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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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