
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE, Vol. 156, Pt. 1523604 December 22, 2010 
before the period at the end the following: 
‘‘and any additional advances’’. 

(b) ASSESSMENTS.—Section 217 of the Fed-
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1790e) is 
amended by striking subsection (d) and in-
serting the following: 

‘‘(d) ASSESSMENT AUTHORITY.— 
‘‘(1) ASSESSMENTS RELATING TO EXPENDI-

TURES UNDER SUBSECTION (B).—In order to 
make expenditures, as described in sub-
section (b), the Board may assess a special 
premium with respect to each insured credit 
union in an aggregate amount that is reason-
ably calculated to make any pending or fu-
ture expenditure described in subsection (b), 
which premium shall be due and payable not 
later than 60 days after the date of the as-
sessment. In setting the amount of any as-
sessment under this subsection, the Board 
shall take into consideration any potential 
impact on credit union earnings that such an 
assessment may have. 

‘‘(2) SPECIAL PREMIUMS RELATING TO REPAY-
MENTS UNDER SUBSECTION (C)(3).—Not later 
than 90 days before the scheduled date of 
each repayment described in subsection 
(c)(3), the Board shall set the amount of the 
upcoming repayment and shall determine 
whether the Stabilization Fund will have 
sufficient funds to make the repayment. If 
the Stabilization Fund is not likely to have 
sufficient funds to make the repayment, the 
Board shall assess with respect to each in-
sured credit union a special premium, which 
shall be due and payable not later than 60 
days after the date of the assessment, in an 
aggregate amount calculated to ensure that 
the Stabilization Fund is able to make the 
required repayment. 

‘‘(3) COMPUTATION.—Any assessment or pre-
mium charge for an insured credit union 
under this subsection shall be stated as a 
percentage of its insured shares, as rep-
resented on the previous call report of that 
insured credit union. The percentage shall be 
identical for each insured credit union. Any 
insured credit union that fails to make time-
ly payment of the assessment or special pre-
mium is subject to the procedures and pen-
alties described under subsections (d), (e), 
and (f) of section 202.’’. 
SEC. 2. EQUITY RATIO. 

Section 202(h)(2) of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1782(h)(2)) is amended 
by striking ‘‘when applied to the Fund,’’ and 
inserting ‘‘which shall be calculated using 
the financial statements of the Fund alone, 
without any consolidation or combination 
with the financial statements of any other 
fund or entity,’’. 
SEC. 3. NET WORTH DEFINITION. 

Section 216(o)(2) of the Federal Credit 
Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1790d(o)(2)) is amended 
to read as follows: 

‘‘(2) NET WORTH.—The term ‘net worth’— 
‘‘(A) with respect to any insured credit 

union, means the retained earnings balance 
of the credit union, as determined under gen-
erally accepted accounting principles, to-
gether with any amounts that were pre-
viously retained earnings of any other credit 
union with which the credit union has com-
bined; 

‘‘(B) with respect to any insured credit 
union, includes, at the Board’s discretion 
and subject to rules and regulations estab-
lished by the Board, assistance provided 
under section 208 to facilitate a least-cost 
resolution consistent with the best interests 
of the credit union system; and 

‘‘(C) with respect to a low-income credit 
union, includes secondary capital accounts 
that are— 

‘‘(i) uninsured; and 

‘‘(ii) subordinate to all other claims 
against the credit union, including the 
claims of creditors, shareholders, and the 
Fund.’’. 
SEC. 4. STUDY OF NATIONAL CREDIT UNION AD-

MINISTRATION. 
(a) STUDY.—The Comptroller General of 

the United States shall conduct a study of 
the National Credit Union Administration’s 
supervision of corporate credit unions and 
implementation of prompt corrective action. 

(b) ISSUES TO BE STUDIED.—In conducting 
the study required under subsection (a), the 
Comptroller General shall– 

(1) determine the reasons for the failure of 
any corporate credit union since 2008; 

(2) evaluate the adequacy of the National 
Credit Union Administration’s response to 
the failures of corporate credit unions, in-
cluding with respect to protecting taxpayers, 
avoiding moral hazard, minimizing the costs 
of resolving such corporate credit unions, 
and the ability of insured credit unions to 
bear any assessments levied to cover such 
costs; 

(3) evaluate the effectiveness of implemen-
tation of prompt corrective action by the 
National Credit Union Administration for 
both insured credit unions and corporate 
credit unions; and 

(4) examine whether the National Credit 
Union Administration has effectively imple-
mented each of the recommendations by the 
Inspector General of the National Credit 
Union Administration in its Material Loss 
Review Reports, and, if not, the adequacy of 
the National Credit Union Administration’s 
reasons for not implementing such rec-
ommendation. 

(c) REPORT TO COUNCIL.—Not later than 1 
year after the date of enactment of this Act, 
the Comptroller General shall submit a re-
port on the results of the study required 
under this section to— 

(1) the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs of the Senate; 

(2) the Committee on Financial Services of 
the House of Representatives; and 

(3) the Financial Stability Oversight Coun-
cil. 

(d) COUNCIL REPORT OF ACTION.—Not later 
than 6 months after the date of receipt of the 
report from the Comptroller General under 
subsection (c), the Financial Stability Over-
sight Council shall submit a report to the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs of the Senate and the Committee on 
Financial Services of the House of Rep-
resentatives on actions taken in response to 
the report, including any recommendations 
issued to the National Credit Union Adminis-
tration under section 120 of the Dodd-Frank 
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Protec-
tion Act (12 U.S.C. 5330). 

The bill was ordered to be read a 
third time, was read the third time, 
and passed, and a motion to reconsider 
was laid on the table. 

f 

CELEBRATING 130 YEARS OF 
UNITED STATES-ROMANIAN DIP-
LOMATIC RELATIONS 

Mr. KLEIN of Florida. Madam Speak-
er, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Committee on Foreign Affairs be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
the concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 
67) celebrating 130 years of United 
States-Romanian diplomatic relations, 
congratulating the Romanian people 
on their achievements as a great na-

tion, and reaffirming the deep bonds of 
trust and values between the United 
States and Romania, a trusted and 
most valued ally, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. 

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

There was no objection. 
The text of the concurrent resolution 

is as follows: 
S. CON. RES. 67 

Whereas the United States established dip-
lomatic relations with Romania in June 1880; 

Whereas the United States and Romania 
are two countries united by shared values 
and a strong commitment to freedom, de-
mocracy, and prosperity; 

Whereas Romania has shown, for the past 
20 years, remarkable leadership in advancing 
security and democratic principles in East-
ern Europe, the Western Balkans, and the 
Black Sea region, and has amply partici-
pated to the forging of a wider Europe, whole 
and free; 

Whereas Romania’s commitment to meet-
ing the greatest responsibilities and chal-
lenges of the 21st century is and has been re-
flected by its contribution to the inter-
national efforts of stabilization in Afghani-
stan and Iraq, its decision to participate in 
the United States missile defense system in 
Europe, its leadership in regional non-
proliferation and arms control, its active 
pursuit of energy security solutions for 
South Eastern Europe, and its substantial 
role in shaping a strong and effective North 
Atlantic Alliance; 

Whereas the strategic partnership that ex-
ists between the United States and Romania 
has greatly advanced the common interests 
of the United States and Romania in pro-
moting transatlantic and regional security 
and free market opportunities, and should 
continue to provide for more economic and 
cultural exchanges, trade and investment, 
and people-to-people contacts between the 
United States and Romania; 

Whereas the talent, energy, and creativity 
of the Romanian people have nurtured a vi-
brant society and nation, embracing entre-
preneurship, technological advance and inno-
vation, and rooted deeply in the respect for 
education, culture, and international co-
operation; and 

Whereas Romanian Americans have con-
tributed greatly to the history and develop-
ment of the United States, and their rich 
cultural heritage and commitment to fur-
thering close relations between Romania and 
the United States should be properly recog-
nized and praised: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep-
resentatives concurring), That Congress— 

(1) celebrates the 130th anniversary of 
United States-Romanian diplomatic rela-
tions; 

(2) congratulates the Romanian people on 
their achievements as a great nation; and 

(3) reaffirms the deep bonds of trust and 
values between the United States and Roma-
nia. 

Mr. ORTIZ. Madam Speaker, I rise today as 
Co-Chair of the Romanian Caucus in the 
House of Representatives, to support the 
unanimous consent to Senate Resolution S. 
Con. Res. 67, which Senator GEORGE VOINO-
VICH introduced on June 30 of this year, to cel-
ebrate 130 years of U.S.-Romanian diplomatic 
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relations, to congratulate the Romanian people 
of their achievements as a great nation, and to 
reaffirm the deep bonds of trust and values 
between the United States and Romania. This 
Resolution is concurrent with House Resolu-
tion H. Con. Res. 291 that I introduced on 
June 29 of this year. 

In my five years of leadership of the Roma-
nian Caucus I worked closely with Romanian 
officials and leaders, and witnessed their com-
mitment to upholding and advancing the val-
ues of freedom, democracy and prosperity. 
Romania has been an extraordinary ally in 
NATO and a critical partner in the European 
Union, in addressing some of the most impor-
tant challenges facing our transatlantic and 
global community—from ensuring peace and 
stability in Afghanistan, to nuclear proliferation, 
to energy security. Romania is a trusted ally 
and a strategic partner of the United States, 
with whom we have developed great coopera-
tion on issues of common interest, including 
security, economic and political conditions in 
Eastern Europe, the Balkans, the Black Sea 
and Caucasus regions. 

I am very proud of the Congress passing 
this Resolution, as it reflects and commends 
the many achievements of the U.S.-Romanian 
partnership and of the Romanian people. I 
thank all my colleagues who supported the 
Resolution and I urge Congress to continue to 
support cooperation between the United 
States and Romania, and to deepen the 
bonds of trust and friendship between our two 
countries. 

The concurrent resolution was con-
curred in. 

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 

f 

REMOVAL CLARIFICATION ACT OF 
2010 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 
Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 6560) to amend title 28, 
United States Code, to clarify and im-
prove certain provisions relating to the 
removal of litigation against Federal 
officers or agencies to Federal courts, 
and for other purposes, and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there 

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

There was no objection. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H. R. 6560 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Removal 
Clarification Act of 2010’’. 
SEC. 2. REMOVAL OF CERTAIN LITIGATION TO 

FEDERAL COURTS. 
(a) CLARIFICATION OF INCLUSION OF CERTAIN 

TYPES OF PROCEEDINGS.—Section 1442 of title 
28, United States Code, is amended— 

(1) in subsection (a), in the matter pre-
ceding paragraph (1)— 

(A) by inserting ‘‘that is’’ after ‘‘or crimi-
nal prosecution’’; 

(B) by inserting ‘‘and that is’’ after ‘‘in a 
State court’’; and 

(C) by inserting ‘‘or directed to’’ after 
‘‘against’’; and 

(2) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(c) As used in subsection (a), the terms 

‘civil action’ and ‘criminal prosecution’ in-
clude any proceeding (whether or not ancil-
lary to another proceeding) to the extent 
that in such proceeding a judicial order, in-
cluding a subpoena for testimony or docu-
ments, is sought or issued. If removal is 
sought for a proceeding described in the pre-
vious sentence, and there is no other basis 
for removal, only that proceeding may be re-
moved to the district court.’’. 

(b) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—Section 
1442(a) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘capacity for’’ and insert-

ing ‘‘capacity, for or relating to’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘sued’’; and 
(2) in each of paragraphs (3) and (4), by in-

serting ‘‘or relating to’’ after ‘‘for’’. 
(c) APPLICATION OF TIMING REQUIREMENT.— 

Section 1446 of title 28, United States Code, 
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(g) Where the civil action or criminal 
prosecution that is removable under section 
1442(a) is a proceeding in which a judicial 
order for testimony or documents is sought 
or issued or sought to be enforced, the 30-day 
requirement of subsections (b) and (c) is sat-
isfied if the person or entity desiring to re-
move the proceeding files the notice of re-
moval not later than 30 days after receiving, 
through service, notice of any such pro-
ceeding.’’. 

(d) REVIEWABILITY ON APPEAL.—Section 
1447(d) of title 28, United States Code, is 
amended by inserting ‘‘1442 or’’ before 
‘‘1443’’. 
SEC. 3. PAYGO COMPLIANCE. 

The budgetary effects of this Act, for the 
purpose of complying with the Statutory 
Pay-As-You-Go Act of 2010, shall be deter-
mined by reference to the latest statement 
titled ‘‘Budgetary Effects of PAYGO Legisla-
tion’’ for this Act, submitted for printing in 
the Congressional Record by the Chairman of 
the House Budget Committee, provided that 
such statement has been submitted prior to 
the vote on passage. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam Speaker, 
the Removal Clarification Act of 2010 will en-
able Federal officials—Federal officers, in the 
words of the statute—to remove cases filed 
against them to Federal court in accordance 
with the spirit and intent of the current Federal 
officer removal statute. 

Under the Federal officer removal statute, 
28 U.S.C. 1442(a), Federal officers are able to 
remove a case out of State court and into 
Federal court when it involves the Federal offi-
cer’s exercise of his or her official responsibil-
ities. 

However, more than 40 States have pre-suit 
discovery procedures that require individuals 
to submit to deposition or respond to dis-
covery requests even when a civil action has 
not yet been filed. 

Courts are split on whether the current Fed-
eral officer removal statute applies to pre-suit 
discovery. This means that Federal officers 
can be forced to litigate in State court despite 
the Federal statute’s contrary intent. 

This bill will clarify that a Federal officer may 
remove any legally enforceable demand for 
his or her testimony or documents, if the basis 

for contesting the demand has to do with the 
officer’s exercise of his or her official respon-
sibilities. It will also allow for appeal to the 
Federal circuit court if the district court re-
mands the matter back to the State court over 
the objection of the Federal officer. 

When a similar bill passed the House in 
July, I explained that the bill will not result in 
the removal of the entire case when a Federal 
officer is merely served with a discovery re-
quest. The version of the bill we consider 
today reflects refinements proposed by the 
Senate to make that even clearer. The bill 
now states that ‘‘[i]f there is no other basis for 
removal, only that proceeding may be re-
moved to the district court.’’ This makes very 
clear that the Federal court must consider the 
discovery request served on the Federal offi-
cial as a separate proceeding from the under-
lying State court case. 

This bill continues to have strong bipartisan 
support, and I would like to thank Chairman 
CONYERS, Ranking Member SMITH, and the 
Ranking Member of the Courts Subcommittee, 
HOWARD COBLE of North Carolina, for their 
work on this bill. I would also like to thank 
Courts Subcommittee counsel Liz Stein for all 
her tremendous work on this bill over several 
months. 

I urge my colleagues to support this impor-
tant legislation. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, was read the 
third time, and passed, and a motion to 
reconsider was laid on the table. 

f 

HONORING THE 50TH ANNIVER-
SARY OF THE FREEDOM RIDES 
Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Madam 

Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that 
the Committee on the Judiciary be dis-
charged from further consideration of 
House Resolution 1779 and ask for its 
immediate consideration in the House. 

The Clerk read the title of the resolu-
tion. 

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

There was no objection. 
The text of the resolution is as fol-

lows: 
H. RES. 1779 

Whereas, on May 4, 1961, a Greyhound bus 
left Washington, DC with black and white 
passengers and traveled South to challenge 
discriminatory racial segregation laws; 

Whereas, while the travels of these pas-
sengers were initially called a Journey of 
Reconciliation, their efforts would come to 
be known as the Freedom Rides; 

Whereas these Southern-bound passengers, 
known as the Freedom Riders, were united 
by their commitment to end segregation and 
ongoing racial discrimination; 

Whereas the Freedom Riders traveled into 
states where Jim Crow laws were still preva-
lent, thus challenging the Federal Govern-
ment to enforce its decision to overturn 
them by non-violently integrating the bus 
routes and rest stops; 

Whereas, on their journeys during the 
Summer of 1961, the Freedom Riders would 
stop at locations in Virginia, North Carolina, 
Tennessee, South Carolina, Georgia, Florida, 
Alabama, Mississippi, Arkansas, and Lou-
isiana; 
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