what the 
voice over to these agencies will be 
saying: Look, we need to be a good 
partner, a sound partner, an effective 
partner with the Affordable Care Act. 

I don’t know if we would get that. So 
that worries me if your attitude is let 
it just die and crumble. Why? Why 
can’t you put the American public be-
fore politics? 

Let’s do our best effort. Let’s, in ear-
nest, do our best. Let’s be genuine in 
our approach. 

I think it is absolutely incredible. 
You know, as the Republicans, Rep-
resentative GARAMENDI, in the Senate 
race to pass TrumpCare, a bill that 
would rip coverage away from tens of 
millions of people, perhaps as many as 
30 million—if you would allow me to 
share a few stories from my district, I 
think it is so important to put a face 
onto these discussions. I have docu-
mented some of the recent stories we 
have heard from constituents. 

Cathryn, a 30-year-old in my district, 
left work to return to school to pursue 
graduate studies in social work, and 
she used the ACA exchange, their 
plans, to bridge gaps in employer-based 
coverage. 

b 1915 

The ACA plans provided her with es-
sential preventative healthcare serv-
ices and ensured that a major health 
event would not leave her bankrupt as 
she was doing what we asked people to 
do: develop your talent and your skills 
to serve the general public. 

So she was pursuing graduate stud-
ies. The security and affordability of 
Catherine’s ACA plan was tremen-

dously reassuring, allowing her to take 
risks in order to build a career in serv-
ice to others. That is what the ACA af-
forded Catherine to do, a 30-year-old in 
my district. 

Robert, a 52-year-old in my district, 
purchased insurance on a healthcare 
exchange while suffering from diabetes. 
Before buying an exchange plan, Rob-
ert spent hundreds and hundreds of dol-
lars each month just to purchase insu-
lin, and no other health coverage. 

Because of the ban on discrimination 
that could be utilized against him 
based on his preexisting conditions, 
Robert can now afford a health plan 
that covers himself and his family. 

A couple of other examples, if you 
will allow me. 

Tracey, a 38-year-old from my dis-
trict, a certified nursing assistant, 
needs multiple drug prescriptions to 
treat preexisting conditions, including 
diabetes. The Affordable Care Act has 
made it possible for Tracey to get 
health coverage for herself and her 
family. Without the ACA, Tracey 
would not be able to pay her doctors or 
her drug companies. As recently as 
January, Tracey was still paying off 
old bills for her medical care. 

This has provided hope for people. We 
need to make certain we don’t have 
people digging deeper into their pock-
ets for healthcare coverage. We want to 
relieve that pressure that is upon 
them. We want to make prescription 
drugs affordable. We want to make cer-
tain that efficiencies are there in the 
system so we can save, but get the care 
to people. 

That is the difference that we need to 
cite here. The contrast is that we are 
trying to make this ACA better and 
make it work, and we are asking for a 
bipartisan, bicameral, executive legis-
lative partnership to make it better. Is 
that too much to ask? 

Let me share one more story. 
Elliot, a 56-year-old in the 20th Con-

gressional District of New York lost 
his job in September last year after his 
company made a massive layoff, even 
though he just started his job. So 
through no fault of his own, he lost his 
employment. Elliot was then left to 
figure out how to support himself and 
his 19-year-old son who was a Syracuse 
University student. A COBRA plan 
would have cost $2,000 a month. Be-
cause of Medicaid, Elliot and his son 
now have quality health coverage as 
Elliot continues to look for work and 
his son is pursuing his college edu-
cation. 

These are real stories, real hardships, 
real challenges, real help, real assist-
ance that has come in the way of these 
families. We don’t need to take that 
good news and suffocate it. We need to 
build upon these stories. 

Now, Senate Republicans are racing 
to pass a bill that would open the doors 
to less coverage, rip it away from tens 
of millions of people, and in many ways 
perhaps provide for an imposition of 
lifetime limits on care. 

What does that do? 
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It is a death sentence for far too 

many people. It would impact severely 
upon those who are struggling with 
cancer—working their hardest to de-
feat that, working with their doctor, 
their medical community to defeat 
that impact of cancer in their lives— 
heart disease, and other long-term ill-
nesses. 

My friends, this is about being a com-
passionate voice. It is about utilizing 
the advancements in medical care, 
technology, making affordable our 
healthcare system, making affordable 
prescription drug costs. 

There is improvements that we want 
to make, not give a tax cut for the 
rich, which has been a terrible re-
sponse. People would say: Oh, the Af-
fordable Care Act is not working. 

So if there were improvements re-
quired, be fair, be only honest with the 
public you represent, be there for 
them. 

Finally, the last point I will make 
right here is Medicaid and the chang-
ing profile of Medicaid in many of our 
States. In New York, people need to see 
where the growth in Medicaid is. And 
because we have a disproportionate 
senior population in upstate New York, 
you are seeing the growth of Medicaid 
the farther north you go. 

I ask my colleagues to be sensitive to 
their constituent base. Don’t be heart-
less. Don’t be cruel in the outcome. 
Walk away from this. 

The silence is deafening at times 
when it comes to some of the proposals 
being sent by leadership in this House 
and in the Senate. Silence is not what 
is called for here. Outspoken rejection 
of some of these harsh measures is 
what we need, and bipartisan coopera-
tion, bicameral activity is what will 
serve the public best. 

So I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing. I thank him for bringing us to-
gether in what is a very important dis-
cussion here in this Special Order. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank Mr. TONKO 
so very much for his comments. He 
covered the issues very well. 

I want to go to two issues really 
quickly that need to, I think, be 
wrapped up here. 

First of all, the President talks about 
the Affordable Care Act dying, and it is 
not going to make it. That could hap-
pen because of actions that he is spe-
cifically telling the administration to 
take. 

There are three different areas, one 
of which is being very late in providing 
the cost-sharing funding programs for 
those people who are purchasing insur-
ance. It is discretionary right now. We 
ought to make that mandatory and not 
given the President the option of not 
providing those funds. If those funds 
are not provided, then, yes, the ex-
changes will collapse. 

Secondly, we know that there is the 
cross subsidization from one insurance 
company to another called reinsurance 
that tries to balance out the risk pool 
of each individual insurance company. 
Some insurance companies, for many 

different reasons, wind up with a very 
high risk, high cost population. Others 
are able to have a very low risk. The 
risk needs to be balanced out between 
those two. If that is not done, then 
there will be a death spiral amongst 
the insurance companies. 

Thirdly, under the Affordable Care 
Act, people are mandated to buy insur-
ance or else pay a penalty. That pen-
alty is enforced by the Internal Rev-
enue Service, which has been specifi-
cally given instructions by the Presi-
dent not to enforce the law. That will 
lead to those young and healthy 
invincibles not buying insurance be-
cause there is no penalty. That will 
cause the insurance pool to become 
more risky and, again, start that death 
spiral that is so much talked about. 

The death spiral can be avoided, and 
the Affordable Care Act is drafted and 
written in such a way as to avoid it. So 
my plea to the President is: Use the 
law. Do not cause the Affordable Care 
Act to collapse. 

Mr. Speaker, please pass on to the 
President that the President has with-
in his power to maintain the Affordable 
Care Act. He also has within his power 
to cause the Affordable Care Act to col-
lapse. 

Now, the final point—and help me 
with this, Mr. TONKO—is that the 
Democrats have known for 5 years that 
there are improvements that need to 
take place within the Affordable Care 
Act, and we have pleaded with our Re-
publican colleagues to allow those im-
provements to take place. We have had 
a deaf ear from our Republican col-
leagues. So as we go into this possible 
crisis, let it be known that the Demo-
crats are seeking improvements in a 
variety of areas. We heard about the 
drug prices. I know, Mr. TONKO, you 
were talking in your earlier presen-
tation about some of the improvements 
that can be made. So jump in here. In-
terrupt me, if you will. 

Mr. TONKO. To repeat what my col-
league just said, I will say that we 
want to work with the American pub-
lic. We have said over and over again 
that it is about affordability, accessi-
bility, quality of care. Share with us 
the improvements that you think will 
work. Let us know of the hurdles in the 
road that you have faced. 

Remind us that Medicaid serves the 
needs of our parents and grandparents 
in nursing homes. Remind us that 
those who are born with challenges in 
life are served well by healthcare cov-
erage and Medicaid. Remind us that 
those living with developmental dis-
abilities, showcasing their abilities re-
quires Medicaid to make it work; 
chronic illnesses requiring an insur-
ance clause that addresses preexisting 
conditions, building upon an essential 
health benefits package. 

We are with you. We walk with you. 
We raise our voices with you. We lift 
our hearts with you. We want to be vic-
torious with you and for you. Let’s not 
let them rip away this health insur-
ance for the opportunity to provide tax 
cuts for the very wealthy. 

Again, I thank the gentleman for the 
opportunity to speak forcefully in this 
given Special Order. It is so important 
to save the Affordable Care Act, make 
it stronger, and respond to the needs of 
people across this country who are 
speaking out. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. I thank Mr. TONKO 
so very much, once again, from the 
East Coast and the West Coast, I hope, 
to a message that America has listened 
to. 

I just looked out here in the audience 
and I noticed that our colleague from 
Texas is here to speak. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE). 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Mr. GARAMENDI for yielding. I 
was detained at another meeting, but I 
could not help but conclude our very 
important Special Order. 

And I do want to emphasize that we 
have a better deal. We have the oppor-
tunity to be able to stabilize the mar-
kets. 

We heard from Mr. COHEN today, who 
is from the great State of California, 
who says: The Affordable Care Act does 
work. Subsidies do work. And if we go 
the route of the Senate—the tragic 
vote today—Americans will wind up 
paying more for premiums than their 
own income. 

So I join in saying we can fix and sta-
bilize—fix the Affordable Care Act, sta-
bilize the healthcare system, and en-
sure that 49 million people do not lose 
their insurance by 2026; or with the 
Senate bill, 32 million don’t lose their 
insurance. 

So I simply conclude with this: I met 
with a family who has an autistic 
child—a young woman who wants to 
live on her own. She can’t do that 
without the Affordable Care Act. 

I met with a young man by the name 
of Matthew, who spent $700,000 over a 2- 
year period because he has a chronic 
illness; $73,000 on his medication in the 
last 6 months. The American people 
need us to do for them what the gov-
ernment can do, and that is to ensure a 
healthcare system for all. 

That is what the Affordable Care 
Act’s underlying premise is. That is 
what Democrats have as their message. 
Mr. GARAMENDI, I believe in saving 
lives. That is what I want to do with 
the Affordable Care Act. 

Mr. GARAMENDI. Mr. Speaker, I 
thank Ms. JACKSON LEE very much for 
her comments. 

Indeed, we do look for a better deal, 
better jobs, better wages, better edu-
cation. That is our goal, and we can do 
that. 

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

f 

TRIBUTE TO FORMER 
CONGRESSMAN RALPH REGULA 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the 
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. GIBBS) for 30 
minutes. 
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GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members have 5 
legislative days to revise and extend 
their remarks and include extraneous 
material on the topic of this Special 
Order. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I rise to pay 

tribute to a good friend who passed 
away last week: the former Congress-
man from Ohio, Ralph Regula. 

Ralph Regula served in this body for 
36 years, from 1973 to 2009. He ran in 
1972 to replace former Congressman 
Frank Bow. He got on the Appropria-
tions Committee in 1975, and I remem-
ber him telling the story of how that 
happened. When Gerald Ford was in the 
leadership here in the House, he 
praised former President Gerald Ford 
for getting him on the Appropriations 
Committee, in which he became a car-
dinal, in all the many years he was on 
the Appropriations Committee. 

Some major things that he helped do 
in his time here in Congress were: he 
found funding for the Cuyahoga Valley 
National Park; he formed the Ohio and 
Erie Canal National Heritage Corridor; 
and he worked with his wife to create 
the National First Ladies’ Library in 
Canton. 

Having had many conversations with 
him over the years, I know all the 
work he did to support the National In-
stitutes of Health, medical research, 
and also National Parks around the 
country that he so treasured. 

Last week, when Congressman Reg-
ula passed away, he left his wife, Mary, 
and three grown children: Martha, 
Richard, and David. 

Congressman Regula was born De-
cember 3, 1924, in Beach City, Ohio. 

From 1944 to 1946, he served in the 
United States Navy. He earned his un-
dergraduate degree from the University 
of Mount Union in 1948, where The 
Ralph and Mary Regula Center of Pub-
lic Service and Civic Engagement is 
housed. 

He earned his law degree in 1952, and 
went to law school at night while 
working as a teacher. 

b 1930 

He also served on the Ohio State 
Board of Education from 1960 to 1964. 
He served in the Ohio senate. He was 
elected in 1966, and he served in the 
Ohio house one term when he was 
elected in 1964. 

During his time in the State house, 
he created the Northeast Ohio Medical 
University complex and Stark State 
College, which is paying many divi-
dends to the residents of northeast 
Ohio. 

Ralph was a good friend, and he al-
ways made sure that the staff knew 
that constituents came first. He even 
had a lapel pin button made up to re-
mind his staff. He truly did. So my lit-
tle memento that I remember was 

when I came here in the early 1980s, 
representing as a farmer in the Ohio 
Farm Bureau, we had an appointment 
at that time, and Ralph was my Con-
gressman. Ralph was a farmer, too, and 
loved his beef cattle. He was an early 
riser. We had an early meeting well be-
fore 8 a.m. Another county Farm Bu-
reau president from Wayne County and 
I got there in his office, Steve Grimes, 
and Ralph Regula said to us: Did you 
guys eat breakfast yet? 

We said: No. 
He said: Come with me. 
I guess he took us down to the Mem-

bers’ dining room. I remember this be-
cause I brought this picture. How I got 
this picture was one of the agricultural 
media reporters tagged along and took 
this picture. It was in one of the local 
agricultural papers back in Ohio. My 
parents were so proud of the fact that 
our Congressman—my Congressman— 
would meet with us and take us to 
breakfast in the Capitol that they 
called the paper and got the print, and 
they framed it. 

A few years ago, I had the privilege 
to speak at the McKinley Day Dinner 
in Stark County when I was redis-
tricted in that area. Ralph and Mary 
were there. I brought this picture and 
passed it around to show them. Of 
course, this picture is 33 years old. 
What is really neat about it is we both 
had brown hair. I remember Ralph and 
Mary got a big kick out of that. 

Another time that I remember that 
was really a treasure is he had Senator 
THAD COCHRAN come to his house one 
weekend, and he invited all the agri-
cultural leaders from the district to 
have breakfast there one Saturday 
morning. I remember that quite well as 
a great experience. 

A lot people said that Ralph Regula 
cared. He really did care. He really 
cared about the constituents he rep-
resented. He was a true public servant. 

Another issue is he had a relation-
ship at the time with President 
Reagan. They hit it off really good be-
cause they got talking about their 
farms. Of course, Ralph Regula had a 
beef cattle farm outside of Navarre, 
Ohio, in Stark County. They were talk-
ing about how to build fence. Ralph 
used to tell that story, and you can tell 
that he held that dear to him. 

I first met Congressman Regula in 
1974. He was the commencement speak-
er at the first graduating class which I 
was in at the Ohio State University 
Agricultural Technical Institute in 
Wooster, and Ralph was a fairly new 
Congressman at the time. But he came 
and spoke. I remember that. That was 
my first chance to get to know Con-
gressman Regula at the time. 

I do have here some notes from his 
former staff. I just want to read them 
because I think words say a lot. Ralph 
left an impression not just on his con-
stituents but also on his staff. 

Susan Ross, who worked for Con-
gressman Regula, offered some insight 
and stories about Ralph. 

Ralph’s motto was ‘‘Constituents 
First,’’ according to Susan. One day, 

Ralph got a frantic call from a woman 
whose daughter was gravely ill in Mex-
ico. She needed help immediately, as 
she didn’t have a passport and couldn’t 
find her birth certificate. By the next 
day, she was on her way to Mexico to 
help her daughter return to the U.S. 
Ralph made sure that his constituent 
could get a copy of her birth certificate 
and called the State Department to get 
her a passport within just a few hours. 
Considering the bureaucracy of govern-
ment, this is a minor miracle. That is 
how committed he was to the people of 
Ohio. 

Ralph would go out of his way to help 
people. Ralph had a red pickup truck, 
and after the September 11 attack in 
2001, he drove it home with the luggage 
of several constituents who were 
stranded here because of the attacks 
and no way to rent a car and obviously 
the planes were not flying. 

A former schoolteacher himself, he 
would say to the teachers: The lower 
the grade, the more you should be paid; 
and when you look out at your class, 
you have 30 little mirrors looking back 
at you. 

Susan wrote: We are so grateful for 
the chance to work alongside and learn 
from this giant of a man. His accom-
plishments are legendary, and his leg-
acy can be seen across all of Ohio. It 
was an honor and privilege to call him 
our boss. 

When former staff members say those 
kinds of things about their former 
boss, that says a lot. 

I had the privilege to know Ralph for 
three decades. Two of those decades he 
was my Congressman, and then the last 
decade he wasn’t because of redis-
tricting. I had a different Congressman 
and a different congressional district. 
Then 4 or 5 years ago now, redis-
tricting, they moved me into the Stark 
County, Ohio, area, and Ralph became 
a constituent of mine. There were a few 
times here a few years ago that Ralph 
came in and visited me in the office, 
and we had some great conversations. 

It seemed a little strange because I 
can remember, in the 1980s and the 
1990s, I would be visiting Ralph here in 
the Rayburn Building for pork pro-
ducers in the Farm Bureau talking 
about agricultural policy and talking 
to another farmer who is also a Con-
gressman, too. Those are fond memo-
ries that I will treasure for the rest of 
my life. 

I think that we are so glad that so 
many are standing out here tonight to 
pay tribute to Congressman Ralph Reg-
ula because he was a true public serv-
ant and loved his constituents, loved 
Stark County, Ohio, and loved his 
farm. So it is a privilege to make a few 
remarks tonight to pay tribute to him 
for his 36 years of service in this Cham-
ber and this body and all the service he 
did throughout his life to help the peo-
ple of Stark County, Ohio, the 16th 
Congressional District in the State of 
Ohio, and the United States. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. TIBERI) who is from the 
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Columbia area and who served some of 
the time here when Congressman Reg-
ula was here. 

Mr. TIBERI. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Congressman GIBBS for yielding. 

The Akron Beacon Journal, a few 
days ago, wrote an extraordinary edi-
torial about Ralph Regula. The last 
paragraph sums Congressman Regula 
up best: ‘‘What would benefit Congress 
and the country today are more law-
makers like Ralph Regula, devoted to 
their districts without losing sight of 
the larger picture. He wasn’t just su-
perb at legislating. He delivered what 
governing requires.’’ I couldn’t say it 
any better. 

We in Ohio lost a truly wonderful 
person, a great American. Ohio has lost 
three of them in the last year who I 
served with here in the United States 
Congress who made this body a better 
place and who made this country a bet-
ter place: nearly a year ago, Steve 
LaTourette from northeastern Ohio; 
earlier this year, Mike Oxley; and now 
Ralph Regula. 

Ralph Regula was the dean of the del-
egation even before I got here, and he 
was the dean of the delegation when I 
came here in 2001. One of the great 
things that Ralph Regula did on our 
side of the aisle when we were in the 
minority and then when we were in the 
majority is he strategically placed 
members of our team from Ohio 
throughout all the committees. So you 
had people on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, you had people on the Ways 
and Means Committee, on the Energy 
and Commerce Committee, and on the 
Armed Services Committee. Ralph was 
so thoughtful that way trying to make 
sure that we represented our State in 
all sorts of ways. 

I got to know Ralph mostly sitting in 
that corner with Dave Hobson, Ralph 
Regula, and Steve LaTourette. The 
dean of the delegation didn’t speak 
loudly. He often spoke softly, but his 
words were meaningful—and usually 
right. He was a thoughtful guy who 
cared about our State, who cared about 
our country, and who taught so many 
of us how to legislate not just on the 
Appropriations Committee, but actu-
ally how to get things done. I have fond 
memories of the lessons that he gave 
us on an ongoing basis. 

I only got to serve with Ralph for 8 
years. There are others in the room 
who got to serve with him a lot longer. 
But it is safe to say what the Akron 
Beacon Journal said is right: He knew 
how to get things done. 

He did it in a bipartisan way, he did 
it with his constituents in mind, and 
he did it because it was the right thing 
to do. 

There is a long list of things that he 
accomplished and that got done. He 
didn’t brag about it. He just did it in 
his soft-spoken, nice, gentlemanly way. 
The gentleman from Navarre contrib-
uted and gave more than he ever got. 
His former staff knows, the former 
Members on both sides know it, and he 
will always be remembered for that 

great spirit that he had around this 
place—a true gentleman describes the 
gentleman from Navarre. It was an 
honor and a privilege to serve with 
him. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. STIV-
ERS). 

Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today in memory of an incredible lead-
er from my home State of Ohio but 
also for the United States: Congress-
man Ralph Regula. He was a teacher, a 
patriot, and a veteran. He served dur-
ing World War II in the United States 
Navy. He had been a schoolteacher and 
a school principal, and he devoted his 
life to public service. 

His career in government began with 
service in the Ohio house of representa-
tives and the Ohio senate before he 
came to Congress in 1972. For nearly 
four decades in Congress, Congressman 
Regula became known as a leader who 
was willing to reach across the aisle to 
get things done—to compromise—both 
on Capitol Hill and with the White 
House. He worked to pass legislation 
that helped his district and the Amer-
ican people. 

His spirit of bipartisanship carried 
throughout his career when he re-
mained an outspoken advocate, even in 
his retirement, for bipartisanship. He 
was truly an example of how to get 
things done. 

Through his role on the House Appro-
priations Committee, he served as an 
important advocate for Ohio, including 
funding for the Cleveland Clinic and 
support for the Great Lakes. He was 
the quintessential example of what it 
means to be a public servant. 

Mr. Speaker, my thoughts go out to 
his wife, Mary, and the rest of his fam-
ily. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) 
who is from Bowling Green, Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. I, too, 
would like to express my sympathies to 
Mary and all the Regula family on 
Ralph’s passing. 

I got to know Ralph a long time ago 
because my dad served here for 30 
years. Dad was elected in 1958, Ralph 
was elected in 1972, and toward the end 
of their terms that they were here to-
gether—of course, Ralph served on for 
36 years—their offices were very close 
to one another. I know that in those 
days sometimes you had a little more 
time than we seem to have today, but 
folks could actually go to one an-
other’s office and sit down and chat. I 
know that Dad and Ralph were very 
good friends. 

What has been said by my other col-
leagues is true; Ralph worked hard. He 
served his district well, he worked 
hard, he did his job, he served the peo-
ple of his district, and he served the 
people of this country. 

At all times, though, he always was a 
gentleman. I know that for a fact be-
cause I know that when I was younger, 
I always liked to be able to come here 

with my dad, I was able to sit in a lot 
of meetings, and Ralph was an incred-
ible individual. 

One of the things that my dad always 
said was that there was always a dif-
ference in life between people who 
wanted to be politicians and public 
servants. Dad said that it was very 
simple: A politician is a person who 
sees how much they can take from the 
people they represent for their own 
benefit, while public servants see how 
much they can give of themselves to 
the people they represent. Ralph did 
this over and over and over again, giv-
ing of himself. 

Marcia and I do want to express our 
regret to Mary and all of Ralph’s fam-
ily on his passing because, again, we 
have lost a great friend, a great col-
league, and it is tough to say goodbye. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I am sure 
the gentleman shares a lot of childhood 
memories running around here with his 
dad being a Congressman and Congress-
man Regula for all those years. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT) who is from 
the Cincinnati area. 

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
thank Mr. GIBBS for organizing this 
Special Order here this evening in 
which we are honoring Ralph Regula, 
our former colleague. 

I had the pleasure of serving with 
Congressman Regula for 14 years here 
in this great institution. 

Ralph Regula was truly a gentleman 
in the truest sense of the word. He 
served Ohio and our Nation with a dig-
nity and grace that few will ever 
match. When I think of the phrase 
‘‘disagreeing without being disagree-
able,’’ I think of Ralph Regula. 

b 1945 

Ralph was a lot of things. He was an 
attorney, a teacher, a school principal, 
a veteran, a farmer, and a loving hus-
band, father, and grandfather. But per-
haps most of all, he was dedicated to 
serving the people of the 16th Congres-
sional District and his country. 

He was born in Beach City, Ohio, in 
1924—the same year my mom was born, 
by the way. Ralph first served his 
country, as my father did, in World 
War II. My dad was in the Army and 
served in Europe. Ralph was in the 
Navy from 1942 to 1946 during World 
War II. 

Ralph then graduated from Mount 
Union College in Alliance, Ohio, where 
he met his wife, Mary, and later ob-
tained his law degree from William 
McKinley School of Law in Canton. 

Ralph had a passion for education. 
Before getting into politics, he served 
his community as a schoolteacher, as I 
also did. He was then a principal and 
even ran for the Ohio Board of Edu-
cation. 

As a former teacher myself, as I men-
tioned, I know the time you spend with 
students helps shape the way you view 
the world. Ralph was no different. He 
brought those experiences with him 
here to Washington, D.C., and put his 
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passion to work on the Appropriations 
Committee. 

Prior to being elected to Congress, 
Ralph got his start in politics as a 
member of the Ohio House of Rep-
resentatives and, later, the Ohio Sen-
ate. In 1972, he ran for Congress and 
won, beginning a long and impressive 
congressional tenure. 

Ralph served 18 terms, 36 years, and 
he was a leader on the Appropriations 
Committee. In that role, he helped to 
shape the country, but he never forgot 
where he came from: Stark County, 
Ohio. 

Back in 1998, Ralph and his wife, 
Mary, were instrumental in the estab-
lishment of the National First Ladies’ 
Library in Canton, and they both re-
mained very involved in the library’s 
operations over the years. 

Many Ohioans and Cantonians re-
member him for his staunch support of 
Stark County’s park system, the Cuya-
hoga Valley National Park, and the 
Towpath Trail. 

While many around the Nation will 
remember Ralph Regula as an impor-
tant figure on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, a role he served in for many, 
many years, I will remember him as a 
respected colleague and someone I was 
proud to call a friend. 

Ralph was a soft-spoken, old-school 
gentleman. By the time I was elected 
to Congress back in 1994, Ralph Regula 
was the dean of the Ohio delegation. A 
few years after Congressman Regula re-
tired, I became the dean of the Ohio 
Republican delegation, and I tried to 
model my approach to the role that he 
set. He set a great example for all of us 
who serve here in the House because he 
truly was a gentleman. 

Tonight, as we remember our former 
dean, I hope that we also remember his 
ability to work across the aisle. Ralph 
always treated everyone with respect 
and genuinely listened to the view-
points of others. He believed that bi-
partisanship was a virtue and would 
work tirelessly to find common ground. 
I think we can all learn from his exam-
ple. 

I would note that MARCY KAPTUR, 
who is one of our more respected 
Democratic colleagues in the House, is 
here this evening. I think it is a tribute 
to the bipartisanship that Ralph Reg-
ula showed over the years. I know that 
she worked not only with him, but with 
many of us in a bipartisan manner. 
That is just the way that Ralph Regula 
operated. 

Mr. Speaker, Ralph Regula was a de-
cent, hardworking family man who was 
dedicated to Ohio, and particularly the 
16th Congressional District and the 
people of Stark County. He was a pub-
lic servant and a role model. He will be 
deeply missed. 

To Ralph’s wife, Mary; his daughter, 
Martha; his sons, David and Richard; 
and the entire Regula family, please 
know that we are saddened by your 
loss. We share that loss. We appreciate 
the time that you allowed Ralph to 
serve our Nation. You are in our 

thoughts and our prayers. God bless 
you all. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, I yield to 
the gentlewoman from Toledo (Ms. 
KAPTUR), who serves on the Appropria-
tions Committee and who, I am sure, 
has some interesting tales to tell about 
Congressman Regula. 

Ms. KAPTUR. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the kind gentleman for yielding, and I 
thank him for arranging this Special 
Order this evening. I thank Congress-
man CHABOT for his kind words and all 
the Members who have come to pay 
tribute to our beloved colleague, Ralph 
Regula. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise tonight to honor 
my late friend and respected colleague 
who served 18 terms and was a gen-
tleman farmer, the very Honorable 
Congressman Ralph Regula of Ohio. 
Ralph passed away earlier this month 
in Bethlehem Township, Ohio. He was 
92. 

To his beloved wife, Mary, for whom 
we all hold deep affection, and their 
family—Martha, Richard, David, and 
their children—please let me extend 
heartfelt sympathy and deepest affec-
tion. 

I had the privilege of serving with 
Ralph for 26 years, many of those on 
the Appropriations Committee. 

As others have mentioned, Ralph 
Straus Regula was born in Beach City, 
Ohio, on December 3, 1924, right before 
the Great Depression. 

In 1948, he graduated from Mount 
Union College in Alliance, Ohio, and 
went on to receive a degree in law as a 
night student from William McKinley 
School of Law in Canton, and then 
went on to serve in the United States 
Navy during World War II. 

Some of my memories of Ralph in-
clude him pulling into the congres-
sional garage on so many occasions in 
his spiffy red pickup truck, always 
thinking about what was happening 
back in Ohio on his farm. That truck 
had many purposes. 

So many evenings we were in the 
same building and I could see him 
walking down the hall with Mary, his 
wife, well after 9 p.m. in the evening 
after having put in a very long day 
here in Congress. 

The press never reports about the 
Members who are dutiful and do their 
work. They generally focus on those 
who run into a little bit of trouble or 
get into a fracas, but Ralph Regula was 
the type of citizen who holds this Re-
public together. 

He was first elected in 1972 and was a 
longstanding, prominent figure in our 
body, serving 36 years in the House by 
the time of his retirement. At the time 
he retired, he was dean of the Ohio del-
egation and number three in seniority 
on the Republican side of the powerful 
Appropriations Committee. His service 
embraced the tenure of seven U.S. 
Presidents. 

As a lawmaker, Ralph was a cham-
pion of cross-party collaboration, as 
others have referenced, and he was a 
moral compass in an era of personal en-

richment. Ralph is remembered as a 
hardworking, constructive, affable, in-
telligent, and effective Member. He set 
a very high standard. 

I tried to write words that remind me 
of Ralph—certainly ‘‘talented,’’ ‘‘hon-
est,’’ ‘‘hardworking,’’ ‘‘sensible,’’ ‘‘un-
derstated,’’ ‘‘straightforward,’’ and 
‘‘even-tempered.’’ 

If you never met him, he was sort of 
a cross between Andy Griffith and Rob-
ert Redford. He was even-tempered and 
not vindictive—and he had reason to be 
vindictive. He described himself as a 
conservative in spending but a progres-
sive in programs. 

A proud Canton resident, he worked 
tirelessly to honor the legacy of his 
hometown hero, President William 
McKinley. Regula sought to preserve 
the fellow Ohioan’s memory by fight-
ing to keep the name Mount McKinley 
for the summit in Alaska, homage to 
the man who represented his same dis-
trict. 

During my time in the House, I have 
had the pleasure of serving alongside 
Ralph on the Appropriations Com-
mittee, where he was distinguished for 
sensible solutions that worked for 
Americans and for Ohioans. 

When he served on the Labor, Health, 
and Human Services Subcommittee, he 
instructed me, when I got to Congress: 
This is where you really help people. 

Ralph was dedicated to that. He had 
such a heart, but he didn’t wear it on 
his sleeve. He supported working peo-
ple. There are many votes he cast in 
favor of the minimum wage. His father 
was a coal miner. He understood what 
it was to do that kind of work for a liv-
ing. 

On the centennial of the Metro 
Parks’ creation, we remember his ado-
ration and commitment to our public 
lands, founding one of northeast Ohio’s 
proudest landmarks, the Cuyahoga Na-
tional Valley Park. He dedicated so 
many of his years to creating that 
park, the Ohio and Erie Canal system, 
and expanding that park to among the 
top 10 most visited in the United 
States of America. 

He attended to Ohio while he at-
tended to the Nation. He had the guts 
to pass new user fees for all national 
parks to raise money to improve them, 
so he was thinking of the future. 

He was the founder and leader of the 
Steel Caucus in this House—that was 
one of the first places that I met him— 
and an early and effective voice about 
foreign dumping and about the impor-
tance of manufacturing in America, 
the importance of that steel industry 
and having fair trade among nations. 

With his wife, Mary, he was instru-
mental in creating the National First 
Ladies’ Library in Canton, Ohio, a 
most amazing place, with important 
untold stories about valorous women in 
our country that, for years, had been 
largely hidden from the public. 

I recommend that the public go to 
the website of that library and just 
read about the First Ladies of this 
country—not just who they were, but 
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what they endured. I learned so much 
that I didn’t know. 

Ralph brought phenomenal experi-
ence to his public service. Others 
talked about how he had practiced law, 
serving in the Navy, held a degree in 
business administration, served as a 
school administrator, a teacher, a prin-
cipal, State legislator, and served on 
the Ohio Board of Education. He was so 
level-headed. 

An article in the The Washington 
Post reported that he introduced lan-
guage in appropriations bills and proce-
dural maneuvers to fight efforts to 
change Alaska’s Mount McKinley 
name. Obviously, he held the seat that 
was once occupied by President McKin-
ley, the 25th President, who, sadly, was 
assassinated in 1901. 

As a graduate of the old William 
McKinley School of Law in Canton, Mr. 
Regula did not want to see the name of 
his fellow Buckeye erased from the 
tallest peak in North America. Ralph 
said: The law says it is Mount McKin-
ley, and no President can change the 
law by the flick of a pen. 

When he set his mind to it, he pre-
vailed. His vast experience on the legis-
lative front led him and drove his suc-
cessful efforts to invest millions and 
millions of dollars in the improvement 
of healthcare for the American people, 
as well as Ohio institutions such as the 
Cleveland Clinic, University Hospitals, 
Case Western Reserve University, and 
MetroHealth. 

He championed the Great Lakes and 
fought mightily to find a way to clean 
up coal. I can remember being on the 
Republican side of the aisle. He said: 
Congresswoman KAPTUR, you have got 
to help me clean up coal. 

He was always looking for a way to 
try to make life better. He advocated 
for the National Endowment for the 
Arts. He worked to clean up Florida’s 
Everglades and led the construction of 
the popular children’s farm here in 
Washington at the National Zoo. 

When people come to public service 
at the national level, they learn that it 
is very hard to accomplish things over 
a brief period of time. It takes a long 
time. It takes decades to do something 
of merit. Ralph certainly achieved 
that. 

In 2010, the Cleveland Plain Dealer 
quoted him. I will end my tribute to 
him this evening with a quote that he 
gave to the Plain Dealer. He said: ‘‘In-
flammatory rhetoric may satisfy the 
partisans, but it does little or nothing 
to move the legislative ball to the goal 
line.’’ He was talking about the neces-
sity of breaking legislative gridlock 
and advocating bipartisan compromise. 

I think by Congressman BOB GIBBS 
being on floor tonight, by my being on 
the floor tonight, in a bipartisan spirit, 
giving tribute to Ralph Regula, this is 
a life that Members of Congress can 
learn from: real achievement, real 
merit, real honor. He brought real 
meaning to the word the ‘‘Honorable’’ 
Ralph Straus Regula. 

May God let him rest in peace and 
bless his spirit. 

Mr. GIBBS. Mr. Speaker, in closing, 
we heard tonight that we will miss 
Ralph Regula. He was a dedicated pub-
lic servant. He didn’t grandstand. He 
worked hard, and he got the job done 
for the people of Ohio and the people of 
this country. We will sorely miss him. 

Best regards to his beloved wife, 
Mary, and three children and the rest 
of the Regula family. It was an honor 
and privilege to know Ralph Regula. 

Mr. RENACCI. Mr. Speaker, I join my col-
leagues today to offer my tribute on behalf of 
my predecessor, mentor, and most importantly 
my friend, the late Congressman Ralph Reg-
ula. We not only had the chance to share the 
same district but we celebrated the same 
birthday, something that always made our 
connection feel stronger. 

Congressman Regula represented the 16th 
District of Ohio in the United States House of 
Representatives from 1973 until his retirement 
in 2009. For thirty-six years and eighteen 
terms, Ralph Regula brought common-sense, 
Ohio values to Washington each and every 
day. 

Ralph came to Washington, often in his 
ubiquitous red pickup truck, to do a job for the 
American People. His was an office held in 
trust for a time and then relinquished with 
grace when that season of his life was over. 

Ralph Regula began his career as a teacher 
and grade school principal. Throughout his 
long career in public service he always en-
couraged students who approached him to 
‘‘Learn something new every day’’. It was 
more than advice: it was a heartfelt wish that 
every young person he met would embrace a 
lifetime of learning and go on to become the 
very best versions of themselves. 

As a public servant, Ralph Regula was a 
thoughtful, conscientious man of the people. 
From humble beginnings as village solicitor in 
Navarre, Ohio, Ralph brought his experience 
as an educator to the Ohio Board of Edu-
cation, and from there, to the Ohio state 
house where he served in the Ohio House of 
Representatives and the Ohio Senate. In 
1972, Ralph Regula was elected to Congress 
to represent the 16th District of Ohio, an office 
he always said he held in trust for the people 
he represented back home in Ohio. His con-
stituents sent him back to Washington eight-
een times, asking for and receiving his best 
service and judgment on their behalf in the 
People’s House. 

In Congress, Ralph Regula served most of 
his tenure in the Committee on Appropriations. 
Ralph would say he was one of the keepers 
of America’s checkbook. In that role, Ralph 
brought his own brand of fiscal conservatism 
to bear on the great issues facing the United 
States. As chairman of the Committee on Ap-
propriations Interior subcommittee, Ralph was 
instrumental in securing the future of Cuya-
hoga Valley National Park. 

I have no doubt that Ralph Regula will be 
remembered for many things during his time in 
Congress. I think his sense of fairness and his 
bi-partisan approach to lawmaking will, no 
doubt, be among the best attributes recalled 
by his friends and colleagues. Debate ended 
at the doors to the House, but the friendship 
always endured. 

Ralph was foremost, though, a family man. 
The great love of his life, Mary, was his part-
ner through thick and thin. Partners in all 
things, Ralph and Mary built a life together 

and raised three wonderful children: David, 
Richard and Martha. 

In closing, Mr. Speaker let me just say this: 
It truly was the honor of a lifetime to know 
Congressman Ralph Regula and call him my 
predecessor, mentor, and my friend. He will 
be dearly missed by all. 

f 

RECESS 

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

Accordingly (at 8 p.m.), the House 
stood in recess. 

f 
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AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. WOODALL) at 9 o’clock 
and 39 minutes p.m. 

f 

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
H.R. 3219, DEPARTMENT OF DE-
FENSE APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 
2018 

Mr. COLE, from the Committee on 
Rules, submitted a privileged report 
(Rept. No. 115–259) on the resolution (H. 
Res. 473) providing for consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 3219) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 
2018, and for other purposes, which was 
referred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. COLE. Mr. Speaker, I move that 
the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 40 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, July 26, 2017, at 10 a.m. for 
morning-hour debate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker’s table and referred as follows: 

2076. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a letter au-
thorizing Captain Daniel L. Cheever, United 
States Navy, to wear the insignia of the 
grade of rear admiral (lower half) while serv-
ing as Commander, Naval Aviation 
Warfighting Development Center, pursuant 
to 10 U.S.C. 777(b)(3)(B); Public Law 104-106, 
Sec. 503(a)(1) (as added by Public Law 108-136, 
Sec. 509(a)(3)); (117 Stat. 1458); to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

2077. A letter from the Attorney-Advisor, 
Legal Division, Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau, transmitting the Bureau’s 
Major final rule — Amendments to Federal 
Mortgage Disclosure Requirements under the 
Truth in Lending Act (Regulation Z) [Docket 
No.: CFPB-2016-0038) (RIN: 3170-AA61) re-
ceived July 21, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
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801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

2078. A letter from the General Counsel, 
Federal Housing Finance Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule — Minority and 
Women Inclusion Amendments (RIN: 2590- 
AA78) received July 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 Fi-
nancial Services. 

2079. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Education, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s final regulations — Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act of 1965, As Amend-
ed by the Every Student Succeeds Act--Ac-
countability and State Plans [Docket ID: ED 
2016-OESE-0032] (RIN: 1810-AB27) received 
July 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 Education 
and the Workforce. 

2080. A letter from the Acting Assistant 
Secretary for Legislation, Department of 
Health and Human Services, transmitting 
the Department’s Fiscal Year 2015 and Fiscal 
Year 2016 Distribution of Funds Under Sec-
tion 330(r)(3) of the Public Health Service 
Act Report to Congress; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

2081. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 22-101, ‘‘Medical Marijuana Certified 
Business Enterprise Preference Temporary 
Amendment Act of 2017’’, pursuant to Public 
Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 Stat. 814); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

2082. A letter from the Chairman, Council 
of the District of Columbia, transmitting 
D.C. Act 22-100, ‘‘Closing of a Public Alley in 
Square 2960, S.O. 15-53893, Act of 2017’’, pursu-
ant to Public Law 93-198, Sec. 602(c)(1); (87 
Stat. 814); to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform. 

2083. A letter from the Chairman, Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, transmitting 
the Corporation’s 2017 Annual Performance 
Plan, pursuant to 31 U.S.C. 1115(b); Public 
Law 111-352, Sec. 3; (124 Stat. 3867); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

2084. A letter from the Acting Associate 
Administrator for Legislative and Intergov-
ernmental Affairs, National Aeronautics and 
Space Administration, transmitting the Ad-
ministration’s FY 2016 No FEAR Act report, 
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 2301 note; Public Law 
107-174, 203(a) (as amended by Public Law 109- 
435, Sec. 604(f)); (120 Stat. 3242); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

2085. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the 
Department’s Status of Actions Addressing 
the Safety Issue Areas on the National 
Transportation Safety Board’s (NTSB) Most 
Wanted List, pursuant to 49 U.S.C. 1135(e)(1); 
Public Law 103-272, Sec. 1(d) (as amended by 
Public Law 111-216, Sec. 202(b)); (124 Stat. 
2351); to the Committee on Transportation 
and Infrastructure. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. BRADY of Texas: Committee on Ways 
and Means. H.R. 3178. A bill to amend title 
XVIII of the Social Security Act to improve 
the delivery of home infusion therapy and di-
alysis and the application of the Stark rule 
under the Medicare program, and for other 

purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 115–254, 
Pt. 1). Ordered to be printed. 

Mr. HENSARLING: Committee on Finan-
cial Services. H.R. 2246. A bill to repeal the 
mandatory flood insurance coverage require-
ment for commercial properties located in 
flood hazard areas and to provide for greater 
transfer of risk under the National Flood In-
surance Program to private capital and rein-
surance markets, and for other purposes; 
with an amendment (Rept. 115–255). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. H.R. 2053. A bill to amend 
the Surface Mining Control and Reclamation 
Act of 1977 to enhance and support mining 
and mineral engineering programs in the 
United States by funding activities at min-
ing schools, and for other purposes; with an 
amendment (Rept. 115–256). Referred to the 
Committee of the Whole House on the state 
of the Union. 

Mr. BISHOP of Utah: Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. H.R. 2939. A bill to prohibit 
the conditioning of any permit, lease, or 
other use agreement on the transfer of any 
water right to the United States by the Sec-
retaries of the Interior and Agriculture, and 
for other purposes (Rept. 115–257, Pt. 1). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GOWDY: Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. H.R. 3210. A bill to re-
quire the Director of the National Back-
ground Investigations Bureau to submit a re-
port on the backlog of personnel security 
clearance investigations, and for other pur-
poses; with an amendment (Rept. 115–258). 
Referred to the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. COLE: Committee on Rules. House 
Resolution 473. Resolution providing for con-
sideration of the bill (H.R. 3219) making ap-
propriations for the Department of Defense 
for the fiscal year ending September 30, 2018, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 115–259). Re-
ferred to the House Calendar. 

DISCHARGE OF COMMITTEE 
Pursuant to clause 2 of rule XIII, the 

Committee on Agriculture discharged 
from further consideration. H.R. 2939 
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. FARENTHOLD: 
H.R. 3377. A bill to prohibit importation of 

seafood products of countries that do not 
prohibit the practice of shark finning, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

By Mrs. WALORSKI (for herself, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. 
RUIZ, and Mr. SESSIONS): 

H.R. 3378. A bill to amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to require reporting of 
certain data by providers and suppliers of air 
ambulance services for purposes of reforming 
reimbursements for such services under the 
Medicare program, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Energy and Commerce, 
and in addition to the Committee on Ways 
and Means, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mr. COFFMAN (for himself, Mr. 
CICILLINE, Mr. FASO, and Mr. 
TAKANO): 

H.R. 3379. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide for an increase 
in the earned income tax credit for individ-
uals with no qualifying children, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ (for herself, Mr. 
ELLISON, Ms. JAYAPAL, Mr. DEFAZIO, 
Ms. SHEA-PORTER, Mrs. CAROLYN B. 
MALONEY of New York, and Mrs. 
WATSON COLEMAN): 

H.R. 3380. A bill to cancel the registration 
of all uses of the pesticide chlorpyrifos, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Ag-
riculture, and in addition to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce, for a period to be 
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois 
(for himself, Ms. LEE, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, and Mr. CONNOLLY): 

H.R. 3381. A bill to establish in the Admin-
istration for Children and Families of the 
Department of Health and Human Services 
the Federal Interagency Working Group on 
Reducing Child Poverty to develop a na-
tional strategy to eliminate child poverty in 
the United States, and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform. 

By Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts (for 
herself and Mr. BUCSHON): 

H.R. 3382. A bill to amend the Public 
Health Service Act to better address sub-
stance use and substance use disorders 
among young people; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. ESTES of Kansas: 
H.R. 3383. A bill to designate the flood con-

trol project in Sedgwick County, Kansas, 
commonly known as the Wichita-Valley Cen-
ter Flood Control Project, as the ‘‘M.S. 
‘Mitch’ Mitchell Floodway’’; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture. 

By Mrs. HARTZLER: 
H.R. 3384. A bill to amend the Richard B. 

Russell National School Lunch Act by re-
pealing the paid lunch equity requirements; 
to the Committee on Education and the 
Workforce. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for 
himself, Mr. SCHWEIKERT, and Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida): 

H.R. 3385. A bill to require the Commis-
sioner of Social Security to update the med-
ical-vocational guidelines used in disability 
determinations; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas (for 
himself and Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl-
vania): 

H.R. 3386. A bill to amend titles II and XVI 
of the Social Security Act to provide for 
quality reviews of benefit decisions, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. HARPER: 
H.R. 3387. A bill to amend the Safe Drink-

ing Water Act to improve public water sys-
tems and enhance compliance with such Act, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce. 

By Mr. LATTA (for himself and Ms. 
SCHAKOWSKY): 

H.R. 3388. A bill to provide for information 
on highly automated driving systems to be 
made available to prospective buyers; to the 
Committee on Energy and Commerce. 

By Ms. BARRAGÁN: 
H.R. 3389. A bill to give priority in alloca-

tion of rental assistance vouchers under the 
Veterans Affairs Supported Housing program 
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment to areas having the largest popu-
lations of homeless veterans, and for other 
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purposes; to the Committee on Financial 
Services. 

By Ms. CASTOR of Florida (for herself 
and Mr. SOTO): 

H.R. 3390. A bill to amend the Higher Edu-
cation Act of 1965 to reduce the interest rate 
caps for Federal Direct student loans, to 
eliminate loan origination fees on all Fed-
eral Direct student loans, and to provide for 
refinancing of Federal Direct student loans 
and Federal family education loans; to the 
Committee on Education and the Workforce. 

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr. BLU-
MENAUER, Mr. GRIFFITH, and Ms. LOF-
GREN): 

H.R. 3391. A bill to amend the Controlled 
Substances Act to make marijuana acces-
sible for use by qualified marijuana research-
ers for medical purposes, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, and in addition to the Committee on 
the Judiciary, 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. JOHNSON of Louisiana: 
H.R. 3392. A bill to provide for stability of 

title to certain land in the State of Lou-
isiana, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources. 

By Mr. TED LIEU of California (for 
himself, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, and Ms. 
KUSTER of New Hampshire): 

H.R. 3393. A bill to increase cybersecurity 
education and job growth, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Science, Space, 
and Technology, and in addition to the Com-
mittees on Ways and Means, Education and 
the Workforce, and Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, for a period to be subsequently 
determined by the Speaker, in each case for 
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS (for 
herself, Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. 
HECK, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. KHANNA, Mr. 
LAMALFA, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr. 
O’HALLERAN, Mr. RASKIN, Mr. VELA, 
Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, Mr. CAPUANO, Mr. 
CARTWRIGHT, Mr. CROWLEY, Mr. 
DENHAM, Mr. ESPAILLAT, Mr. FASO, 
Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Mr. KILMER, 
Mr. MOULTON, Mr. NEWHOUSE, Mr. 
TAKANO, Mr. VALADAO, Mr. COHEN, 
Mr. CONYERS, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. 
DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois, Mr. 
DEFAZIO, Ms. DELAURO, Ms. 
DELBENE, Mr. GARAMENDI, Mr. LAR-
SEN of Washington, Mr. LONG, Mr. 
LUCAS, Mr. MARINO, Mr. MURPHY of 
Pennsylvania, Mr. NOLAN, Ms. ROS- 
LEHTINEN, Mr. RUSH, Ms. SCHA-
KOWSKY, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama, Ms. 
WILSON of Florida, Mr. SERRANO, Ms. 
TSONGAS, Ms. BONAMICI, Mr. RUIZ, 
Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts, Mr. 
COLE, Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, and 
Mr. LARSON of Connecticut): 

H.R. 3394. A bill to reauthorize section 340H 
of the Public Health Service Act to continue 
to encourage the expansion, maintenance, 
and establishment of approved graduate 
medical residency programs at qualified 
teaching health centers, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce. 

By Mr. MEEHAN (for himself and Mr. 
NORCROSS): 

H.R. 3395. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax free distribu-
tions from section 529 college savings plans 
for certain expenses associated with reg-
istered apprenticeship programs; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. PAULSEN: 
H.R. 3396. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-

enue Code of 1986 to change the classification 

of employers and employees for services pro-
viders; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Ms. ROSEN (for herself, Mr. 
KNIGHT, Mr. EVANS, Mr. MEEKS, Mr. 
TONKO, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. BEYER, 
Ms. ESTY of Connecticut, Mr. CRIST, 
Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Mr. SOTO): 

H.R. 3397. A bill to direct the National 
Science Foundation to support STEM edu-
cation research focused on early childhood; 
to the Committee on Science, Space, and 
Technology. 

By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska (for himself 
and Ms. GABBARD): 

H.R. 3398. A bill to amend the Real ID Act 
of 2005 to permit Freely Associated States to 
meet identification requirements under such 
Act, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form. 

By Ms. JACKSON LEE (for herself, Mr. 
COHEN, Ms. HANABUSA, Mr. 
GUTIÉRREZ, Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALO-
NEY of New York, Mr. CASTRO of 
Texas, Mr. TED LIEU of California, 
Mr. CLEAVER, Mr. BUTTERFIELD, Mr. 
LEWIS of Georgia, Mr. CONNOLLY, Mr. 
MEEKS, Mr. RASKIN, Mrs. LAWRENCE, 
Ms. BASS, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Mr. 
KILDEE, and Mr. BEYER): 

H. Res. 474. A resolution expressing dis-
approval of any action by the President to 
remove the Special Counsel investigating 
Russian interference in the 2016 presidential 
election and opposition to the granting of 
pardons to any person for offenses against 
the United States arising out of Russia’s ac-
tivities to bring about the election Donald J. 
Trump as President of the United States; to 
the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. POLIQUIN (for himself and Mr. 
HECK): 

H. Res. 475. A resolution expressing support 
for the designation of the month of Sep-
tember 2017 as ‘‘National Month for Rent-
ers’’; to the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices. 

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. FARENTHOLD: 
H.R. 3377. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1 Section 8 

By Mrs. WALORSKI: 
H.R. 3378. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-

tion. 
By Mr. COFFMAN: 

H.R. 3379. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I and the 

16th Amendment to the U.S. Constitution. 
By Ms. VELÁZQUEZ: 

H.R. 3380. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 
The Congress shall have Power to . . . pro-

vide for the . . . general Welfare of the 
United States; . . . 

By Mr. DANNY K. DAVIS of Illinois: 
H.R. 3381. 

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following: 

Article I of the Constitution and its subse-
quent amendments and further clarified and 
interpreted by the Supreme Court of the 
United States. 

By Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts: 
H.R. 3382. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 

By Mr. ESTES of Kansas: 
H.R. 3383. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8 of the United States 

Constitution, specifically Clause 1 (relating 
to providing for the general welfare of the 
United States) and Clause 18 (relating to the 
power to make all laws necessary and proper 
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress), and Article IV, Section 3, Clause 2 (re-
lating to the power of Congress to dispose of 
and make all needful rules and regulations 
respecting the territory or other property 
belonging to the United States). 

By Mrs. HARTZLER: 
H.R. 3384. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I: Section 8: Clause 3 The United 

States Congress shall have power ‘‘To regu-
late Commerce with foreign Nations, and 
among the several States, and with the In-
dian Tribes.’’ 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 
H.R. 3385. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-

stitution, to ‘‘provide for the common de-
fense and general welfare of the United 
States.’’ 

By Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas: 
H.R. 3386. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of section 8 of article I of the Con-

stitution, to ‘‘provide for the common de-
fense and general welfare of the United 
States.’’ 

By Mr. HARPER: 
H.R. 3387. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the United 

States Constitution. 
By Mr. LATTA: 

H.R. 3388. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 
To regulate Commerce with foreign Na-

tions, and among the several States, and 
with the Indian Tribes; 

By Ms. BARRAGÁN: 
H.R. 3389. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18 

By Ms. CASTOR of Florida: 
H.R. 3390. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the U.S. 

Constitution 
By Mr. HARRIS: 

H.R. 3391. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 1, Section 8, Clause 3 

By Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana: 
H.R. 3392. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article 4, Section 3, clause 2 

By Mr. TED LIEU of California: 
H.R. 3393. 
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Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Section 8 of the U.S. Constitution. 

By Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS: 
H.R. 3394. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
To regulate Commerce as enumerated by 

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1 of the Constitu-
tion 

By Mr. MEEHAN: 
H.R. 3395. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8: 
The Congress shall have Power To lay and 

collect Taxes, Duties, Imposts and Excises, 
to pay the Debts and provide for the common 
Defense and general Welfare of the United 
States. 

By Mr. PAULSEN: 
H.R. 3396. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 1 of Section 8 of Article I of the 

United States Constitution. 
By Ms. ROSEN: 

H.R. 3397. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Clause 8 of Section 8 of Article I of the 

Constitution 
By Mr. YOUNG of Alaska: 

H.R. 3398. 
Congress has the power to enact this legis-

lation pursuant to the following: 
Article I, Section 8, Clause 18 and Article 4, 

Section 3, Clause 2. 

f 

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS 

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors 
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows: 

H.R. 36: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 37: Mr. HARPER. 
H.R. 44: Ms. GABBARD and Mrs. WALORSKI. 
H.R. 52: Mr. CLAY. 
H.R. 112: Mr. LAWSON of Florida and Mr. 

GAETZ. 
H.R. 126: Mr. POCAN. 
H.R. 149: Ms. CLARKE of New York, Mr. 

RUSH, and Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas. 
H.R. 150: Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas. 
H.R. 256: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 350: Mr. POLIQUIN and Mr. FRANCIS 

ROONEY of Florida. 
H.R. 380: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 432: Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 
H.R. 444: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. SOTO. 
H.R. 465: Mr. DAVIDSON. 
H.R. 490: Mr. GALLAGHER. 
H.R. 564: Mr. WOODALL. 
H.R. 692: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 718: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 754: Mrs. LOVE, Mr. CARTWRIGHT, Ms. 

ESHOO, Mr. HILL, Mr. SIRES, Mr. HASTINGS, 
Mr. SERRANO, and Miss RICE of New York. 

H.R. 771: Ms. ROSEN. 
H.R. 772: Mr. ROUZER. 
H.R. 785: Mr. FLEISCHMANN and Mr. 

CRAWFORD. 
H.R. 820: Mr. CAPUANO and Mr. LONG. 
H.R. 825: Mr. CURBELO of Florida. 
H.R. 846: Mr. PRICE of North Carolina. 
H.R. 849: Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. 
H.R. 850: Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. LAM-

BORN, and Mrs. WAGNER. 
H.R. 873: Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Mr. 

QUIGLEY, Mr. ABRAHAM, and Ms. HERRERA 
BEUTLER. 

H.R. 918: Ms. ESTY of Connecticut. 
H.R. 986: Mr. VALADAO. 
H.R. 997: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 1002: Mr. BOST. 
H.R. 1057: Mrs. ROBY, Mr. HOLDING, and Mr. 

ROTHFUS. 

H.R. 1094: Mr. COOPER. 
H.R. 1124: Mr. FLORES and Mr. POLIQUIN. 
H.R. 1133: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 1136: Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. 
H.R. 1227: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 1264: Mr. RATCLIFFE. 
H.R. 1267: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas. 
H.R. 1281: Mr. SIRES and Mr. LARSON of 

Connecticut. 
H.R. 1291: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 1298: Mr. WALZ. 
H.R. 1300: Mr. HIGGINS of New York. 
H.R. 1307: Mr. CARBAJAL and Mr. LARSEN of 

Washington. 
H.R. 1339: Mr. WALBERG. 
H.R. 1360: Mr. SMITH of Texas. 
H.R. 1400: Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 1406: Ms. FRANKEL of Florida, Mr. 

JOYCE of Ohio, Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. MCSALLY, and Mr. 
SERRANO. 

H.R. 1436: Mr. BANKS of Indiana. 
H.R. 1444: Ms. ROSEN. 
H.R. 1470: Mr. COFFMAN. 
H.R. 1494: Mr. UPTON, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. 

FERGUSON, Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN, Mrs. LOWEY, 
and Mr. SOTO. 

H.R. 1555: Ms. LOFGREN and Mr. LUCAS. 
H.R. 1645: Mr. STIVERS. 
H.R. 1650: Mr. LANGEVIN. 
H.R. 1676: Mr. CURBELO of Florida and Mr. 

QUIGLEY. 
H.R. 1697: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. BRADY of 

Texas, Mr. BUDD, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, and Mr. 
LONG. 

H.R. 1698: Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia and 
Ms. GABBARD. 

H.R. 1731: Mr. MARINO and Mr. GIBBS. 
H.R. 1739: Mr. KHANNA, Ms. BROWNLEY of 

California, Mr. KIND, and Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 1795: Mr. LEWIS of Georgia and Mr. 

SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 1810: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 1825: Mr. POLIQUIN. 
H.R. 1828: Mrs. NOEM. 
H.R. 1846: Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire 

and Mr. MCGOVERN. 
H.R. 1861: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ. 
H.R. 1868: Mr. TAKANO. 
H.R. 1896: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 
H.R. 1897: Mr. FORTENBERRY. 
H.R. 1902: Mr. SABLAN. 
H.R. 1963: Mr. RASKIN. 
H.R. 1999: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 2004: Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana. 
H.R. 2016: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 2030: Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas. 
H.R. 2040: Mr. FERGUSON. 
H.R. 2044: Mr. LOEBSACK. 
H.R. 2051: Mr. RENACCI. 
H.R. 2123: Mr. JONES. 
H.R. 2158: Mr. NORCROSS. 
H.R. 2193: Mr. MARSHALL and Ms. SÁNCHEZ. 
H.R. 2234: Mr. SMITH of Washington. 
H.R. 2261: Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 2276: Mrs. BLACKBURN. 
H.R. 2286: Mr. CURBELO of Florida. 
H.R. 2291: Mr. KILMER. 
H.R. 2298: Mr. JENKINS of West Virginia. 
H.R. 2307: Ms. MOORE. 
H.R. 2315: Ms. VELÁZQUEZ and Ms. MCCOL-

LUM. 
H.R. 2318: Mr. NORCROSS. 
H.R. 2326: Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania 

and Mr. CONNOLLY. 
H.R. 2327: Mr. CARTER of Georgia, Ms. LOF-

GREN, Mr. MOULTON, Mr. ROSKAM, and Mr. 
LOUDERMILK. 

H.R. 2340: Mr. YOUNG of Alaska and Mr. 
PETERSON. 

H.R. 2408: Mr. CURBELO of Florida and Ms. 
SLAUGHTER. 

H.R. 2450: Mr. TIBERI. 
H.R. 2465: Mr. KENNEDY, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, 

Mr. RUSH, Ms. MATSUI, and Mr. COURTNEY. 
H.R. 2472: Mr. SOTO, Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-

GERS, and Mr. KHANNA. 
H.R. 2478: Mr. MCHENRY. 

H.R. 2491: Mr. SCHNEIDER. 
H.R. 2499: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2501: Mr. GALLEGO. 
H.R. 2526: Mr. NORCROSS. 
H.R. 2591: Mr. THOMAS J. ROONEY of Flor-

ida. 
H.R. 2617: Mr. RUTHERFORD. 
H.R. 2641: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia and 

Mr. PAULSEN. 
H.R. 2666: Mr. SCHWEIKERT and Ms. 

MCSALLY. 
H.R. 2670: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2683: Mr. CRIST. 
H.R. 2692: Mr. COHEN. 
H.R. 2705: Mr. CARTER of Georgia. 
H.R. 2713: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of 

New Mexico. 
H.R. 2719: Mr. BEYER, Ms. WASSERMAN 

SCHULTZ, Mr. HECK, Mr. CRIST, Mr. DEUTCH, 
and Mr. MOULTON. 

H.R. 2723: Mr. BANKS of Indiana, Mr. LAB-
RADOR, Mr. LONG, Mr. MCCAUL, Mr. LAMBORN, 
Mrs. NOEM, and Mrs. WAGNER. 

H.R. 2740: Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. BONAMICI, 
Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire, Mr. BUDD, 
Mr. CLAY, Mr. BRADY of Texas, and Mr. 
MCEACHIN. 

H.R. 2771: Mr. VALADAO. 
H.R. 2790: Mr. JONES, Mr. LOWENTHAL, Mr. 

RUPPERSBERGER, and Mrs. MURPHY of Flor-
ida. 

H.R. 2819: Mr. BRAT. 
H.R. 2820: Mr. FITZPATRICK and Ms. 

STEFANIK. 
H.R. 2821: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 2830: Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. FASO, Mr. 

COFFMAN, and Mr. BEYER. 
H.R. 2832: Mr. FARENTHOLD, Mr. WALKER, 

Mr. PITTENGER, and Mr. BANKS of Indiana. 
H.R. 2851: Mr. GOTTHEIMER and Mr. 

FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 2856: Mr. BRADY of Texas. 
H.R. 2864: Mr. WILLIAMS, Mr. HILL, and Mr. 

MESSER. 
H.R. 2890: Mr. ROSKAM, Mr. KIND, and Mr. 

FOSTER. 
H.R. 2899: Mr. CUMMINGS. 
H.R. 2901: Mr. REICHERT. 
H.R. 2902: Mr. BLUMENAUER and Mr. POLIS. 
H.R. 2903: Mr. SOTO. 
H.R. 2925: Mr. HUFFMAN. 
H.R. 2933: Ms. WILSON of Florida, Ms. 

BONAMICI, and Mrs. BUSTOS. 
H.R. 2936: Mr. VALADAO and Mr. WALDEN. 
H.R. 2946: Mr. WALZ. 
H.R. 2968: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 2976: Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 
H.R. 2978: Mr. NEAL. 
H.R. 2996: Mr. SMITH of Texas, Mr. 

FARENTHOLD, Mr. LUETKEMEYER, Mr. 
PITTENGER, Mr. GRAVES of Missouri, Mr. 
LAMBORN, Mr. BISHOP of Michigan, and Mrs. 
WAGNER. 

H.R. 2999: Mr. POCAN and Ms. ESHOO. 
H.R. 3011: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 3024: Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. 
H.R. 3035: Mr. HIMES and Mr. COURTNEY. 
H.R. 3048: Mr. PETERSON. 
H.R. 3053: Mr. COHEN and Mr. ROUZER. 
H.R. 3055: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 
H.R. 3056: Mr. LOUDERMILK. 
H.R. 3089: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H.R. 3100: Mr. O’HALLERAN, Mr. CUELLAR, 

Mr. CRIST, Mr. COSTA, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. 
BISHOP of Georgia, Mr. CORREA, Mr. GON-
ZALEZ of Texas, Mrs. MURPHY of Florida, Mr. 
SCHNEIDER, and Mr. THOMPSON of California. 

H.R. 3107: Mr. WITTMAN. 
H.R. 3110: Mr. DELANEY, Mrs. CAROLYN B. 

MALONEY of New York, Ms. SINEMA, and Mr. 
CURBELO of Florida. 

H.R. 3111: Ms. BARRAGÁN, Mr. MCGOVERN, 
and Ms. MCCOLLUM. 

H.R. 3117: Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. 
H.R. 3152: Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. 
H.R. 3199: Mrs. DINGELL, Ms. CLARKE of 

New York, and Ms. JUDY CHU of California. 
H.R. 3205: Mr. O’ROURKE. 
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H.R. 3227: Ms. GABBARD. 
H.R. 3236: Mr. JOHNSON of Louisiana. 
H.R. 3261: Ms. STEFANIK. 
H.R. 3265: Mr. COOK. 
H.R. 3269: Ms. SLAUGHTER and Mr. PAS-

CRELL. 
H.R. 3274: Mr. BUCSHON, Mr. AMODEI, Mr. 

MOOLENAAR, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. 
KING of New York, Mr. COSTA, Mr. HOYER, 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia, Ms. JACKSON LEE, 
and Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire. 

H.R. 3282: Mr. STIVERS, Mr. LUCAS, Mr. 
ALLEN, Mr. YOUNG of Iowa, and Mr. 
LAMALFA. 

H.R. 3284: Mrs. DEMINGS and Mr. KING of 
New York. 

H.R. 3285: Mr. CURBELO of Florida. 
H.R. 3300: Ms. LOFGREN. 
H.R. 3301: Mr. HOLDING. 
H.R. 3314: Mrs. NAPOLITANO, Mr. RASKIN, 

Mr. EVANS, and Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. 
H.R. 3316: Ms. ESTY of Connecticut, Mr. 

KHANNA, and Ms. SLAUGHTER. 
H.R. 3324: Mr. CONNOLLY. 
H.R. 3329: Mr. FITZPATRICK. 
H.R. 3330: Mr. LOUDERMILK and Mr. 

PITTENGER. 
H.R. 3332: Mr. KIND, Ms. ESTY of Con-

necticut, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. PELOSI, Mr. 
KENNEDY, Mr. KILMER, Mr. HOYER, Mr. 
SCHRADER, Mr. LIPINSKI, Mr. NEAL, Mr. 
CRIST, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. JACKSON LEE, Mr. 

CLEAVER, Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mr. SEAN PAT-
RICK MALONEY of New York, Ms. ROYBAL- 
ALLARD, Mr. WELCH, Mr. LEWIS of Georgia, 
Mr. BUTTERFIELD, and Mr. THOMPSON of Cali-
fornia. 

H.R. 3361: Mr. THOMPSON of California, Mr. 
RUSH, and Ms. ESTY of Connecticut. 

H.R. 3364: Mr. COHEN and Mr. SMITH of New 
Jersey. 

H.J. Res. 113: Mr. CARBAJAL. 
H. Con. Res. 28: Mr. FASO. 
H. Con. Res. 59: Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. 

CRAWFORD, and Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD. 
H. Con. Res. 70: Mr. ALLEN. 
H. Con. Res. 72: Mr. COLE. 
H. Res. 31: Mr. ZELDIN. 
H. Res. 129: Mr. CRAWFORD. 
H. Res. 220: Mr. NORCROSS. 
H. Res. 257: Mr. DENT and Mrs. MURPHY of 

Florida. 
H. Res. 279: Mr. DESANTIS. 
H. Res. 311: Mr. ENGEL. 
H. Res. 317: Mr. KILDEE. 
H. Res. 327: Mr. KIND. 
H. Res. 359: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. 
H. Res. 401: Ms. NORTON, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. 

RASKIN, Mr. GUTÍERREZ, Mr. THOMPSON of 
California, Ms. BASS, Mr. SUOZZI, and Mr. 
PETERS. 

H. Res. 422: Mr. CONNOLLY. 
H. Res. 433: Mr. ROKITA. 
H. Res. 446: Ms. JUDY CHU of California, Mr. 

EVANS, Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI, Ms. LEE, Mr. 

MCEACHIN, Mr. PASCRELL, Ms. SCHAKOWSKY, 
Mr. SCHNEIDER, Ms. VELÁZQUEZ, Mrs. WATSON 
COLEMAN, Mr. WELCH, Mr. MCGOVERN, Ms. 
MOORE, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. SWALWELL of Cali-
fornia, Mrs. TORRES, Mr. BROWN of Maryland, 
Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. KHANNA, Mr. RICHMOND, Ms. 
ROYBAL-ALLARD, Ms. MAXINE WATERS of 
California, and Mr. DEUTCH. 

H. Res. 449: Ms. LEE. 
H. Res. 456: Mr. BLUMENAUER. 
H. Res. 457: Mr. RASKIN, Mrs. BUSTOS, Ms. 

TITUS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. MOULTON, Ms. 
BORDALLO, and Ms. SHEA-PORTER. 

H. Res. 462: Mr. ALLEN. 
H. Res. 466: Mr. CLAY, Ms. HERRERA 

BEUTLER, Mr. MESSER, Mr. GALLEGO, and Mr. 
FITZPATRICK. 

f 

PETITIONS, ETC. 

Under clause 3 of rule XII, 
60. The SPEAKER presented a petition of 

David Koehler, State Senator, 46th District, 
Illinois, relative to Senate Resolution No. 
377, urging the Congress to adopt a farm bill 
that supports and promotes the development 
of local and regional food systems; which 
was referred to the Committee on Agri-
culture. 
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