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The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore (Mr. FLEISCHMANN).

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
January 13, 2015.

I hereby appoint the Honorable CHARLES J.
FLEISCHMANN to act as Speaker pro tempore
on this day.

JOHN A. BOEHNER,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 6, 2015, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties, with each party
limited to 1 hour and each Member
other than the majority and minority
leaders and the minority whip limited
to 5 minutes, but in no event shall de-
bate continue beyond 11:50 a.m.

——————

CONCESSIONS TO CUBA ARE JUST
THE TIP OF THE ICEBERG

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
an 8-year-old child, I was forced to flee
Havana, Cuba, with my family for the
shores of the United States of America,
this shining city on a hill and a beacon
of hope and freedom to the world.

The Cuban American Members of
Congress are all united by our love of
this great country and our love and re-
spect for freedom, for democracy, and

the rule of law because of where we
come from and whom we represent. For
us, these principles aren’t concepts
that we take for granted. We cherish
them because we know the alternative.

We need look no further than just 60
miles south of the United States to see
the alternative, where the Castro re-
gime has been entrenched for over 55
yvears and ruling the island with an
iron fist.

This is Berta Soler, one of the leaders
of Las Damas de Blanco, the Ladies in
White, a peaceful dissident group.
Berta has been detained so many
times, she says to me, that she has lost
count. That is why we stand united in
a bipartisan manner, in steadfast oppo-
sition to any attempts by the Obama
administration to normalize relations
with the Castro regime.

President Obama’s audacity of hubris
has resulted in one exercise in folly
after another, and engagement with
Cuba is the height of that folly. What
have we gotten in return? Let me turn
to the next poster. This poster has a
list of some of the many wanted crimi-
nals who have sought refuge and have
gotten it in Castro’s Cuba. We haven’t
gotten any reforms from this deal.

We haven’t gotten the return of these
dozens of criminals that Castro has
been harboring because they have fled
from justice in America, like convicted
New Jersey State trooper killer Joanne
Chesimard. After this deal was an-
nounced, the Castro regime said: Oh,
no, all of these people, we will give
them asylum. The FBI has put her on
the most wanted terrorist list; yet Cas-
tro says: We will give them asylum.

What have the Cuban people received
as a result of this administration’s con-
cessions? Well, 53 political prisoners
supposedly were released, Mr. Speaker,
like some of these activists, who were
rounded up in a catch-and-release pro-
gram of the Castro regime.

The administration hails this list of
53 as a victory, ignoring the fact that

hundreds of political and anti-regime
activists like these were arrested and
detained immediately before and after
the announcement of the changes, and
almost 2,000 people were arrested or de-
tained last year alone. This infamous
list of 53 that has been praised by this
administration and the Castro regime
is another ruse.

Over a dozen individuals on that list
were released prior to the December 17
announcement, including Carlos An-
dres Sanchez Perez. He was released
over 1 year ago. Some were arrested
even before June. Catch-and-release is
the new program, the new playbook of
the Castro regime, and Obama delib-
erately has fallen for that ruse.

Now, the regime will feel emboldened
because the United States has just
signed off on its mistreatment of its
citizens, and President Obama has ex-
tended an economic lifeline to the re-
gime that will allow it to continue this
repression.

Before there can be any discussion of
changing our policy toward Cuba, Mr.
Speaker, all political prisoners must be
released, not this fake list of 53; fair
and multiparty elections must be held;
and the fundamental human rights of
every Cuban must be respected.

Mr. Speaker, I warn my colleagues to
pay close attention to what the Obama
administration is attempting to do in
Cuba because this will track with its
attempts at reconciliation with Iran,
another rogue nation and state sponsor
of terrorism. The administration’s ef-
forts in Cuba have been the test case
for Iran, and the two have paralleled
each other.

While the administration was holding
secret talks with the Castro regime, we
know that he was penning secret let-
ters to Iran’s Supreme Leader
Khamenei and conceding to Iran the
right to enrich uranium.

These concessions to Cuba are just
the tip of the iceberg, and it will open
the doors to similar measures in Iran
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where the Supreme Leader will see
what is happening in Cuba and says:
Hey, we can get away with that as well.

Both have serious consequences for
our national security as other nations
see that we lack the courage of our
convictions, and they will be willing to
test us. In fact, Nicolas Maduro after
the prisoner exchange said, ‘“We will
exchange Leopoldo Lopez,”” a human
rights activist whom Nicolas Maduro
has imprisoned in Venezuela, for one of
the criminals in prison here in the
United States. They want to test us;
they want to see what they can get for
holding innocents in prison.

Just look at the appeasements that
this administration has made to Rus-
sia, to Iran, to North Korea. These
rogue regimes will continue to act with
impunity, and our allies have turned
away from us because, instead of work-
ing with our allies, we have been ap-
peasing our enemies.

Mr. Speaker, in closing, I would like
for this Congress to take a close look
at that list of 53 prisoners and remem-
ber that even if that were a true list,
which it is not, it is not about 53. It is
about freedom for all political pris-
oners, some of whose names we will
never know.

—————

WE NEED A NEW AUTHORIZATION
FOR USE OF MILITARY FORCE

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

Mr. McDERMOTT. Mr. Speaker, we
are now in our 6th month of war
against ISIS, and make no mistake
about it, we are at war in Iraq, though
I do not recall a debate or a vote in
this Chamber authorizing that.

I would respectfully remind the
President, who is well-versed in con-
stitutional law, of something he al-
ready knows but appears unwilling to
address: the executive is not permitted
under the articles of the Constitution
to unilaterally authorize military ac-
tion in a situation that does not con-
stitute an imminent threat.

There is no doubt that ISIS is a de-
praved and repugnant organization, but
our intelligence community has re-
peatedly said it does not imminently
threaten the United States. Even if
that assessment were to change fol-
lowing the horror we witnessed in
Paris, we would still need a clear au-
thorization and a serious debate about
yet another American war in Iraq.

I and several of my colleagues in
both Chambers have been calling for
such a debate since last August. In No-
vember, the President said he intended
to work with the Congress to craft a
new Authorization for Use of Military
Force, or an AUMF, in the anti-ISIS
campaign.

Before it adjourned last year, the
Senate Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions drafted and passed a new, if
vague, AUMF against the Islamic State
of Iraq and the Levant.
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Mr. Speaker, the 113th Congress abro-
gated its responsibility to acknowledge
that the ongoing military campaign in
Iraq and Syria cannot be sustained on
the back of war powers notifications of
two outdated AUMF's.

The start of this new Congress is a
perfect time to actually do something
about this urgent need by debating and
voting on something required of us 6
months ago. Over 3,000 American
troops have been deployed to retrain
Iraqi Army brigades that will allegedly
be the new and improved force to take
over against ISIS.

The Chairman of the Joint Chiefs of
Staff declined to say over the weekend
how long this training would take, so
the Prime Minister of Iraq volunteered
a guess: 3 years. In 3 years, which
seems awfully optimistic, Iraqg may be
able to rebuild and restructure its mili-
tary.

Does this mean 3 more years of coali-
tion airstrikes, if we even have a coali-
tion by then? Does that mean 3 more
yvears of military advisers to train
forces that will never be ready? Does
that mean 3 more years of American
troops sent out to reoccupy those de-
crepit bases that served as a stark re-
minder of the last time—more than 10
years ago—we went to war in Iraq
without a strategy?

Mr. Speaker, apparently, the reading
of the Constitution on the House floor
last week was gratuitous, since the
Congress has no intention of following
a key section of the Constitution.
When it comes to war and peace, Mr.
Speaker, the authority remains firmly
with the Congress; yet we have sent
our country’s sons and daughters to
war without a new bill, a serious de-
bate, or a proper vote.

Where is our sense of priority, read-
ing the Constitution or obeying it?
Where is our sense of responsibility?
We have already had 6 months of uni-
lateral war against ISIS. Another 3
years is intolerable.

Mr. Speaker, it is up to you to invite
the President to come up here and ad-
dress this House, all 535 Members of
Congress, to tell us what he needs and
what he has decided is worth the sac-
rifice. It cannot be done, it should not
be done, without an authorization from
this Congress. To fail to do that is
eroding to the very Constitution that
we say we support in this House.

We have a civilian control of the
military, not by one man, but by 535
Members of Congress. That is the way
it is supposed to work. We need to have
this debate now.

————
HELP FOR SMALL BUSINESSES

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

Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania. Mr.
Speaker, we were sent to Washington
by our constituents to work together
to encourage accountability, trans-
parency, and limited government. Big-
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ger government does not necessarily
mean more responsive government, but
it has come to mean more costly gov-
ernment.

When our small businesses and entre-
preneurs, the backbone of our econ-
omy, are forced to divert resources to
costly new mandates, it means less
capital for growing their business, less
capital to hire more employees, less
money to raise employee wages.

Two statistics, to me, jump out.
First, 64 percent of the new jobs cre-
ated in this country in the past 15
years have been through small busi-
nesses. Last year alone, new regula-
tions cost our economy $67 billion.

We are going to be dealing with sev-
eral regulatory reform measures this
week, bipartisan pieces of legislation
that will modernize the Federal rule-
making process and put more power
back in the hands of job creators.

We need to help those who are too
often squeezed by regulation the most:
small businesses. We need to give them
a larger voice in the process. We need
to be a country that continues to wel-
come new ideas and innovation, not a
nation that overregulates from Wash-
ington and inhibits our full economic
potential.

I look forward to forthcoming regu-
latory reform measures to help stream-
line our government, get Washington
out of the way, bring stability and cer-
tainty to small businesses, and help
grow our economy.

————
0 1015

END HUNGER NOW

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I have
come to the floor today to give a voice
to those who are hungry, to share their
struggles, and to challenge my House
colleagues to take meaningful action
to end hunger now.

Last week the Center on Budget and
Policy Priorities released a troubling
new report estimating that roughly 1
million unemployed Americans will be
cut off from SNAP benefits over the
course of 2016. The report anticipates
that those affected will lose between
$150 and $200 per person per month in
food benefits—cuts that will cause seri-
ous hardship. Mr. Speaker, this is
shameful, and it deserves our atten-
tion. We should be working to end hun-
ger now, not making it worse.

The 1996 welfare law limits individ-
uals aged 18 to 50 who are not disabled
or caring for young children to 3
months of SNAP benefits in any 36-
month period if they aren’t employed
or in a work training program for 20
hours or more a week. That sounds rea-
sonable, but when jobs and job training
are not available, it isn’t so reasonable.

During times of high unemployment,
Governors can request a waiver to the
3-month time limit for their State.
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During the Great Recession, Gov-
ernors, both Republicans and Demo-
crats, in 46 States have requested and
have been granted some type of waiver
from the 3-month time limit. This en-
abled unemployed adults to continue to
look for a job in a tough job market
without going hungry.

Mr. Speaker, our economy continues
to improve and unemployment rates
across the country are falling, but we
are not out of the woods yet. The most
vulnerable among us—those with lim-
ited education and skills—continue to
struggle to find work.

In October 2014, the Center on Budget
and Policy Priorities estimated there
were two unemployed workers for
every available position. By that meas-
ure, even if every available job were
filled by an unemployed individual,
there still would not be enough jobs for
everyone who needed one.

When the current 3-month time limit
waivers expire, the problem is that
most States offer few, if any, job train-
ing programs. They aren’t required to
do so. And in States that do offer work
programs, the number of individuals
who need them far outnumbers the
available slots. Come 2016, an unem-
ployed adult actively looking for work,
no matter how many job postings they
respond to or how many resumes they
send out, will arbitrarily be cut off
from receiving food benefits through no
fault of their own.

The 3-month time limit as it is draft-
ed is a severe penalty that hurts an al-
ready vulnerable population. According
to USDA data, those who would be af-
fected have an average monthly in-
come of only 19 percent of the poverty
line. They often do not qualify for any
other types of assistance.

Mr. Speaker, it is unconscionable
that 1 million of the poorest Americans
would be cut off from food benefits be-
cause their State does not offer job
training programs or does not have the
capacity to meet the demand for those
who need help improving their skills.
These individuals would be left on their
own at an already difficult time. They
may be forced to choose between food
and rent or other necessities.

Mr. Speaker, we need to adequately
fund our job training programs, which
this Congress has consistently failed to
do, and we need to ensure that unem-
ployed adults who are diligently
searching for a job do not go hungry
while they look for work.

I am concerned—deeply concerned—
about reports that Republican leaders
want to launch yet another assault
against SNAP. They want to cut the
program even more. That would be a
mistake and a disservice to one of the
most efficiently and effectively run
Federal programs. HEven more impor-
tant, it would be a disservice to so
many of our citizens who are strug-
gling in poverty.

Mr. Speaker, I am also concerned
about a Republican majority that is
more interested in adhering to a polit-
ical sound bite than in pursuing sound
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policy. Let’s focus on ending hunger
and ending poverty. Let’s bring to an
end the nasty, cruel, and negative rhet-
oric that has been used to demagogue
SNAP and those who rely on the ben-
efit that was so evident in the last Con-
gress.

Mr. Speaker, it is tough to be poor in
America. It is hard work. We in Con-
gress should be part of the solution,
not part of the problem. We can do bet-
ter. We can and we should do more to
end hunger now.

———

IN THE LINE OF DUTY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. AL GREEN) for 5 minutes.

Mr. AL GREEN of Texas. Mr. Speak-
er, I am proud to say that I stand at
the podium today to thank two Mem-
bers of Congress who last week took
the lead on LEAD. LEAD is Law En-
forcement Appreciation Day. I want to
thank Congresspersons JOLLY and
REICHERT for what they did on last Fri-
day in paying a special tribute, if you
will, to the 900,000-plus who serve us as
peace officers in the United States of
America.

Mr. Speaker, I am very proud to say
that in my family I had an uncle who
was a peace officer, and he had an in-
fluence on my life that literally
changed the course of my life and set
me on the course that I currently am
pursuing. My uncle and I were riding
along together, and I was asking a lot
of questions. He made a statement that
became indelible with me. He said:
This boy is asking so many questions,
I think he is going to be a lawyer.

I was younger than 10. I don’t think
I knew what a lawyer was. I am not
sure how old I was. I remember I was
very young. But I also remember that
if my uncle thought that being a law-
yer was a good thing for me, then that
was a thing that I should do.

This was a peace officer, a police offi-
cer, a deputy sheriff that had a lasting
impact on my life. I am so grateful for
his service to his community and the
way he has been an outstanding citizen
in his community. His name is Dallas
Yates.

I am proud to tell you that when I
saw these Congresspersons paying trib-
ute to peace officers, police officers, I
concluded that I would have to add to
the RECORD some thoughts because
there is a phrase that we use quite
often when we reference peace officers.
It is styled, ‘‘in the line of duty’—‘in
the line of duty.” And officers do so
many things in the line of duty. Some
of these things, quite frankly, are not
things that they are expected to do,
but they do them anyway.

The Washington Post reported that
two officers delivered a baby on Christ-
mas Day in the line of duty. They were
on duty when they did it. Officers are
not trained to deliver babies, but when
called upon, they take the lead to do
what needs to be done.

Think of the thousands of people who
have been stranded and who were
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helped by peace officers: flood victims
helped by peace officers, persons with
something as simple as a flat tire
helped by police officers, all in the
course and scope of their duty. And
then, of course, we have officers who
have literally gone into fires to save
lives. It has been reported that officers
have done this. In fact, the Tulsa World
recently reported that an officer saved
a life from a fire in the line of duty, in
the course and scope of duty.

That phrase means a lot more than
simply lending a helping hand. ‘“‘In the
line of duty” means sometimes that of-
ficers lose their lives. In this country,
we had 27 officers die in 2013 as a result
of felonious incidents all occurring in
the line of duty. We had 49 that died
from accidents in the line of duty.

Mr. Speaker, when this term is used
now, ‘‘in the line of duty,” to refer to
these officers who make the ultimate
sacrifice so that others may have a bet-
ter life, you have better appreciation
for what ‘‘in the line of duty’” means.
It is more than mere words. It means
sacrifice. Many families have had to
mourn the loss of a loved one in the
line of duty.

So I am proud to salute the officers—
the 900,000-plus—and I thank the
Congresspersons who led the discussion
celebrating, appreciating, and com-
memorating those who have served and
have gone on to make their transition
in the line of duty.

I think it appropriate to close with
these words that express some
thoughts about how we measure our
lives and how the life of a person is
measured and appreciated. Ruth
Smeltzer reminds us:

Some measure their lives by days and years,

Others by heartthrobs, passion, and tears.

But the surest measure under the sun

Is what in your lifetime for others you have
done.

I want to thank the 900,000-plus offi-
cers for what they have done for others
in their lifetime in the line of duty.
God bless you. God bless the United
States of America.

THE GAS TAX

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

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
the momentum for an increase in the
Federal gas tax continues to build.
This weekend’s excellent New York
Times editorial made the case why the
increase is needed and long overdue.
Costs of repair increase dramatically
the longer they are delayed. In the
meantime, Americans paid billions of
dollars for congestion, wasted gas, and
repairing damage to their cars, and
thousands of lives are lost due to un-
safe roads. This followed an editorial in
The Washington Post making the same
argument, joining USA Today, L.A.
Times, and a variety of newspapers
across the country.

Recently, we have seen eight Sen-
ators from both parties who have been
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identified as stepping up, either sup-
porting a gas tax or at least being open
to it. We have seen leadership at the
State level as eight States in the last 2
years have increased gas taxes, includ-
ing some very red States like Wyoming
and New Hampshire. Here in the House,
there are already 136 Members who
have signed a bipartisan letter urging
the leadership to act on providing ap-
propriate funding that is sustainable
and dedicated.

Well, Mr. Speaker, we do have a solu-
tion. This issue has been studied exten-
sively, including two Presidential com-
missions during the Bush administra-
tion. The conclusion was that there is
no better, more effective solution than
simply raising the gas tax, which
hasn’t been increased in 22 years.

People know America is falling be-
hind as it is falling apart. The concern
about the financial impact of a gas tax
increase on families is waning. As gas
prices plummet, my corner gas station
is selling gasoline at $1.60 per gallon
less than its peak last year.

I will be reintroducing the funding
proposal I had in the last Congress.
That legislation was widely supported
by a range of interests that included
labor, business, the professions, local
government, transit, environmental-
ists, truckers, AAA, and cyclists. They
all agreed that there is a critical need
to fund investments in rebuilding and
renewing America.

Mr. Speaker, the arguments today
are basically the same that were used
by President Ronald Reagan in his
Thanksgiving Day address in 1982. He
used his nationwide radio speech 33
years ago to call for an increase that
more than doubled the Federal gas tax.
He pointed out that that tax is actu-
ally for the people who benefit from
using it, that the user fee would cost
less than the damage to repair their
cars from damage due to poor condi-
tions from roads and bridges. As Presi-
dent Reagan said, it would probably be
less than a pair of shock absorbers.

He pointed out that the gas tax then,
as now, had not been raised in more
than two decades, and that repairing
infrastructure that was failing would
put hundreds of thousands of people to
work while it protected the investment
in our infrastructure as well as in our
automobiles

Mr. Speaker, it is time for Congress
to step up. The States are doing their
part. People are exploring innovative
financing approaches involving the pri-
vate sector. People are looking at cre-
ative ways to design and build projects,
but there is no substitute for the 25
percent of infrastructure funding that
comes from the Federal partnership. It
is absolutely essential for projects that
are multiyear, projects that are
multimodal and that involve a number
of jurisdictions, often a number of
States.

This May we face the expiration of
the short-term highway trust fund fix
from last summer. We are back in the
exact same situation we were then.
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Failing to address the funding issue
head-on has meant that we haven’t had
a 6-year reauthorization approved by
Congress since 1997. Since then, we
have had two ever-shorter reauthoriza-
tions and 21 temporary extensions.
Over $60 billion of general fund money
has been needed to just prop up our in-
adequate system.
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Mr. Speaker, no country has become
great planning and building its infra-
structure 6 months at a time. It is time
to capitalize on falling oil prices, on
the momentum that is building around
the country, and the realization that
we need to act now.

I strongly urge my colleagues to join
me and, indeed, President Reagan in
this long overdue action. America will
be better off, the economy will be
stronger, communities will be more
livable and our families safer,
healthier, and more economically se-
cure.

———

STRENGTH OF THE PUERTO RICO
STATEHOOD MOVEMENT

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Puerto Rico (Mr. PIERLUISI) for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. PIERLUISI. Mr. Speaker, last
week I spoke about Puerto Rico’s mis-
sion to discard its status as a U.S. ter-
ritory and to become a TU.S. State.
Today, I rise to inform my colleagues
about the most recent phase of this
mission.

A brief word of background. Puerto
Rico has been a territory since 1898. Its
status is incompatible with the prin-
ciples this Nation strives to uphold at
home and promotes abroad. There are
3.6 million American citizens in Puerto
Rico. My constituents cherish their
U.S. citizenship and have made count-
less contributions to this country in
law, science, business, government, the
arts, the armed services, and every
other field of human endeavor. Yet
they cannot vote for President, have no
U.S. Senators, and send one Delegate
to the House who has a voice but no
vote in this Chamber.

The people of Puerto Rico, beyond
lacking democratic rights, are deprived
of equality under law. Congress has a
license to discriminate against the ter-
ritories, and Puerto Rico is treated
worse than the States under a range of
Federal programs. To compensate for
the shortfall in Federal funding, the
Puerto Rican government has borrowed
heavily in order to provide adequate
public services. This disparate treat-
ment is the principal reason why Puer-
to Rico has endured severe economic
problems for decades.

Inequality, both political and eco-
nomic, is driving thousands of my con-
stituents to depart for the States every
month. It is human nature to go where
you believe you can secure a better fu-
ture for yourself and your family. How-
ever, residents of Puerto Rico have fi-
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nally said enough is enough. They de-
mand a status that is democratic and
dignified, a proud status for a proud
people.

In a referendum organized by the
local government in 2012, voters in
Puerto Rico rejected territory status
and expressed a clear preference for
statehood. In response, Congress pro-
vided an appropriation of $2.5 million
to fund the first federally sponsored
vote in Puerto Rico’s history, with the
clear goal of resolving the territory’s
status. This is the most significant
step the Federal Government has ever
taken to settle the status debate in
Puerto Rico.

I have proposed that the funding be
used to hold a federally sponsored
“yes’ or ‘‘no”” vote on whether Puerto
Rico should be admitted as a State.
Some have complained that Puerto
Rico has already voted for statehood
and should not have to vote again. This
argument is based on a fundamental
misunderstanding of history and how
Washington works. After expressing a
strong desire for statehood in local
referenda, the territories of Alaska and
Hawaii each held federally sponsored
“‘yes’ or ‘‘no’ votes on admission that
led to statehood. If Puerto Rico wants
to become a State, it must do the
same.

My proposal has broad congressional
support, since a bill I filed last Con-
gress that endorsed this approach ob-
tained 131 cosponsors and led to the fil-
ing of an identical Senate bill. My pro-
posal also has significant local support.
Yesterday, in a remarkable display of
unity and resolve, all 22 members of
the statehood delegation in the Puerto
Rico house and all eight members of
the statehood delegation in the Puerto
Rico Senate introduced identical bills
that proposed to use the appropriation
from Congress to conduct a federally
sponsored vote on Puerto Rico’s admis-
sion as a State. Now all that remains is
for Puerto Rico’s Governor, speaker of
the house, and senate president—each a
defender of the failed status quo—to
show some courage and schedule this
vote. Real leaders do not fear the
democratic process or its results.

Meanwhile, statehood forces continue
our forward march, expanding in size
and strength. Indeed, today statehood
supporters are rallying outside the
White House and are holding meetings
here in Congress. In the coming weeks
and months, our advocacy efforts will
only intensify. As individuals, our abil-
ity to effect change is inherently lim-
ited, but as a united movement, we are
as strong as steel. We are fighting for
equality, and we will not stop until we
achieve it.

OPPOSING THE REPUBLICAN
AGENDA

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

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress is still very young. This Congress
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that we are in right now began last
week when we were gaveled in and we
were sworn in. It has taken very little
time for my Republican colleagues to
begin to message to the American peo-
ple just where they stand.

The things we have seen last week
from the very beginning—one thing we
saw was an effort in the rules package
which prohibited Social Security from
sending money over to the Social Secu-
rity disability fund. This has been done
many times before; it is routine. It will
certainly create pressure and under-
mine and create real damage and a
scary situation for people who are on
Social Security disability payments
and who survive on it based on their
documented, recorded illness.

But they didn’t stop there. The very
next day they began to erode the finan-
cial protections that protect Ameri-
cans from the massive collapse that
took place on Wall Street in 2008. Al-
ready they want to dismantle and chip
away at the Volcker rule, a very com-
monsense rule which says that big
banks that hold collateralized loan ob-
ligations have to move these big assets,
these big financial instruments, out-
side of their banking business, wherein
they have protected assets by the
FDIC.

No sooner than we did that, the very
next day we moved on to dismantling
the Affordable Care Act, making it so
you don’t get health care coverage,
can’t mandate health care coverage
until someone works 40 hours, as op-
posed to 30, which meant that there
will be people who will lose out on
health care coverage from their em-
ployer.

And the next day, we were here with
the Keystone pipeline. They tried to
push that under a bill that wasn’t real-
ly a pure Keystone bill. It didn’t have
things like spill protection.

And then here we are this week about
to see a bill on the floor very soon
which will essentially prioritize Repub-
lican gamesmanship over immigration.
It will prioritize that over our home-
land security. The Homeland Security
bill, this bill we passed last year, late
last year—you may recall something
called the CR/Omnibus bill. It was a CR
omnibus bill. We passed a whole series
of funding bills for a year’s time, ex-
cept for one particular bill. And the
bill that is due to expire is the Home-
land Security bill.

Now in the wake of Paris happening
just a few days ago, the horrific mur-
der, carnage, and barbaric behavior by
terrorists that happened just a few
days ago, we now are facing a big fight
on what of all things—homeland secu-
rity? And why are we having this big
fight? It’s because the Republicans
want to show President Obama that
they are not going to allow him to use
executive authority that is well within
his power to do.

Presidents have always used execu-
tive authority. The Emancipation
Proclamation issued by President Lin-
coln was executive authority. The bills
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that Ronald Reagan passed used execu-
tive authority many more times than
President Obama has. So has George W.
Bush. It is routine. Presidents issue ex-
ecutive orders.

President Obama has done some be-
cause the Republican majority has re-
fused to move on comprehensive immi-
gration reform. He has used his author-
ity to prioritize the deportation of
criminals, people who have committed
crimes, over Kkids who are valedic-
torians, and he has done this well with-
in his right as the chief executive offi-
cer of this country.

And because the Republicans don’t
like the executive orders, because they
have very divisive views, in my opin-
ion, on immigration, they have decided
to have a very short Homeland Secu-
rity funding bill, which is putting us in
a position where we are either going to
capitulate and back off on things that
the President wants to do or we are
going to pass a Homeland Security bill
with a lot of things in it that would be
damaging to the action that the Presi-
dent has already taken.

Let me tell you, some of the things
in the Homeland Security bill are of
huge concern to me. I will just share
just a few of them. One of them is the
Blackburn amendment. The Blackburn
amendment would prohibit the use of
funds to continue for the Deferred Ac-
tion for Childhood Arrivals program.

Pay close attention to this bill. This
is not what the American people want.
We urge the American people to pay
close attention, and I intend to vote
against these Republican measures.

———

TERRORISM AROUND THE WORLD

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, the
new year has come with many bless-
ings, but it has also come with a major
wake-up call. I rise again to express my
deepest sympathy to the people of
France, the loss of lives, including our
Jewish brothers and sisters targeted
simply because of their faith and other
innocents.

I stand as well to recognize my
friends in the Muslim community who
have all come together, to thank them
for standing against violent and reck-
less terrorism. Their voices were loud
and present and noted.

I recognize the heads of state, the
work of the United States in standing
alongside France, our early and long-
standing partner in democracy and lib-
erty. Yesterday, some of us had the
privilege, hosted by the Foreign Affairs
Committee, to greet the French Am-
bassador and to offer to the people of
France our personal regrets and sym-
pathy.

As we look to the incidents that are
coming to our attention around the
world, let me bring up again the girls
in Nigeria, who were taken almost a
yvear ago, 300 innocent school girls. The
only thing that they wanted to do was
to take their exams.
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In the spring of 2014, I led a delega-
tion of Members of Congress to the
northern state of Borno. I met the
pleading and crying and broken fami-
lies. I met some of the girls who gave
a harrowing story of how they escaped,
sliding through the wooded forests, es-
caping for their lives with just the
clothes on their back. Only through a
light from a house along the road were
they able to get some refuge, and then
three of them escaped on a motorcycle
with a hero whose name probably will
never be noted.

But these girls have no more iden-
tity. We are saying bring the girls
back, but maybe they are married and
impregnated and indoctrinated in this
instance with doctrines that were not
their life. They were Christian.
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The focus on Africa must be en-
hanced. I thank my good friend Con-
gresswoman KAREN BASS, who has been
working tirelessly as the ranking mem-
ber of the Africa Subcommittee and
had a brilliant meeting this morning.

I come now to announce that we can-
not stand by as Boko Haram pillages
violently, recklessly, with inhumanity,
kills with reckless abandonment, with
no one stopping them, 2,000 people
along Lake Chad, bodies that people
are tripping over and finding under
bushes and trees. This is a cry for
mercy; this is an outrage. The world
cannot stand by idly and not look to
this.

Nigeria cannot fight this alone, and
just as we have announced a concerted
global effort against ISIL and al Qaeda,
we must do this against Boko Haram.
They are not simply a group of thugs.
They have connected to this vile insti-
tution of terrorism, and they are going
up against ill-prepared military forces.

We could point the finger, and I am
asking for the Government of Nigeria
to stand and ask for help. There is no
shame in asking for help. I am asking
the United Nations to do more than it
is doing. I am asking the African Union
to collaborate with the forces that
they have at their side with the col-
laboration of African countries to go to
the rescue of the innocent persons in
northern Nigeria.

How can we stand by when a 10-year-
old girl who needs to be playing with
dolls and going to school and looking
into the sunshine for an aspirational
light of things that she can do in 2014,
probably a brilliant little girl, unbe-
knownst to her, strapped with a hor-
rible bomb and now in death, with her
little body splintered by a bomb—a sui-
cide bomber—how can she even under-
stand what they had told her she was
doing?

Mr. Speaker, let me close by saying
that I am calling upon the world to
join in a global effort to fight the ter-
rorist dastardly behavior of an
uncaring Boko Haram, and I close by
saying that we must reach out to
young Muslim boys in northern Nigeria
for an alternative to that life.
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May God rest in peace those who
have died at the hands of terrorists,
and we ask for a unified global re-
sponse.

———

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 48
minutes a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. POE of Texas) at noon.

———

PRAYER

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

Almighty God, we give You thanks
for giving us another day.

Bless the Members of this people’s
House. Help them to walk in the light,
to share their strengths, and to build
upon their common desire for the good
of our Nation that they might better
attend to the important issues of our
day.

May they think clearly, speak con-
fidently, and act courageously to make
our Nation better today than it was
yesterday. If it be Your will, we ask
that men and women of good will from
both sides of the political aisle might
cooperate in the forming of law and
policy.

May we be forever grateful for the
blessings our Nation enjoys and appro-
priately generous with what we have to
help those among us who are in need.

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

Amen.

———

THE JOURNAL

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

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to clause 1, rule I, I demand a vote
on agreeing to the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Speaker’s approval
of the Journal.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8, rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.
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PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Louisiana (Mr. BoOU-
STANY) come forward and lead the
House in the Pledge of Allegiance.

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

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

————

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. MESSER. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Republican Conference, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 29

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be, and are hereby, elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE: Mr. Good-
latte; Mr. Lucas; Mr. King of Iowa; Mr.
Neugebauer; Mr. Rogers of Alabama; Mr.
Thompson of Pennsylvania; Mr. Gibbs; Mr.
Austin Scott of Georgia; Mr. Crawford; Mr.
DesJarlais; Mr. Gibson; Mrs. Hartzler; Mr.
Benishek; Mr. Denham; Mr. LaMalfa; Mr.
Rodney Davis of Illinois; Mr. Yoho; Mrs.
Walorski; Mr. Allen; Mr. Mike Bost of Illi-
nois; Mr. Rouzer; Mr. Abraham; Mr. Emmer

of Minnesota; Mr. Moolenaar; and Mr.
Newhouse.
COMMITTEE ON  APPROPRIATIONS:  Mr.

Frelinghuysen; Mr. Aderholt; Ms. Granger;
Mr. Simpson; Mr. Culberson; Mr. Crenshaw;
Mr. Carter of Texas; Mr. Calvert; Mr. Cole;
Mr. Diaz-Balart; Mr. Dent; Mr. Graves of
Georgia; Mr. Yoder; Mr. Womack; Mr. For-
tenberry; Mr. Rooney of Florida; Mr.
Fleischmann; Ms. Herrera Beutler; Mr.
Joyce; Mr. Valadao; Mr. Harris; Mrs. Roby;
Mr. Amodei; Mr. Stewart; Mr. Rigell; Mr.
Jolly; Mr. Young of Iowa; and Mr. Jenkins of
West Virginia.

COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES: Mr. Jones;
Mr. Forbes; Mr. Miller of Florida; Mr. Wilson
of South Carolina; Mr. LoBiondo; Mr. Bishop
of Utah; Mr. Turner; Mr. Kline; Mr. Rogers of
Alabama; Mr. Franks of Arizona; Mr. Shu-
ster; Mr. Conaway; Mr. Lamborn; Mr. Witt-
man; Mr. Hunter; Mr. Fleming; Mr. Coffman;
Mr. Gibson; Mrs. Hartzler; Mr. Heck of Ne-
vada; Mr. Austin Scott of Georgia; Mr.
Palazzo; Mr. Brooks of Alabama; Mr. Nugent;
Mr. Cook; Mr. Bridenstine; Mr. Wenstrup;
Mrs. Walorski; Mr. Byrne; Mr. Graves of Mis-
souri; Mr. Zinke; Ms. Stefanik; Ms. McSally;
Mr. Knight; and Mr. MacArthur.

COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORK-
FORCE: Mr. Wilson of South Carolina; Ms.
Foxx; Mr. Hunter; Mr. Roe of Tennessee; Mr.
Thompson of Pennsylvania; Mr. Walberg; Mr.
Salmon; Mr. Guthrie; Mr. Rokita; Mr.
Barletta; Mr. Heck of Nevada; Mr. Messer;
Mr. Byrne; Mr. Brat; Mr. Carter of Georgia;
Mr. Bishop of Michigan; Mr. Grothman; Mr.
Russell; Mr. Curbelo of Florida; Ms.
Stefanik; and Mr. Allen.

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND COMMERCE: Mr.
Barton; Mr. Whitfield; Mr. Shimkus; Mr.
Pitts; Mr. Walden; Mr. Murphy of Pennsyl-
vania; Mr. Burgess; Mrs. Blackburn; Mr. Sca-
lise; Mr. Latta; Mrs. McMorris Rodgers; Mr.
Harper; Mr. Lance; Mr. Guthrie; Mr. Olson;
Mr. McKinley; Mr. Pompeo; Mr. Kinzinger of
Illinois; Mr. Griffith; Mr. Bilirakis; Mr.
Johnson of Ohio; Mr. Long; Mrs. Ellmers of
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North Carolina; Mr. Bucshon; Mr. Flores;
Mrs. Brooks of Indiana; Mr. Mullin; Mr. Hud-
son; Mr. Collins of New York; and Mr.
Cramer.

COMMITTEE ON FINANCIAL SERVICES: Mr.
King of New York; Mr. Royce; Mr. Lucas; Mr.
Garrett; Mr. Neugebauer; Mr. McHenry; Mr.

Pearce; Mr. Posey; Mr. Fitzpatrick; Mr.
Westmoreland; Mr. Luetkemeyer; Mr.
Huizenga of Michigan; Mr. Duffy; Mr. Hurt of
Virginia; Mr. Stivers; Mr. Fincher; Mr.

Stutzman; Mr. Mulvaney; Mr. Hultgren; Mr.
Ross; Mr. Pittenger; Mrs. Wagner; Mr. Barr;
Mr. Rothfus; Mr. Messer; Mr. Schweikert;
Mr. Dold; Mr. Guinta; Mr. Tipton; Mr. Wil-
liams; Mr. Poliquin; Mrs. Love; and Mr. Hill.

COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS: Mr. Smith
of New Jersey; Ms. Ros-Lehtinen; Mr. Rohr-
abacher; Mr. Chabot; Mr. Wilson of South
Carolina; Mr. McCaul; Mr. Poe of Texas; Mr.
Salmon; Mr. Issa; Mr. Marino; Mr. Duncan of
South Carolina; Mr. Brooks of Alabama; Mr.
Cook; Mr. Weber of Texas; Mr. Perry; Mr.
DeSantis; Mr. Meadows; Mr. Yoho; Mr. Claw-
son of Florida; Mr. DesJarlais; Mr. Ribble;
Mr. Trott; Mr. Zeldin; and Mr. Emmer of
Minnesota.

COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY: Mr.
Smith of Texas; Mr. King of New York; Mr.
Rogers of Alabama; Mrs. Miller of Michigan;
Mr. Duncan of South Carolina; Mr. Marino;
Mr. Palazzo; Mr. Barletta; Mr. Perry; Mr.
Clawson of Florida; Mr. Katko; Mr. Hurd of
Texas; Mr. Carter of Georgia; Mr. Walker;
Mr. Loudermilk; Ms. McSally; and Mr.
Ratcliffe.

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY: Mr. Sensen-
brenner; Mr. Smith of Texas; Mr. Chabot;
Mr. Issa; Mr. Forbes; Mr. King of Iowa; Mr.
Franks of Arizona; Mr. Gohmert; Mr. Jordan;
Mr. Poe of Texas; Mr. Chaffetz; Mr. Marino;
Mr. Gowdy; Mr. Labrador; Mr. Farenthold;
Mr. Collins of Georgia; Mr. DeSantis; Mrs.
Mimi Walters of California; Mr. Buck; Mr.
Ratcliffe; Mr. Trott; and Mr. Bishop of
Michigan.

COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES: Mr.
Young of Alaska; Mr. Gohmert; Mr. Lam-
born; Mr. Wittman; Mr. Fleming; Mr.
McClintock; Mr. Thompson of Pennsylvania;
Mrs. Lummis; Mr. Benishek; Mr. Duncan of
South Carolina; Mr. Gosar; Mr. Labrador;
Mr. LaMalfa; Mr. Byrne; Mr. Denham; Mr.
Cook; Mr. Westerman; Mr. Graves of Lou-
isiana; Mr. Newhouse; Mr. Zinke; Mr. Jody
Hice of Georgia; Mrs. Radewagen; Mr. Mac-
Arthur; Mr. Mooney of West Virginia; and
Mr. Hardy.

COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERNMENT
REFORM: Mr. Mica; Mr. Turner; Mr. Duncan
of Tennessee; Mr. Jordan; Mr. Walberg; Mr.
Amash; Mr. Gosar; Mr. DesJarlais; Mr.
Gowdy; Mr. Farenthold; Mrs. Lummis; Mr.
Massie; Mr. Meadows; Mr. DeSantis; Mr.
Mulvaney; Mr. Buck; Mr. Walker; Mr. Blum;
Mr. Jody Hice of Georgia; Mr. Russell; Mr.
Carter of Georgia; Mr. Grothman; Mr. Hurd
of Texas; and Mr. Palmer.

COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND TECH-
NOLOGY: Mr. Sensenbrenner; Mr. Rohr-
abacher; Mr. Lucas; Mr. Neugebauer; Mr.
McCaul; Mr. Palazzo; Mr. Brooks of Ala-
bama; Mr. Hultgren; Mr. Posey; Mr. Massie;
Mr. Bridenstine; Mr. Weber of Texas; Mr.
Johnson of Ohio; Mr. Moolenaar; Mr. Knight;
Mr. Babin; Mr. Westerman; Mrs. Comstock;
Mr. Newhouse; Mr. Palmer; and Mr.
Loudermilk.

COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS: Mr. King
of Iowa; Mr. Luetkemeyer; Mr. Hanna; Mr.
Huelskamp; Mr. Rice of South Carolina; Mr.
Gibson; Mr. Brat; Mrs. Radewagen; Mr.
Knight; Mr. Hurd of Texas; Mr. Curbelo of
Florida; Mr. Mike Bost of Illinois; and Mr.
Hardy.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE: Mr. Young of Alaska; Mr. Dun-
can of Tennessee; Mr. Mica; Mr. LoBiondo;
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Mr. Graves of Missouri; Mrs. Miller of Michi-
gan; Mr. Hunter; Mr. Crawford; Mr. Barletta;
Mr. Farenthold; Mr. Gibbs; Mr. Hanna; Mr.
Webster of Florida; Mr. Denham; Mr. Ribble;
Mr. Massie; Mr. Rice of South Carolina; Mr.
Meadows; Mr. Perry; Mr. Rodney Davis of Il-
linois; Mr. Sanford; Mr. Woodall; Mr. Rokita;
Mr. Katko; Mr. Babin; Mr. Hardy; Mr. Cos-
tello of Pennsylvania; Mr. Graves of Lou-
isiana; Mrs. Mimi Walters of California; Mrs.

Comstock; Mr. Curbelo of Florida; Mr.
Rouzer; and Mr. Zeldin.
COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS: Mr.

Lamborn; Mr. Bilirakis; Mr. Roe of Ten-
nessee; Mr. Benishek; Mr. Huelskamp; Mr.
Coffman; Mr. Wenstrup; Mrs. Walorski; Mr.
Abraham; Mr. Zeldin; Mr. Costello of Penn-
sylvania; Mrs. Radewagen; and Mr. Mike
Bost of Illinois.

COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS: Mr. Sam
Johnson of Texas; Mr. Brady of Texas; Mr.
Nunes; Mr. Tiberi; Mr. Reichert; Mr. Bou-
stany; Mr. Roskam; Mr. Tom Price of Geor-
gia; Mr. Buchanan; Mr. Smith of Nebraska;
Mr. Schock; Ms. Jenkins of Kansas; Mr.
Paulsen; Mr. Marchant; Mrs. Black; Mr.
Reed; Mr. Young of Indiana; Mr. Kelly of
Pennsylvania; Mr. Renacci; Mr. Meehan;
Mrs. Noem; Mr. Holding; and Mr. Smith of
Missouri.

Mr. MESSER (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain up to 15 requests
for 1-minute speeches on each side of
the aisle.

———

HONORING ERIC GRANT ON HIS
RETIREMENT

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

Mr. CRAWFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in recognition of my friend Eric
Grant, an extension agent for the Uni-
versity of Arkansas Division of Agri-
culture who will retire this week after
28 years of service to agriculture in my
home county, Craighead County.

For nearly three decades, Mr. Grant
has faithfully dedicated himself to all
aspects of agriculture, including row
crops, livestock, horticulture, family
and consumer sciences, and 4-H. While
Mr. Grant has rightfully earned a rep-
utation throughout northeast Arkan-
sas for knowing his trade, he has done
so while cultivating meaningful and
lasting relationships as well. Our re-
gion’s agricultural producers and fami-
lies have not only contacted him seek-
ing information from a trusted adviser,
they have also reached out to him as
friends.

I can speak from experience about
how Mr. Grant has helped me through-
out the years, whether it involved my
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service as a TV news reporter, a farm
broadcaster on the radio, or a legis-
lator in the U.S. House of Representa-
tives.

As Mr. Grant prepares to retire on
Thursday, I wish him many days that
reflect his outstanding service to
Craighead County agriculture. Mr.
Speaker, please join me and all of
northeast Arkansas in honoring the
service of Eric Grant and wishing him
a happy retirement.

———

THE SECURE RURAL SCHOOLS
PROGRAM NEEDS TO BE REAU-
THORIZED

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

Mr. KILMER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call for the House to imme-
diately take up legislation to reauthor-
ize the Secure Rural Schools program.

For more than 100 years, the Federal
Government has recognized the finan-
cial stresses that national forest land
puts on local communities. The failure
of Congress to reauthorize this pro-
gram at the end of the last Congress
has resulted in significant budget gaps
and enormous uncertainty for county
governments in my State and through-
out the country.

School districts across the country
are poring over their books, figuring
out how to scale back essential serv-
ices that they provide to students, to
our kids, and to their families.

In Washington State, one county has
seen its budget for the sheriff’s office
cut in half, making layoffs inevitable.
The region I represent, Jefferson Coun-
ty, is now struggling to repair a key
access road that was washed out from a
storm.

Without Secure Rural Schools fund-
ing to complete the repairs, the county
is left hoping a State emergency dec-
laration will provide needed funds.
Other counties are facing similar
projects in limbo.

Mr. Speaker, let’s maintain our Fed-
eral obligation to rural and timber
communities and work in a bipartisan
fashion to pass legislation that reau-
thorizes and funds this critical pro-
gram as soon as possible.

———
CONGRESS NEEDS TERM LIMITS

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

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Speaker, it is a
true honor to be here today, and I am
humbled to serve in Washington fol-
lowing the Honorable Howard Coble.
Before ever arriving in these hallowed
Halls, I made a promise to always put
the people before the politics.

Each day upon entering this most
historic place, I am reminded that this
House belongs to the people. This past
November, these same individuals
voiced their strong desire for change—
real change—with fresh faces and new
ideas.
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As part of my commitment, I have
joined several of my colleagues in sup-
porting term limits for Members of
Congress. As Members, we must always
stay connected with our constituents
without falling prey to special inter-
ests.

It is not always the most popular of
choices, but I was sent to Washington
to serve the people, and I believe that
term limits are needed to ensure that
we never lose sight of why we are here.

——

RAISE THE MINIMUM WAGE NOW

(Mr. HIGGINS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1

minute.)
Mr. HIGGINS. Mr. Speaker, 29
States, including my home State of

New York, and the District of Colum-
bia guarantee a minimum wage higher
than that required by Federal law.
These States recognize that $7.25 an
hour is not enough to support an indi-
vidual or a family of four’s basic needs.
No American who works full time
should have to live in poverty.

Because the minimum wage has not
kept pace with inflation, today, it
holds less buying power than it did in
1981. This is unacceptable. Raising the
minimum wage will not only increase
earnings for millions, but it will also
increase consumer demand by bol-
stering the purchasing power of low-in-
come Americans.

BEighty-eight percent of those who
would benefit from a Federal minimum
wage increase are 20 years old or older
and 55 percent are women. While New
York is on track to increase its min-
imum wage to $9 by 2016, State-by-
State increases are not enough. Six-
teen States remain at or below the
Federal level, and disparities between
the States creates economic uncer-
tainty.

The time to raise the Federal min-
imum wage is now.

——

THE PRESIDENT’S IMMIGRATION
ACTIONS

(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 in support of our opportunity as
a Congress to stop an unconstitutional
action by the President and allow Con-
gress to perform its constitutional re-
sponsibilities: to write and create the
laws of this great land.

Article I, section 8 of the Constitu-
tion is clear. It is Congress’ responsi-
bility to write the law; the President’s
job is to simply enforce those laws.

Unfortunately, President Obama has
initiated some of the largest executive
power grabs in American history by
unilaterally rewriting our Nation’s im-
migration laws. These actions have ig-
nored the will of the American people.

This week, the House will address
those reforms and prevent the Presi-
dent and future Presidents from abus-
ing that authority, breaking the law,
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and ignoring the Constitution at the
expense of resolving a national crisis.

———

HONORING THE OHIO STATE
BUCKEYES

(Mrs. BEATTY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Mrs. BEATTY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to say congratulations to the
Ohio State Buckeyes for their victory
last night for the first College Football
Playoff National Championship game.

Mr. Speaker, I have the proud honor
of representing the Third Congres-
sional District of Ohio, home of the
victorious Buckeyes football team.

Mr. Speaker, last night, I joined my
Ohio congressional delegation and oth-
ers to cheer for the Buckeyes. Mr.
Speaker, football is definitely a bipar-
tisan activity.

The most valuable player, Ezekiel El-
liott, broke national championship
records for rushing yards and rushing
touchdowns; and to our winning quar-
terback, Cardale Jones—who made the
victory possible last night—to all the
players, fans, the band, coaches, and
athletic directors, I say, ‘‘Congratula-
tions.”

Go, Bucks.

———

GOOD SAMARITAN SEARCH AND
RECOVERY ACT

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

Mr. HECK of Nevada. Mr. Speaker, it
has been nearly 3 years since Las Vegas
taxi driver Keith Goldberg was ab-
ducted, killed, and his body dumped in
the Lake Mead Recreation Area.

When law enforcement searches for
Keith’s body were ended due to limited
resources, the Goldberg family turned
to Red Rock Search and Rescue, a non-
profit group of trained professionals, to
continue the search.

They immediately hit a Federal reg-
ulatory roadblock. The team from Red
Rock was told they needed to obtain a
$1 million insurance policy for a spe-
cial use permit to gain access to Fed-
eral lands.

It took 9 months for the group to
raise the funds necessary to obtain the
insurance. When they finally entered
the park almost 1 year after Keith first
went missing, it took the team all of 2
hours to locate Keith’s remains.

Mr. Speaker, last Congress, I intro-
duced legislation to allow Good Samar-
itan search groups to waive Federal li-
ability and access public lands to con-
duct missing persons searches. It
passed this House by an overwhelming
bipartisan vote of 394-0. Unfortunately,
time expired on the session before the
Senate could take action.

I come to the floor today to an-
nounce that tomorrow I will, once
again, introduce the Good Samaritan
Search and Recovery Act. I urge the
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House to take swift action on this leg-
islation because unnecessary red tape
must not continue to get in the way of
providing closure for families like the
Goldbergs.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, in December, Congress passed a
spending bill to keep the government
open, finally providing some certainty
to our economy.

Another shutdown was the last thing
anyone needed, but we cannot forget
that one agency was left out: the De-
partment of Homeland Security. Cre-
ating uncertainty at Homeland Secu-
rity is reckless because it threatens
our national security.

The tragic events in France remind
us that we need to be as vigilant as
ever. So why is this funding held back?
So the majority can try to force its im-
migration policy on the President and
the full Congress.

We can and we should have the immi-
gration debate, but it should not hold
hostage the hardworking men and
women who guard our ports and pro-
tect our borders.

Mr. Speaker, let’s do the right thing.
Let’s fund Homeland Security and have
a proper debate on immigration. This
is not an either/or situation; it is a
both/and.

———

THE CBP NEEDS TO PAY WHAT IT
OWES

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

Mr. BOUSTANY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to draw attention to an issue with seri-
ous implications for Louisiana.

Over the past 20 years, Customs and
Border Protection has not only failed
to collect $2.3 billion in antidumping
duties, it has doubled down by refusing
to pay collected interest owed to Amer-
ican industries like Louisiana’s craw-
fish processors.

Last October, CBP promised this
Louisiana industry it would disburse $6
million in interest, only to reverse its
decision 1 month later. This is just un-
acceptable.

While I was able to include language
in the Homeland Security Appropria-
tions bill to address this issue, I still
don’t believe it goes far enough to en-
sure that CBP is forced to follow
through on paying what it owes under
the law.

It is vitally important that Congress
hold CBP accountable. This industry is
not only an important job creator, it
has deep Louisiana roots in Louisiana’s
culture.

Mr. Speaker, I will not allow CBP to
run over this industry without a fight.
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WE WILL NOT ALLOW THE WORLD
TO STAND BY WHILE BOKO
HARAM KILLS

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today again to join my colleagues
whom you will hear from to challenge
this dastardly act of our 300 girls that
remain captured, abused, violated, im-
pregnated, and maybe even married
into the horrors of Boko Haram. These
women and these voices that you see
are the very women that we met when
we went to Borno State just last year
as they pleaded to be able to bring the
girls back, but now their voices were
turned toward the 2,000 who have been
killed by the horrors of Boko Haram.

So, Mr. Speaker, as I join my col-
leagues today, I ask for a global re-
sponse in the war on Boko Haram, a
global response from the African
Union, a global response from the
United Nations, and a global response
from the world to fight against Boko
Haram and, at the same time, to save
the boys that are being recruited by
this violent and horrible leader. This
leader is turning these young boys into
violent killers. 2,000 dead bodies are all
over the ground, and our girls now are
still suffering.

So to these beautiful women who are
now still in the midst saying bring the
girls back, I want to tell them that we
are coming to the rescue. We will not
allow the world to stand by while Boko
Haram kills.

————

THE RULE OF LAW

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

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Speaker, late
last year we saw the President know-
ingly act to ignore Federal immigra-
tion law, claiming to grant legal status
to millions who entered the country il-
legally—which looks a lot like am-
nesty to many Americans—an action
done in complete defiance of our Na-
tion’s rule of law.

This week the House will act to
defund the President’s plan. Some have
claimed this plan is funded by fees and
fines and that Congress can’t prevent
it. I have one answer for them:

No money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in consequence of appropriations
made by law.

These are words straight out of Arti-
cle I, section 9 of the Constitution.
There are no exceptions, no asterisks,
and no fine print.

The unilateral attacks on our rule of
law and unprecedented power grabs
from this President need to end. These
measures included in H.R. 240 are im-
portant steps in doing just that.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this legislation that will stop
the President’s executive overreach
and defend the will of the American
people.
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DHS FUNDING BILL

(Ms. ADAMS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge my Republican col-
leagues to stop toying with our Na-
tion’s security. Disrupting funding to
the Department of Homeland Security
is an extreme and reckless form of par-
tisan politics. Even Senate Republicans
have expressed concern over the tactics
used by their House colleagues.

Defunding key security infrastruc-
ture is unacceptable. Republican Sen-
ator MARK KIRK said it best: cooler
heads must prevail, and we must de-
fend critical security infrastructure.

In recent days both France and Nige-
ria experienced tragic terrorist at-
tacks. These attacks highlight the
threat here at home. Now is not the
time to weaken our defenses.

Mr. Speaker, shutting down any gov-
ernment agency is irresponsible. House
Republicans should have learned their
lesson in 2013. When will they stop the
partisan politics and start legislating?

————

HONORING THE MEMORY OF HUGH
TARBUTTON

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

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I rise today to honor the life
of Mr. Hugh Tarbutton. Hugh will be
fondly remembered and sorely missed.

During his life, Hugh was many
things: a husband, a father, a philan-
thropist, and an entrepreneur. Mr.
Tarbutton attended the Sandersville
high school and went on to Emory Ox-
ford College.

Among his many accolades, Hugh re-
ceived the Emory Medal, which is the
highest medal given and honor granted
to Emory alumni. In addition to ad-
vancing education, Mr. Tarbutton
championed economic growth in Geor-
gia while serving as president and CEO
of the Sandersville Railroad Company.

Mr. Tarbutton is survived by his wife
of b3 years, Gena, and their four chil-
dren—Hugh, Jr., Charles, Ben, and
Loulie—and their eight grandchildren.

Hugh will be remembered in many
ways, but to those who knew him best,
he will be remembered as a great
friend.

Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
join me in honoring the life and legacy
of Hugh Tarbutton.

————
BRING BACK OUR GIRLS

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

Ms. WILSON of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
since last year’s kidnapping of over 200
Nigerian schoolgirls, Boko Haram’s vi-
olence and attacks have not stopped.
Instead, they have become more vio-
lent, more deadly, and more frequent.
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Mr. Speaker, last week Boko Haram
attacked the Nigerian town of Baga,
killing 2,000 men, women, and children.
Furthermore, as recently as Sunday,
there have been reports of young girls
as young as 10 years old being used as
suicide bombers and sent into crowded
markets by Boko Haram militants.

Mr. Speaker, we can no longer stand
by idly and watch as innocent little
girls are strapped with explosives and
civilians are slaughtered by the thou-
sands. Too many lives have been lost
and innocent people murdered at the
hands of those who use religion to
propagate hate and oppression. My
heart goes out to the victims and their
families.

Mr. Speaker, I call on my colleagues
to join me and members of the House
Foreign Affairs Committee in con-
demning the devastating actions of
Boko Haram. We must keep fighting
those that would use terrorism and
fear to oppress us, and we must keep
tweeting, as I have for 273 days—
#BringBackOurGirls and
#JoinRepWilson—to show that we have
not and we will not forget.

Tweet, tweet, tweet, tweet.

———

URGING THE PRESIDENT TO WORK
WITH REPUBLICANS TO SOLVE
PROBLEMS FOR THE AMERICAN
PEOPLE

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

Mr. WALBERG. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to urge President Obama to work
with Republicans in this new Congress.

After being sworn in last week, we
immediately got to work voting on leg-
islation to boost job creation, provide
relief from ObamaCare, increase Amer-
ica’s energy security, and create more
job opportunities for veterans. All
these bills passed with strong bipar-
tisan support. Yet for some reason the
President has already said he will veto
at least two of them.

Mr. Speaker, building the Keystone
pipeline will put Americans back to
work and help secure our energy fu-
ture. Restoring ObamaCare’s definition
of full-time employment from 30 hours
to 40 hours will increase take-home pay
for hourly workers.

Mr. Speaker, we are here to solve
problems and deliver positive results
for the American people. For the good
of America, I hope the President will
put down his veto pen and join us in
that effort.

————

HOMELAND SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS

(Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia asked and was given permission
to address the House for 1 minute and
to revise and extend her remarks.)

Ms. LORETTA SANCHEZ of Cali-
fornia. Mr. Speaker, I think they have
reached a new low. The Republican ma-
jority has decided that they are willing
to shut down the agency that detects,
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deters, and responds to threats in our
homeland.

With an elevated terror alert status
and in light of what just happened in
Paris, they must have a good reason;
right? Wrong. They are holding essen-
tial antiterrorism funding hostage be-
cause they want to deport the DREAM
kids. They are putting our homeland
security and our entire way of life at
risk because they want to separate
mothers from their children.

Mr. Speaker, there is a phrase in
Spanish for this: “‘no tienen
verguenza,”’ which means, ‘‘they have
no shame.”

Stop playing games with our home-
land security and put forward a clean
funding bill.

———

DEFERRED ACTION FOR
CHILDHOOD ARRIVALS

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

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise to discuss President
Obama’s recent expansion of the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals, or
DACA, which will protect a large num-
ber of unlawfully present aliens from
deportation. In addition to constitu-
tional concerns and national security
implications, the action poses a range
of unintended consequences.

Because illegal immigrants who are
granted deferred action are exempt
from being counted under the 2010
health care law’s employer mandate,
which requires employers with 50 or
more employees to offer health insur-
ance or pay a penalty, the President’s
policy, in effect, creates an incentive
to hire illegal immigrants over law-
fully present workers.

Mr. Speaker, the President’s policy
disadvantages the hiring of American
citizens and those lawfully present in
the United States—the men and women
who have come through legal channels,
worked hard, and played by the rules—
by making it economically advan-
tageous to hire workers who came to
the country illegally.

This week Congressman MATT SALM-
ON of Arizona and I intend to offer an
amendment to the Department of
Homeland Security appropriations that
will address this injustice. I encourage
my colleagues to join in support of the
commonsense, necessary check on the
Obama administration.

———

U.S. POSTAL SERVICE SETS
HOLIDAY RECORD

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

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Speaker, I
stand before you today to recognize a
Federal agency that I am proud to say
that I was a part of for many years: the
United States Postal Service. I recall
the pride and the sense of responsi-
bility in delivering the U.S. mail.
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I am honored to share the most re-
cent achievement of the postal service
with you. Sunday deliveries and other
adjustments to mail processing were
instrumental in allowing the United
States Postal Service to set holiday
season records, with 524 million pack-
ages delivered in December. That is up
18 percent from 2013.

The United States Postal Service has
reported it delivered more than 28 mil-
lion packages on December 22, the busi-
est day and the largest single day for
package delivery in its history. The
package delivery record on December
22 was set while the United States
Postal Service also delivered about 463
million pieces of mail.

Mr. Speaker, I want to take this mo-
ment to recognize and applaud the
hardworking individuals who made this
possible and to also say another 118,000
packages were delivered on Christmas
Day.

———

RENEWED OPTIMISM FOR THE
AMERICAN PEOPLE

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

Mr. YODER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today humbled and thankful for the op-
portunity to represent the people of
the great State of Kansas for a third
time.

As we begin the 114th Congress, we
start with renewed optimism for a
fresh start for the American people. 1
am proud to join my colleagues here in
the people’s House from both sides of
the aisle from across our great Nation
as we work together to try to repair
this institution and to represent the
voices of the American people.

Mr. Speaker, last week we took steps
to create jobs and unleash our economy
by authorizing construction of the
Keystone pipeline, rolling back job-
killing portions of ObamaCare, and
helping our heroic veterans get back to
work.

This week we will move decisively to
stop the flow of illegal immigration
into our country and to reestablish the
rule of law and to adhere to the Con-
stitution that governs our great Na-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
are counting on us. Now is the time for
bold leadership to do great things. Now
is the time for the people’s House to
rise to the challenge and to stand up
for the American people.

——————

FIFTH ANNIVERSARY OF HAITI
EARTHQUAKE

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

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise to com-
memorate the fifth anniversary of the
devastating earthquake that struck
the nation of Haiti. Monday marked 5
years since a magnitude 7.0 earthquake
struck some 15 miles southwest of

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Port-au-Prince, Haiti’s population cen-
ter and the seat of its government.

Mr. Speaker, the aftermath of the
quake was unimaginable. Estimates of
as many as 316,000 people perished, and
nearly 1.3 million were displaced. This
tragedy struck in a nation already hob-
bled by grinding poverty, health dis-
parities, and food insecurity. It crip-
pled the infrastructure of government,
destroyed the National Palace, min-
istry buildings, and tragically robbed
the nation of some of its most talented
civil servants.

In spite of the many challenges, once
again, the Haitian people rose to the
occasion, and our Nation, to date, has
contributed billions to recovery ef-
forts, along with donors around the
world. The American people and the
Haitian people deserve that this aid be
delivered in the most effective way.

My bill, the Assessing Progress in
Haiti Act, had bipartisan support and
was signed into law by President
Obama. This bill-—mow this law—pro-
vides critical oversight and reporting.
And this week, along with my col-
league Congresswoman FREDERICA WIL-
SON, we are asking our colleagues to
join us to reintroduce a resolution
commemorating this tragic earth-
quake.
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BOKO HARAM KILLS IN THE NAME
OF RELIGION

(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, on
Saturday, a 10-year-old girl walked
into a crowded Nigerian market with a
bomb strapped around her body. She
walked through a metal detector, and
the bomb exploded, Kkilling her and doz-
ens around her. The device reportedly
was controlled by Boko Haram terror-
ists.

Days earlier, Boko Haram invaded
the town of Baga, Nigeria, armed with
grenades, explosives, and assault rifles.
News reports say up to 2,000 bodies
have been found, many of them chil-
dren and the elderly who could not es-
cape.

Boko Haram means ‘“Western edu-
cation is sinful.” They have inflicted
genocide in their reign of terror in Ni-
geria. Their goal is to impose shari’a
law in that country.

This al Qaeda-affiliated group of
thugs, bandits, and outlaws slaughter
both Christians and Muslims in the
name of religion. 10,000 people were
killed last year in Boko Haram terror.
Boko Haram abducted 200 Nigerian
girls and made sex slaves out of them.
These girls are still missing.

Mr. Speaker, Boko Haram is not
going away. They are part of the can-
cer of radical Islamic terror that has to
be eliminated.

And that is just the way it is.
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DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND
SECURITY FUNDING

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

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to call on my Republican col-
leagues to just stop it; stop endan-
gering the American public, stop en-
dangering our national security and
get to work for the American people.

The Department of Homeland Secu-
rity should have been properly funded
when the CR/Omnibus bill passed.
Homeland Security is supposed to en-
sure our local law enforcement, emer-
gency responders, antiterrorism ex-
perts, and border security professionals
have the resources they need to keep
our country safe. Instead, House Re-
publicans continue to talk about de-
porting kids and pushing their anti-im-
migrant agenda against Dreamers and
compromising our national security.

This way of thinking, this type of ex-
clusion is what divides our Nation. In a
time when we need to be strong and
stand together, Republican House lead-
ership continues to turn their backs on
opportunities to work together. The
only way to fix our broken immigra-
tion system is by passing true immi-
gration reform that secures our bor-
ders, protects our workers, unites our
families, and provides an earned path-
way to citizenship.

It is time to pass a clean DHS fund-
ing bill and bring comprehensive immi-
gration reform to a vote.

———

CONGRATULATING THE OHIO
STATE UNIVERSITY

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

Mr. STIVERS. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate my alma mater,
the Ohio State University, on being the
first team to win the college football
playoff. Go, Bucks.

After beating the number one-ranked
University of Alabama team in the
Sugar Bowl, the Ohio State University
beat the number two-ranked team, the
University of Oregon, last night 42-20
to become the first undisputed national
champion. Go, Bucks.

This Buckeye team has heart, talent,
and teamwork on their side. In fact,
they are the first team in history to be
ranked outside the top 10 in November
and go on to win a national champion-
ship. Go, Bucks.

This championship is a result of
coaches 1like Urban Meyer, Luke
Fickell, and Chris Ash, and impressive
scholar-athletes like Braxton Miller,
J.T. Barrett, Cardale Jones, Ezekiel El-
liott, Tyvis Powell, Darron Lee, Joey
Bosa, as well as the entire Buckeye
squad. Go, Buckeyes.

Mr. Speaker, before I yield back the
balance of my time, I want to leave
you with this: O-H.
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ADMINISTRATION URGED NOT TO
PROSECUTE GENERAL PETRAEUS

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

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, I will
be circulating a letter for signature
urging the administration not to pros-
ecute General Petraeus. It will ask
Eric Holder to use his prosecutorial
discretion to close the file now. And if
Attorney General Holder will not do so,
to urge the President to immediately
pardon General Petraeus.

Keep in mind that General Petraeus
has an incredible record of service to
our Nation. The items he disclosed, if
any, were to an Army Reserve Officer
who had security clearance, and the
disclosure has not gone any further.
Given his record to our country, we
should not be spending taxpayer dol-
lars in this prosecution.

But here is the delicious irony. While
the prosecutors accuse General
Petraeus of mistakenly disclosing con-
fidential information—maybe they are
right, maybe not—they themselves
have clearly and intentionally violated
law and disclosed confidential informa-
tion, namely that they are making a
recommendation to the Attorney Gen-
eral that he ©prosecute General
Petraeus. So if the Justice Department
has unlimited funds to investigate and
prosecute, perhaps they should start
with their own ranks and at least purge
their ranks of those who violate their
employment responsibilities and leak
confidential information.

———

STOPPING EXECUTIVE AMNESTY

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

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to speak about my amend-
ment that is going to be offered to the
Department of Homeland Security ap-
propriations bill. It is part of our effort
to stop President Obama’s executive
amnesty.

The amendment would freeze the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
Program by prohibiting any Federal
funds or resources from being used to
consider or adjudicate any new renewal
or previously denied application for
any alien requesting consideration for
the deferral. Individuals currently in
the program would be allowed to con-
tinue through the remainder of their
deferral period.

Last year, I had the opportunity to
visit the UAC facility at Fort Sill and
also to spend some time on the south-
ern border, where agents briefed me.
The visits confirmed what we have
known all along: DACA is the magnet
for drawing Central American children
here. Unaccompanied alien children be-
lieve they are going to receive am-
nesty. That is a false hope. There are
also problems with the Office of Ref-
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ugee Resettlement, with physical abuse
of these children, and we know that the
American people want us to take this
action. Seventy-five percent reject ex-
ecutive amnesty.

I encourage the body to join me
today in passing the Blackburn amend-
ment.

———

DEFEAT DIVISIVE ANTI-
IMMIGRATION AMENDMENTS

(Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, almost every day I hear from
the families in my district who are
frustrated by the disconnect between
what they need and the discussions
that we have here in Congress and
Washington. Only 1 week into the 114th
Congress, the Republican majority is
back with the same divisive agenda
that is at the root of the public’s frus-
tration.

Instead of focusing on policies that
help families succeed, House Repub-
licans have introduced legislation that
not only risks our national security
but tears families apart. In this time of
increased terrorism, what do these
amendments target? American Dream-
ers, young people who were brought to
this country as children. These amend-
ments jeopardize our national security
and do nothing to fix our broken immi-
gration system. These amendments
represent dangerous, mean-spirited, di-
visive politics at its worst, and I hope
they are defeated.

———

ENDING EMBARGO AGAINST CUBA

(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. Mr. Speaker, for more
than four decades the United States
has pursued a policy of an embargo
against our neighboring nation to the
south, Cuba. President Obama has
taken the first steps towards moving
towards the end of isolating the Cuban
people and the Cuban nation.

I applaud his efforts to reengage in a
diplomatic way and through tourism
with the country of Cuba. Clearly the
policy of an embargo has failed to
bring down the regime of Fidel and
Raul Castro. Let’s instead try a policy
of engagement where the ideas of de-
mocracy and human rights can spread
across Cuba and across much of the
world after the ending of the cold war.

The time for the embargo is over. 1
call upon Congress to continue to pur-
sue a repeal of the embargo and estab-
lishment of normal trade and diplo-
matic relations with the nation of
Cuba so we can continue to, where ap-
propriate, criticize their human rights
record and engage them in respecting
the rights of all people, and in trade,
create jobs on both sides.
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PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 37, PROMOTING JOB CRE-
ATION AND REDUCING SMALL
BUSINESS BURDENS ACT; PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 185, REGULATORY ACCOUNT-
ABILITY ACT OF 2015, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 240, DEPARTMENT OF HOME-
LAND SECURITY APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2015

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 27 and ask for
its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 27

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 37) to make technical
corrections to the Dodd-Frank Wall Street
Reform and Consumer Protection Act, to en-
hance the ability of small and emerging
growth companies to access capital through
public and private markets, to reduce regu-
latory burdens, and for other purposes. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. The bill shall be considered
as read. All points of order against provi-
sions in the bill are waived. The previous
question shall be considered as ordered on
the bill and on any amendment thereto to
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Finan-
cial Services; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit.

SEC. 2. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, 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. 185) to reform the
process by which Federal agencies analyze
and formulate new regulations and guidance
documents. 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 the Judiciary.
After general debate the bill shall be consid-
ered for amendment under the five-minute
rule. The bill shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill
are waived. No amendment to the bill shall
be in order except those printed in part A of
the report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion 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.

SEC. 3. At any time after adoption of this
resolution the Speaker may, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
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resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 240) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2015, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule. The
bill shall be considered as read. All points of
order against provisions in the bill are
waived. No amendment to the bill shall be in
order except those printed in part B of the
report of the Committee on Rules accom-
panying this resolution. Each such amend-
ment may be offered only in the order print-
ed in the report, may be offered only by a
Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion 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.

SEC. 4. The chair of the Committee on Ap-
propriations may insert in the Congressional
Record not later than January 14, 2015, such
material as he may deem explanatory of H.R.
240.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. POE
of Texas). The gentleman from Texas is
recognized for 1 hour.

0 1245

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
(Mr. PoLis), my friend from Colorado,
pending which I yield myself such time
as I may consume. During consider-
ation of this resolution, all time yield-
ed is for the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, we are
here today because of failed liberal
policies of the President of the United
States. Through his unilateral execu-
tive actions taken in November and
through policies pursued throughout
his administration for a number of
years, the President’s policies have
harmed the American taxpayer.

Specifically, that is why we are here
today as part of this funding bill, to
make sure that we address those prob-
lems that we see. Today, the House of
Representatives will fight the Presi-
dent’s failed liberal Democratic dogma
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and provide for a Homeland Security
bill that actually protects the home-
land and the American taxpayer.

This past summer, the American peo-
ple saw what happens when the execu-
tive branch pursues policies that are
not in the best interests of the Amer-
ican people. Over 70,000 unaccompanied
minors from South and Central Amer-
ica entered our country illegally. They
did this because they believed that this
administration would allow them entry
into the United States—and, by the
way, it looks like it worked.

This influx was a costly mistake for
the taxpayer and for communities all
across this country. Federal taxpayers
paid $5563 million. We put local schools
at risk and stretched the resources of
communities all across this country to
a tipping point.

Mr. Speaker, that is why we are here
engaged in this fight. This bill rep-
resents conservative Republican solu-
tions on how to protect the homeland
and the rule of law. Within this rule is
a bill to fund the Department of Home-
land Security, as well as five amend-
ments that represent a united fight
against the President’s executive am-
nesty plan.

Let me be perfectly clear. I believe
that the President’s actions on execu-
tive amnesty are unwise and unconsti-
tutional, and they must be stopped.
This package provides this body with
the opportunity to effectively block
and reverse the President’s unilateral
amnesty, reassert the rule of law, and
uphold our Constitution.

America became the laughing stock
of the world by the way we dealt with
this issue, and it lands directly at the
feet of the President of the United
States. That is why we are here today
and are issuing this bill to the United
States Senate, to have them take the
appropriate action that is necessary, so
that we may work together so that
America is safe and that we do not
have actions that America should not
undertake.

We have a number of Republicans
who wish to speak on this rule today. I
look forward to hearing their thoughts,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the
gentleman from Texas for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes, and I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
this rule.

First of all, when we have spending
bills that make it here to the floor of
the House, we traditionally have had
an open amendment process for those
appropriations bills. That allows Mem-
bers on both sides of the aisle to offer
cuts to move things around.

At the time of bloated budget defi-
cits, why aren’t the Republicans allow-
ing any cuts to be made from this bill?
They are not allowing Democrats or
Republicans under a closed rule to offer
savings to the Federal Government
from bloated budgets.

They are limiting amendments on
two other bills, a completely unrelated
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anti-regulatory bill and also a bill with
regard to Financial Services that I of-
fered an amendment along with Mr.
ISSA to improve are not allowed under
this rule as well.

It is a very bad precedent for con-
gressional procedure here in our second
week to shut down ideas from both
sides of the aisle to make either of
these bills better beyond a select few
ideas that have apparently been blessed
by the Republican majority.

I heard in the Rules Committee last
night—and my friend, the chair, did as
well—a number of very good amend-
ments that were offered, some that I
didn’t agree with, but I still thought
we ought to be able to discuss and de-
bate—I offered a few myself—but hard-
ly any of these are actually allowed to
be debated or voted on by the Members
of this body.

Instead, what the Republicans have
done is effectively hijack the discus-
sion of homeland security and safety to
instead have a discussion about our
broken immigration system. Well, I
was ready to go for that.

I offered an amendment that would
have allowed us to vote on an immigra-
tion reform bill as part of the rule, one
that passed the Senate with more than
two-thirds support last session, one
that I believe would still carry the sup-
port of more than 60 Senators—I think
it would likely pass the House if it had
been made in order—but I was shut
down.

Instead of allowing a discussion
about a solution to our broken immi-
gration crisis, the Republicans seek to
keep it alive, conflict for the sake of
conflict, and to somehow lump families
and children in with criminals for the
same enforcement priority, which
makes no sense to any law enforcement
professional or any of our commu-
nities, which is why we have a broad
coalition of the business community,
the faith-based community, the law en-
forcement community, all outraged
over the most recent Republican ac-
tions, which seem to cater to the far
rightwing of their party, rather than
seek pragmatic practical solutions to
replace our broken immigration sys-
tem with one that works.

With regard to the Financial Services
bill, I offered a bipartisan amendment
along with my colleagues, Mr. IsSsA and
Mr. ELLISON, to improve transparency,
to modernize our financial reporting
standards, to ensure that digital data
was available and searchable by inves-
tors everywhere, to increase trans-
parency with regard to public compa-
nies. Unfortunately, it was not allowed
to be debated or voted on here on the
floor of the House to improve this bill.

This is truly an obstructive and un-
democratic approach to governing. In-
stead of the Members of this body—
Democrat and Republican—being able
to work together and propose ideas to
improve bills, we are presented with
bills that are ‘“‘our way or the high-
way,”’ bills that will never become law,
bills that have the threat of veto from
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the President of the United States, and
are presumably only being done to ap-
pease the rightwing Republican base.

Well, we should have started off this
Congress with a fresh sensibility. We
could have brought forward a clean
Homeland Security Appropriations
bill, allowed Members to improve it, to
make cuts, to balance our budget def-
icit, to move things from programs
that didn’t work to programs that did.
We could have brought forth a real jobs
bill addressing the needs of working
families.

Instead, what the Republicans have
chosen to do is to play politics and
jeopardize the safety of our country
and our homeland security over a de-
bate that they want to have with re-
gard to immigration without offering
any solutions.

One of the things that I took away
from the meeting in the Rules Com-
mittee last night, in the testimony
from Members on both sides of the
aisle, is that nobody thought—Demo-
crats or Republicans—that this Repub-
lican bill that defunded DACA and
undid the executive action would actu-
ally solve our broken immigration sys-
tem. Republicans and Democrats ac-
knowledged it wouldn’t.

So rather than playing politics with
our defense of our homeland, why don’t
we roll up our sleeves and get to work
to actually fix our broken immigration
system and replace it with one that
works?

Now, look, the bill provides for con-
sideration of the Homeland Security
bill, but everybody knows it is not a se-
rious attempt at funding the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security. There is a
manufactured crisis, the first step in a
sure-to-fail legislative process that the
President himself has said he would
veto.

Why is anybody in this body—reason-
able lawmakers, all of them—placing
the funding of Homeland Security at a
time of increased national threat—we
saw the events in France this last
week—putting our defense of our home-
land at risk?

Yes, our President took action. Some
agree with it; some disagree with it. He
used the authority that he has been
given by this body to establish enforce-
ment priorities with regard to the 10,
11, 12 million people who are here ille-
gally.

Guess what, Mr. Speaker, if we don’t
solve our broken immigration system,
there is only going to be more people
here illegally; instead of 10 or 11 mil-
lion, there could be 12 million, 14 mil-
lion, 15 million, until we get serious
about border security, about enforce-
ment, about restoring the rule of law.

This bill doesn’t do it. This bill says
let’s support children vrather than
criminals; let’s prevent people that
have registered, gotten right by the
law, paid a fee, had a background
check, had their fingerprints taken,
let’s prevent them from legally work-
ing or going to school; let’s hang the
threat of tearing them apart from their
American kids over their heads.
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Both sides acknowledge that is not
the answer to fixing our broken immi-
gration system. So let’s move past this
discussion, let’s secure our homeland,
and let’s get to the discussion of how
to fix our broken immigration system,
which both sides agree this debate is
not about.

This bill also provides for consider-
ation of the Regulatory Accountability
Act, another recycled bill from the last
Congress. It is not an immigration re-
form bill; it is not a jobs bill. It is actu-
ally a bill that makes government
function even less efficiently than it
currently does.

It adds 84 new bureaucratic hurdles
to make sure our food is toxin-free and
safe to eat. It would bury agency rule-
making under a bureaucratic blizzard
of hurdles and documentation require-
ments. This is a paperwork creation
bill, this is a government inefficiency
bill, the opposite of the direction we
should be moving with regard to mak-
ing government streamlined and more
efficient.

Finally, this rule provides for consid-
eration of the Financial Services bills,
which this body considered last week,
but again, when something doesn’t pass
under suspension, a procedure that re-
quires two-thirds, the rule should hope-
fully enable Members on both sides of
the aisle to improve upon the bill. I of-
fered just such an improvement, as did
some of my colleagues.

If the goal was to get to two-thirds
rather than just pass this bill with a
Republican majority, why don’t we
begin the difficult work of making this
bill better, of improving on it, of tak-
ing ideas from Democrats and Repub-
licans, to get this bill to the point
where two-thirds of this body support
it? Unfortunately, that did not occur,
and this bill is being brought under a
very restrictive rule.

We can do better. We can do better
than closing down the traditional open
process we have around amending ap-
propriations bills. We can restore reg-
ular order and allow bills to actually
be considered through the committee
process here in this Congress, instead
of appearing with 48 hours to read for
Members of Congress, without even
giving the opportunity to amend them.
Unfortunately, in the second week
here, the Republican majority is al-
ready making good governance a farce.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this rule, to show that Congress can
and will do better if you give the
Democrats and Republicans who serve
in this body the ability to legislate, to
offer their ideas, to work with Mem-
bers on their side of the aisle and the
opposite side of the aisle, and to get to
a point where we can present a bill
that the President of the United States
will sign and will become the law of the
land.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania, Congress-
man LOU BARLETTA, who came to the

H239

Rules Committee last night to speak
about the importance of this bill, the
former mayor of Hazleton, Pennsyl-
vania.

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in support of the rule and the amend-
ments offered to the Department of
Homeland Security Appropriations
bill, including the amendment I coau-
thored with my colleagues, Congress-
man ADERHOLT of Alabama and Con-
gressman MULVANEY of South Carolina.

Our amendment defunds President
Obama’s unlawful executive amnesty
program for illegal immigrants.

Now, when I was mayor of my home-
town of Hazleton, Pennsylvania, I saw
firsthand how illegal immigration can
affect a community. I believe that my
stance against illegal immigration was
why I was elected to Congress in the
first place.

I am someone who has dealt with this
as a smalltown mayor. I know what it
looks like on the back end when the
Federal Government doesn’t do its job.
Very simply, we are making sure that,
at long last, we enforce the law.

First, it prevents the funding of car-
rying out the President’s actions an-
nounced on November 20 of last year.

[ 1300

But let’s be clear about something.
The President’s amnesty program did
not just begin all of a sudden 2 months
ago. It goes back much further than
that, to the so-called Morton memos of
2011. They instructed immigration offi-
cers to ignore broad categories of ille-
gal immigrants and halt deportation
proceedings for them. In short, these
memos told immigration officers to
view the law the way that President
Obama wished it had been written
rather than how Congress actually
wrote it.

We defund the implementation of the
Morton memos. We also say that no
funds can be used to implement any
similar amnesty policies. That simply
means that this or any other President
cannot try to tweak their policies or
try more trickery to try another end
around past Congress without our ap-
proval.

Mr. Speaker, this states unmistak-
able congressional intent. The amend-
ment says that the President’s policies
have no basis in law and are not
grounded in the Constitution. We pre-
vent anyone who receives such execu-
tive amnesty from being awarded any
Federal benefits.

There are other amendments being
considered, including stopping the De-
ferred Action for Childhood Arrivals
program, or DACA, which was born out
of the Morton memos. I support that
amendment and all of the others as

well.
Mr. Speaker, our Constitution is
clear: the President of the United

States does not have unilateral power.
In America, we also have a legislature.
As such, the President cannot simply
make laws on his own. The Aderholt-
Mulvaney-Barletta amendment makes
that clear.
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I urge support of the rule and the ac-
companying amendments to the DHS
Appropriations bill.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), a member of
the Rules Committee.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I rise
in strong opposition to this unfair rule.
Here we are, just 2 weeks into the
brandnew Congress, and the Republican
leadership has decided to combine
three major controversial bills into one
rule. They aren’t content to exclude
amendments. Now they also want to
stifle debate. It is ridiculous, it is
shameful, it is undemocratic, and it
needs to stop.

And why are they doing all of this?
To what end? So they can attach poi-
son pill amendments to the Homeland
Security Appropriations bill.

We had a perfectly fine bipartisan
bill ready to go last year, but no, the
Republicans would rather play Russian
roulette with our homeland security.
They are being driven by the most ex-
treme anti-immigrant voices in the Re-
publican caucus. So we are going to
waste at least this entire week and
maybe even more weeks to come debat-
ing ugly anti-immigrant amendments
that are likely dead on arrival in the
Senate and will most certainly be ve-
toed by the President.

I say to my Republican friends: I get
it. You can’t stand this President, and
it is making you irrational to the point
that you are doing real harm to this
country. And I understand that you
would rather tear immigrant families
apart than keep them together. But
you had the opportunity last Con-
gress—for months and months and
months—to legislate on this issue. You
chose not to. Instead, you have chosen
to make a mess of a very important
Homeland Security Appropriations
bill. You have chosen to demagogue
rather than legislate. With all that is
going on in the world and with what
happened in France, I ask my Repub-
lican friends: What are you thinking,
playing politics with our national secu-
rity?

For 6 years, the Republicans have
blocked all efforts to fix our broken
immigration system, and then they
keep wailing and whining about it
being broken. They keep punishing in-
dividuals and families who have been
in our country for years, working hard,
paying taxes, raising families. Enough
is enough.

I urge my colleagues to choose fair-
ness and compassion and to vote down
this shameful rule.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from
Lewisville, Texas, Dr. BURGESS, from
the Rules Committee.

Mr. BURGESS. I thank the chairman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today to encour-
age people on both sides of the dais,
both sides of the aisle, to support the
rule and the underlying appropriations
bill with its attached amendments.
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I do tire of hearing people talk about
our broken immigration system. Mr.
Speaker, last year, in the United
States of America, 1.1 million people
came into this country, raised their
right hand, took the oath of citizen-
ship, and came in legally. And it has
been that way every year that I have
been in Congress since 2003. So, by my
arithmetic, that is well over 12 million
people that have become naturalized
United States citizens in the last 10 or
12 years.

Does that sound like a system that is
broken?

For comparison, let’s look at other
countries. The fact of the matter is,
when you combine every other country
on the face of the Earth, they don’t
match half of the number of people
that are allowed to come into the
United States and take the oath of citi-
zenship.

But I will tell you what is broken.
What is broken is the enforcement of
our immigration laws, and we have
seen that demonstrated time and
again.

The President made some unilateral
decisions in June of 2012, and we in
Texas, particularly in the Lower Rio
Grande Valley, understand very much
what happens when someone makes ad-
justments without going through the
rule of law. As a consequence, in late
2013, and then throughout the spring
and summer of last year, we saw un-
precedented amounts of unaccom-
panied minors simply coming across
the border and turning themselves in
to Customs and Border Patrol.

Now, why did they do that? Did
someone just suddenly wake up one
day in Honduras or Guatemala and say:
I'm going to make that dangerous trek
across the Mexican desert? No, it is be-
cause child traffickers, coyotes, saw
what the President did, and said:
Here’s a business plan. Let’s go to
these families, charge them thousands
of dollars, with the admonition that if
you don’t do it now, this door is going
to close. But right now the President
has got the door open for you to come
up and get your amnesty. Step up and
get it while you can.

So what did the President do in No-
vember? He doubled down on that. The
message to the child traffickers around
the world is: Y’all come. Y’all come
and it will be all right.

But the fact of the matter is it is not
all right. In fact, our homeland secu-
rity is threatened.

This is an important bill. Judge CAR-
TER has done enormous work to bring
this bill to the floor. For that, I thank
him. The bill is important, along with
the amendments. I urge adoption of the
rule, and I urge adoption of the under-
lying bill with its accompanying
amendments.

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

Mr. PASCRELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise
to oppose this rule.

Let us be perfectly clear about what
is happening here today. House Repub-
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licans are holding our national secu-
rity hostage to the extreme policies of
their most radical Members. I speak
from experience, having been one of
the three or four that started this com-
mittee back after 9/11. You know that.

A vote for this rule and the poison
pill amendments that will follow is a
vote to shut down the Department of
Homeland Security, plain and simple.
It is a vote against the brave men and
women in our Border Patrol, Secret
Service, Coast Guard, and local public
safety departments who put their lives
on the line every day.

As the cochair of the Congressional
Fire Caucus and the Public Safety Cau-
cus, I am outraged that this stunt will
jeopardize important funding under the
Fire and SAFER grants programs. It
provides community firefighters with
the equipment they need and the abil-
ity to hire additional firefighters to
help keep the risk of loss of life and
property damage at a minimum.

I welcome a debate about immigra-
tion, but this is another ruse. This is
an exact ruse. Whether you are talking
about border security or whether you
are talking about ‘‘amnesty,” it is a
ruse. It doesn’t matter whether it is
this or something else to stop immigra-
tion, House Republicans have done
nothing but run from that conversa-
tion.

Speaker BOEHNER has been sitting on
a bipartisan comprehensive immigra-
tion bill since June of 2013. He has done
nothing to move the bill through the
House. He hasn’t proposed an alter-
native. And if you don’t like the Presi-
dent’s executive actions to help address
our broken immigration system, why
haven’t you put your own on the table?

Policies like the President’s execu-
tive order provide responsible solutions
to prevent families from being torn
apart. Don’t we want family unifica-
tion? Don’t we support that? In the
bowel of our values, don’t we support
that more than anything else: keeping
families together?

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield the
gentleman an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. PASCRELL. Republicans have no
solutions for these families—and they
are out there. They are all over. It is
quite simply unbelievable that they are
willing to put politics before national
security and shut down the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security to block
the President from implementing his
solutions.

Let’s end this charade now. You want
to have a debate about immigration?
Great. We welcome it. But we will not
play along with this dangerous plan to
jeopardize the safety and security of
the American people. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this rule.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Rang-
er, Georgia (Mr. GRAVES).

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to read to you a few
quotes. First:

The
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With respect to the notion that I can just
suspend deportations through executive
order, that’s just not the case, because there
are laws on the books that Congress has
passed.

Congress passes the law. The executive
branch’s job is to enforce and implement
those laws.

The problem is that I'm the President of
the United States, I'm not the emperor of
the United States. My job is to execute laws
that are passed.

I can’t do it by myself. We’re going to have
to change the laws in Congress.

I am President. I am not king. I can’t do
these things just by myself.

I'm not a king. You know, my job as the
head of the executive branch ultimately is to
carry out the law.

I'm bound by the Constitution; I'm bound
by separation of powers. There are some
things we can’t do.

Congress has the power of the purse, for ex-
ample.

These are the words and the state-
ments of the President of the United
States. And words matter. But, even
after the President said all of this in a
politically motivated action last No-
vember, he pursued a course that could
allow up to 5 million undocumented
immigrants to remain in the United
States illegally and without con-
sequence.

Like my constituents, I am outraged.
President Obama defied the will ex-
pressed by the American people last
November and blatantly contradicted
his own statements about the limits of
the executive branch.

Now, let’s be clear, lest others con-
fuse this issue today. This is not a de-
bate about immigration. That will
come later. But this is about the rule
of law. This is about the constitutional
separation of powers. This is about the
respect we owe the American people.

In this appropriations bill, we are ex-
ercising the power of the purse and we
are taking a strong, narrow approach
that will, first and foremost, provide
security to our homeland and, sec-
ondly, deny any funds whatsoever from
being used to carry out the President’s
unwise and, in my opinion, unconstitu-
tional actions.

Now, I have to say, the President was
right about a couple of things. He is
not an emperor, and he is surely not a
king. House Republicans are united in
making sure that he doesn’t get away
with acting like one either. And yet be-
fore the debate even begins, last night
the President has already issued
threats. He is threatening to shut down
the Department of Homeland Security
because this bill prevents him from im-
plementing his own ideology.

But make no mistake: a veto threat
is a threat to our national security; a
veto threat is an open invitation to our
enemies. In the wake of the horrific
terrorist attack this week in France, is
the President really willing to com-
promise the safety of 320 million Amer-
icans to appease his base and score po-
litical points? God help us if that is the
case.

Today, it is up to us in the House.
Let us vote to defend the constitu-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

tional role of this legislature, let us
vote to stop the President’s blatant
overreach, and let us vote to secure our
homeland.
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON LEE).

(Ms. JACKSON LEE asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, I
think my good friends who are on the
floor today, my good friends on the Re-
publican side of the aisle, have failed
to read the Constitution, which in-
cludes, clearly, the President’s author-
ity for executive actions and not, as
they have articulated, an executive
order.

And it says in the ‘‘take care clause”’
that he has the ability to manage this
government, as Presidents Reagan and
Eisenhower did.

What I would offer to say is, there is
nothing in what the President has done
but to exercise executive action. But I
will say to them that Secretary John-
son of Homeland Security has said that
we are placing ourselves in a dangerous
position, not because of the President’s
actions, not because of the appropria-
tions bill, but because of these enor-
mous poison pills that are stamping
and stomping on the President’s right
to executive action.

I oppose all of the bills that are pres-
ently in this rule, including the regu-
latory bill, the Financial Services—all
of them have poison pills. The regu-
latory bill, for example, wants 70 cri-
teria before any agency can pass a reg-
ulation.

Yes, to my Republican friends, we are
in a moment, a historic moment.
France was more than a wake-up call.
But what I will say to you is that we
can pass a clean Homeland Security ap-
propriations bill and we can end this
dangerous condition that we are in.

I would ask my colleagues to elimi-
nate the poison pills of pulling back on
the President’s constitutional author-
ity.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
opposition to the rule for H.R. 240, the Home-
land Security Appropriations Act for Fiscal
Year 2015.

| oppose the rule because, if passed, the
five Republican amendments made in order by
the Rules Committee guarantee the bill will be
vetoed by the President at a time when ensur-
ing that the agencies charged with securing
our border and protecting the homeland have
the resources needed to keep us safe should
be our highest priority.

House Republicans are playing a dangerous
game of Russian Roulette with the security of
America’s homeland by recklessly adding this
“poison pill” to legislation needed to fund the
agencies and programs charged with securing
the border and protecting the homeland.

Mr. Speaker, the amendments to H.R. 240
made in order by the Rules Committee are
simply the latest attempt by House Repub-
licans to prohibit the executive branch from
exempting or deferring from deportation any

H241

immigrants considered to be unlawfully
present in the United States under U.S. immi-
gration law, and to prohibit the administration
from treating those immigrants as if they were
lawfully present or had lawful immigration sta-
tus.

The rule we are being asked to accept
makes in order amendment that seek to block
the executive actions taken President Obama
to address our broken immigration system by
providing smarter enforcement at the border,
prioritize deporting felons—not families—and
allowing certain undocumented immigrants, in-
cluding the parents of U.S. citizens and lawful
residents, who pass a criminal background
check and pay taxes to temporarily stay in the
U.S. without fear of deportation.

Mr. Speaker, the executive actions taken by
President Obama are reasonable, responsible,
and within his constitutional authority.

Under Article Il, Section 3 of the Constitu-
tion, the President, who is the nation’s Chief
Executive, “shall take Care that the Laws be
faithfully executed.”

In addition to establishing the President’s
obligation to execute the law, the Supreme
Court has consistently interpreted the Take
Care Clause as ensuring presidential control
over those who execute and enforce the law
and the authority to decide how best to en-
force the laws. See, e.g., Arizona v. United
States; Bowsher v. Synar; Buckley v. Valeo;
Printz v. United States; Free Enterprise Fund
v. PCAOB.

Every law enforcement agency, including
the agencies that enforce immigration laws,
has “prosecutorial discretion”—the power to
decide whom to investigate, arrest, detain,
charge, and prosecute.

Agencies, including the U.S. Department of
Homeland Security (DHS), may develop dis-
cretionary policies specific to the laws they are
charged with enforcing, the population they
serve, and the problems they face so that they
can prioritize resources to meet mission crit-
ical enforcement goals.

Executive authority to take action is thus
“fairly wide,” indeed the federal government’s
discretion is extremely “broad” as the Su-
preme Court held in the recent case of Ari-
zona v. United States, 132 S. Ct. 2492, 2499
(2012), an opinion written Justice Kennedy
and joined by Chief Justice Roberts:

Congress has specified which aliens may be
removed from the United States and the pro-
cedures for doing so. Aliens may be removed
if they were inadmissible at the time of
entry, have been convicted of certain crimes,
or meet other criteria set by federal law. Re-
moval is a civil, not criminal, matter. A
principal feature of the removal system is
the broad discretion exercised by immigra-
tion officials. Federal officials, as an initial
matter, must decide whether it makes sense
to pursue removal at all. If removal pro-
ceedings commence, aliens may seek asylum
and other discretionary relief allowing them
to remain in the country or at least to leave
without formal removal. (emphasis added)
(citations omitted).

The Court’s decision in Arizona v. United
States, also strongly suggests that the execu-
tive branch’s discretion in matters of deporta-
tion may be exercised on an individual basis,
or it may be used to protect entire classes of
individuals such as “[u]nauthorized workers
trying to support their families” or immigrants
who originate from countries torn apart by in-
ternal conflicts:
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Discretion in the enforcement of immigra-
tion law embraces immediate human con-
cerns.

Unauthorized workers trying to support
their families, for example, likely pose less
danger than alien smugglers or aliens who
commit a serious crime. The equities of an
individual case may turn on many factors,
including whether the alien has children
born in the United States, long ties to the
community, or a record of distinguished
military service.

Mr. Speaker, in exercising his broad discre-
tion in the area of removal proceedings, Presi-
dent Obama has acted responsibly and rea-
sonably in determining the circumstances in
which it makes sense to pursue removal and
when it does not.

In exercising this broad discretion, President
Obama not done anything that is novel or un-
precedented.

Here are a just a few examples of executive
action taken by several presidents, both Re-
publican and Democratic, on issues affecting
immigrants over the past 35 years:

1. In 1987, President Ronald Reagan used
executive action in 1987 to allow 200,000
Nicaraguans facing deportation to apply for re-
lief from expulsion and work authorization.

2. In 1990, President George H.W. Bush
issued an executive order that granted De-
ferred Enforced Departure (DED) to certain
nationals of the People’s Republic of China
who were in the United States.

3. In 1992, President George H.W. Bush
granted DED to certain nationals of El Sal-
vador.

Mr. Speaker, because of the President’s
leadership and far-sighted executive action,
594,000 undocumented immigrants in my
home state of Texas are eligible for deferred
action.

If these immigrants are able to remain
united with their families and receive a tem-
porary work permit, it would lead to a $338
million increase in tax revenues, over five
years.

America’s borders are dynamic, with con-
stantly evolving security challenges. Border
security must be undertaken in a manner that
allows actors to use pragmatism and common
sense.

And as shown by the success in the last
Congress of H.R. 1417, the bipartisan “Border
Security Results Act, which | helped to write
and introduced along with the senior leaders
of the House Homeland Security Committee,
we can do this without putting the nation at
risk or rejecting our national heritage as a wel-
coming and generous nation.

This legislation has been incorporated in
H.R. 15, the bipartisan “Border Security, Eco-
nomic Opportunity, and Immigration Mod-
ernization Act,” legislation which reflects near-
ly all of the core principles announced pro-
fessed last year by House Republicans.

As a nation of immigrants, the United States
has set the example for the world as to what
can be achieved when people of diverse back-
grounds, cultures, and experiences come to-
gether.

We can and should seize this historic oppor-
tunity pass legislation to ensure that we have
in place adequate systems and resources to
secure our borders while at the same pre-
serving America’s character as the most open
and welcoming country in the history of the
world and to reap the hundreds of billions of
dollars in economic productivity that will result
from comprehensive immigration reform.
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President Obama has acted boldly, respon-
sibly, and compassionately.

If congressional Republicans, who refused
to debate comprehensive immigration reform
legislation for more than 500 days, disapprove
of the lawful actions taken by the President,
an alternative course of action is readily avail-
able to them: pass a bill and send it to the
President for signature.

Mr. Speaker, | urge all Members to vote
against the rule so we can put an end to the
dangerous game of playing Russian Roulette
with the security of America’s homeland.

Let us defeat this rule and bring to the floor
a clean Homeland Security spending bill that
the President can sign into law.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
12 minutes to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. ALLEN), one of our brand
new freshmen.

Mr. ALLEN. I thank the gentleman
from Texas for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong support
of this combined rule and the under-
lying bills. Specifically, I came to the
floor to speak in support of H.R. 240,
the Department of Homeland Security
Appropriations Act of 2015.

First, I applaud House leadership for
bringing up this clean legislation in a
timely fashion and allowing the full
House of Representatives the oppor-
tunity to work the will of the body,
which is, in fact, the will of the Amer-
ican people.

The amendments approved in this
rule are vital to protecting the con-
stitutionally mandated separation of
powers between Congress and the exec-
utive branch, while keeping the De-
partment of Homeland Security funded
through fiscal year 2015.

I would like to remind my colleagues
who are opposed to this bill, just last
week, Members of the House read on
this floor the Constitution of the
United States, myself included, and re-
newed our commitment to defending
the principles in our Nation’s founding
document.

In that Constitution, article I gave
all legislative powers and authority to
Congress and established the frame-
work of our legislative process.

The President’s executive action on
immigration threatens this separation
of powers, ignores our Constitution,
disregards the right of the American
people to have a voice in important
legislation through their elected rep-
resentatives.

Americans sent a clear message on
November 4. They did not want the
President to act alone on immigration.
Now, this bill and the accompanying
amendments are sending a strong mes-
sage that Congress will not stand by as
the President attempts to rewrite our
Nation’s laws.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Mis-
sissippi (Mr. THOMPSON), the distin-
guished ranking member of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I
thank the gentleman from Colorado
(Mr. PoLIS) for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to the rule. Just over 1 month ago,
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I stood on this floor urging the major-
ity to allow Members of this Chamber
to fund the Department of Homeland
Security in the omnibus. The majority
did not listen.

In the past month, even as the major-
ity plotted to punish the Department
for the President’s action on immigra-
tion, a series of terrorist incidents
across the globe have brought into
sharp focus the need for a fully funded
and fully functional DHS.

First, in Sidney, Australia, we wit-
nessed a terrorist attack on a cafe
where, at the end of a lengthy standoff,
two innocent people lay dead.

The crippling cyber attack on Sony
Pictures Entertainment’s network
raised awareness of the damage that
hacks can do.

Then, last week in Paris, there were
a series of terrorist attacks that have
sent shock waves beyond the borders of
France.

The execution-style murders of 12
members of the creative team of Char-
lie Hebdo, followed by the indiscrimi-
nate killing at a Jewish supermarket,
are not simply tragic incidents; they
serve as a reminder that the terrorist
threats we face are evolving, and they
are evolving quickly.

As Members of Congress, we have a
responsibility to give the Department
of Homeland Security the resources it
needs to be dynamic and agile in re-
sponse to these evolving threats.

The underlying DHS appropriations
bill under consideration today, al-
though not perfect, could certainly
pass both Chambers and be enacted
into law with the President’s signa-
ture.

However, the likelihood, dare 1 say
inevitability, that one or more of the
poison pill amendments that the Rules
Committee approved will get attached
ensures a DHS shutdown or slowdown
continues.

And to what end?

The majority decries the administra-
tion’s immigration actions but offers
no solution.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi. I
thank the gentleman for the additional
30 seconds.

The majority decries the administra-
tion’s immigration actions, but offers
no solution or alternatives of its own.
Instead, it plays and replays the game
of we will or we won’t fund the govern-
ment.

Mr. Speaker, the game of chicken has
come and run its course. It is time to
provide full-year funding to DHS so it
can continue its critical mission.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from the
First District of Georgia, Pooler, Geor-
gia (Mr. CARTER).

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman from Texas
for yielding some of his time.

This bill is necessary to make sure
that the negative effects associated
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with the President’s actions do not
cause long-term damage to our coun-
try.

As a new Member of Congress, I was
sent to Washington to represent the
people of southeast Georgia against the
numerous harmful actions taken by
the President and his administration.

From the time that I have been here,
I have been shocked by the actions of
the President and the way he directly
ignores the will of the American peo-
ple, statutory law, and, most impor-
tantly, the Constitution of this coun-
try.

This bill makes sure that no funds
will be used to implement the Presi-
dent’s executive order that allowed
thousands of illegal immigrants to stay
in this country.

This bill also makes sure that no
funds will go to implement any rule or
regulation that has been issued by the
administration over the last several
years.

It is time to stand up to the Presi-
dent and say, no more. No more, Mr.
President. No more rewarding bad be-
havior. No more rules that ignore the
will of the American people. No more
ignoring statutory law. And most im-
portantly, no more ignoring the Con-
stitution of the United States.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. DEUTCH).

Mr. DEUTCH. I thank my friend from
Colorado.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule for H.R. 240. It is sad, Mr.
Speaker, that just 2 weeks into this
new Congress, Republicans have turned
a bipartisan issue, funding our Depart-
ment of Homeland Security, into a
cesspool of despicable amendments
that cater to the most extremist anti-
immigrant fringe.

There is the Blackburn amendment
mandating that we deport thousands of
students who are as American in their
hearts as you or I.

There is the Aderholt amendment
prohibiting DHS from prioritizing
whether we deport hardworking par-
ents or hardened criminals.

And there is the Schock amendment
decrying the legal immigration back-
log but doing nothing, absolutely noth-
ing, to fix it.

Guess whose amendment wasn’t ac-
cepted?

The Deutch-Foster amendment,
which would save taxpayers over $1 bil-
lion a year by ending the detention bed
mandate, effectively an earmark that
requires 34,000 beds be filled by immi-
grants every single day inside for-prof-
it detention centers.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 15 seconds.

Mr. DEUTCH. Mr. Speaker, I thought
we were here to solve problems. What
this bill reveals instead, unfortunately,
is a majority with no interest in solv-
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ing our broken immigration system. If
they had that interest, we would have
passed comprehensive immigration re-
form 2 years ago.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, 1 yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from
Monroe, Georgia (Mr. JODY B. HICE).

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman for
yielding me time.

I rise in strong support of this rule
and the underlying bill, H.R. 240, the
fiscal year 2015 Homeland Security Ap-
propriations Act.

Mr. Speaker, the primary responsi-
bility of the President of the United
States is to faithfully carry out the
laws sent to him by Congress. Unfortu-
nately, this President, over the past
several years, has chosen time and
time again to ignore our immigration
laws in order to achieve his executive
amnesty objectives.

His actions continue to fundamen-
tally threaten the separation of powers
set forth by the Constitution that was
read on this floor last Friday, and it
needs to stop.

This rule will provide the House with
the opportunity to completely defund
and end this executive amnesty. With
the adoption of the amendments made
in order under this rule, H.R. 240 will
responsibly fund the Department of
Homeland Security for the remainder
of the fiscal year and ensure the pro-
tection of our borders, while, at the
same time, restoring the boundaries
between the legislative and executive
branches of the Federal Government.

In addition to defunding this power
grab by the President, we will also con-
sider an amendment that will express
the sense of Congress that we should
stop putting the interests of illegal im-
migrants above legal immigrants, who
are being punished for simply obeying
the law.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the underlying
bill.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SHERMAN).

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, if you
trample on democracy and discard reg-
ular order, you can run a remarkably
efficient House of Representatives.

This rule is an abomination of proce-
dure, wrapped in another abomination
of procedure, all wrapped up in a third
abomination. It deals with three bills,
but one of those bills contains 11 bills.
Add it up. One rule, 14 bills.

Let’s look at the 11 Financial Serv-
ices bills. Eleven bills, zero amend-
ments allowed. Why? We are told that,
well, all 11 of those bills have gone
through the committee without con-
troversy or gone to the floor without
controversy. Not true.

One of those bills extends until 2019
when banks have to comply with an
important part of the Volcker rule. Has
that extension to 2019 ever been voted
on in committee? No. Has it ever been
discussed on the floor? No.

And when the Rules Committee was
asked, can we have an amendment to
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deal with this new matter, which has
never been subject to a markup or a
discussion on this floor, the answer is
“no.” Why is that?

Because we need to improve Dodd-
Frank.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman 15
seconds.

Mr. SHERMAN. The Financial Serv-
ices bill contains quite a number of
noncontroversial provisions that will
improve Dodd-Frank, and we could im-
prove our economy today and have a
bill on the President’s desk by the end
of the month.

But no, the majority has structured
this to force Democrats to vote against
nearly a dozen good provisions so that
they can say, look at those Democrats;
they won’t help the economy.

They are playing politics instead of
legislating. It is morally wrong. Vote
‘“no’’ on the rule.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, that is
a very sad way to explain what we are
doing here today. The gentleman
knows that these 11 bills have all been
heard, most of them voted on the floor,
overwhelming majorities, if not——

Mr. SHERMAN. Will the gentleman
yield for a point of truth?

Mr. SESSIONS. No, sir. We covered
this yesterday in the Rules Committee,
and we intend to move forward. And
they are great bills that will help the
economy and jobs in this country.

Mr. Speaker, at this time I yield——

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker——

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I have
the time and I appreciate that.

0 1330

PARLIAMENTARY INQUIRY

Mr. SHERMAN. Mr. Speaker, a point
of parliamentary inquiry.

Is there any method that allows me
to object when a Member says some-
thing demonstrably false?

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is under recognition
and has not yielded for the purpose of
a parliamentary inquiry.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Cassville, Georgia, Congressman
LOUDERMILK, a freshman Member of
this delegation.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Thank you, Mr.
Chairman, for the time.

Mr. Speaker, John Adams, as Presi-
dent of these United States, stated:

Our Constitution is for religious and moral
people. It is wholly inadequate to the gov-
ernment of any other.

What John Adams was referencing is
that our Constitution is only as solid—
it is only as resolute—as the willing-
ness of the people to uphold the limits
of its power.

What has sustained the United States
of America as the longest continual
constitutional republic in the history
of the world is our commitment to rec-
ognizing and our respecting the limits
of power inscribed in this Constitution.
A clear and distinct division of those
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powers among the three separate
branches of government is what we
have all sworn to uphold.

The President through his recent ex-
ecutive orders has seized the constitu-
tional authority of the United States
Congress.

Mr. Speaker, while this bill does not
bring an immediate end to the Presi-
dent’s pattern of executive overreach,
it does, within the rule of law, begin to
restore the constitutional authority of
this governing body.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. CASTOR).

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I thank the
gentleman for yielding time.

Mr. Speaker, this is a terrible time
for Republicans in Congress to play po-
litical games with America’s homeland
security. Our country and its citizens
must remain safe and secure. Inter-
national travel, border crossings, and
our transportation systems must be
protected. In Florida, this is an eco-
nomic issue as well.

In a recent Gallup Poll, Americans
named politicians as their top concern
over even the economy and jobs, and
this Republican bill is a fine example
of why that is: at the heart of the
House Republicans’ obstruction of
homeland security is their inattention
to bipartisan solutions and their con-
tinued dodging of needed immigration
reform.

Remember last session? The Senate
passed a bipartisan bill. It was passed
overwhelmingly, but it hit a roadblock
here in the House, and this roadblock
continues to be a drag on the economy.
One particularly heartless amendment
will be offered by Republicans that di-
rects young DREAM Act students to
pack their bags and leave America,
even though America is the only coun-
try they have ever known.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman
an additional 15 seconds.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I am per-
plexed with the heartless amendments
from the Republicans in Congress be-
cause, in the State of Florida, our Re-
publican legislature passed a law last
year to provide instate tuition to the
same DREAM Act students.

Now, the Republican Congress wants
to send them packing. This is unneces-
sarily harsh, and it is inconsistent with
our American values. I urge a ‘‘no”
vote.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from the
Seventh Congressional District of
Texas, Congressman CULBERSON, the
gentleman from the Appropriations
Committee.

Mr. CULBERSON. Today, Mr. Speak-
er, the Republican House takes an im-
portant step in restoring the trust of
the American people in their elected
Representatives and in restoring the
rule of law in our Nation.

Two of the most important principles
underlying our entire system of gov-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ernment are trust and the rule of law.
The American people in the election
last November decisively rejected the
aggressive, liberal agenda of this Presi-
dent and of the Democrats in Congress.

They elected this Republican major-
ity to stop the President from doing
further damage to our system of laws
and further damage to our Constitu-
tion. The American people elected us
to preserve and protect and defend the
Constitution of the United States, but
that work begins with trust.

We, today, are doing what the voters
of America asked us to do in enforcing
our laws on the border to ensure that
our laws are respected, to ensure that
our immigration law is fair, and that it
treats everyone equally as the Con-
stitution requires.

We are Kkeeping our word to the
American people to do precisely what
we said we would do, and that is to
overturn these illegal executive memos
that are attempting to ignore what the
law says the President must do. Not
even King George III had the authority
to waive a law enacted by the Par-
liament.

Mr. Speaker, once we have begun this
path today of restoring that bond of
trust, we will restore the rule of law in
America because, without the law,
there is no liberty.

In fact, the first design on one of the
first coins ever minted in the Republic
of Mexico, a coin which I have here
with me, shows the liberty cap—Iliberty
and law. There is no liberty without
law enforcement, and the House today
is doing what the American people
hired us to do: to restore their trust
and to restore the rule of law.

This is a law enforcement issue. Bor-
der security and immigration, these
are matters of law enforcement. We
trust the good hearts and the good
sense of the officers in the field to do
the right thing for the right reasons,
which is to enforce our laws fairly and
equally, because the people on the Rio
Grande understand better than anyone
else that if the law is not enforced,
there cannot be safe streets and that
you cannot have good schools and a
strong economy without law enforce-
ment.

We in Texas understand better than
anyone else that this debate is far larg-
er than it just being about immigra-
tion or border security. It is far larger
than just these individual issues we
will debate today.

Today, we in the Republican House
are honoring the will of the American
people. We will keep our word. We will
make sure that the laws of the United
States are enforced equally and fairly
for all.

Above all, we will preserve and pro-
tect the Constitution and the America
that we know and love. That was the
message of the election last November.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. JUDY CHU).

Ms. JUDY CHU of California. Mr.
Speaker, the world is mourning. Mil-
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lions have marched in Paris in memory
of the victims and to stand against ter-
rorism; yet, at a time when we should
strengthen our response against ter-
rorism, Republicans are playing games.

By hijacking this bill with measures
that dismantle the President’s execu-
tive action, Republicans are threat-
ening to endanger the security of our
entire Nation for the sole purpose of
playing partisan politics.

Despite claims of support for reform,
we are not being asked to vote for a
better immigration system; we are
being asked to vote for a crueler one—
a system of mass deportation, one that
tears parents away from children, dis-
rupts communities, and weakens our
economy, one that replaces the open
hands of the Statue of Liberty with a
sign that reads: You are not welcome
here.

Worse, Republicans know that this
will not become law, so today’s debate
serves only to placate an extreme wing
of their party while making millions of
hardworking and aspiring Americans
afraid and unsettled.

Undocumented or not, immigrants
are integrated into our communities,
and pulling a thread once woven just
weakens the fabric. I urge my col-
leagues to vote against this toxic bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Ra-
leigh, North Carolina, Congressman
HOLDING.

Mr. HOLDING. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
support of the rule and of the under-
lying DHS bill and relevant amend-
ments.

Already, the United States admits 1
million legal permanent immigrants
per year, so long as they follow our Na-
tion’s legal immigration process. Un-
fortunately, like those coming to the
United States illegally, this adminis-
tration wants to ignore our Nation’s
immigration laws and immigration
process.

The problem is twofold, Mr. Speaker.
This not only undermines the rule of
law in our country, but it also unfairly
treats those who follow our legal immi-
gration process, as complicated as it is.

After this administration established
DACA in 2012, unilaterally granting
amnesty to illegal minors, the number
of unaccompanied children at the bor-
der increased almost tenfold in just 3
years.

The President’s most recent amnesty
actions send a resounding message to
wishful immigrants that our Nation
may have immigration laws, but that
it is just not important that they are
respected.

Simply put, this is wrong, so I sup-
port this rule, and I support restoring
the rule of law.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. LEE).

Ms. LEE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
strong opposition to the rule and to the
bill.

For over 500 days, Republican leader-
ship refused to bring comprehensive
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immigration reform for a vote, this de-
spite ample support from both sides of
the aisle to pass bipartisan legislation
from the Senate.

In the face of Republican inaction,
however, President Obama made the
appropriate and the lawful move to ex-
pand the Deferred Action for Childhood
Arrivals program and to create de-
ferred action for parents. Now, Repub-
licans have decided to hold our na-
tional security hostage in order to pla-
cate the anti-immigrant fringe.

Make no mistake, this rule and bill
have nothing to do with our national
security and have everything to do
with tearing down the President’s legal
executive action on immigration.

It has been clear to me, though, that
whatever this President puts forward,
Republicans will oppose; but it is hard
to believe, given the dangers we face,
that Republicans won’t work in a bi-
partisan manner to keep our country
safe.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentlewoman
an additional 15 seconds.

Ms. LEE. Thank you for the addi-
tional time.

This is cynical. It is anti-immigrant.
We should defeat this rule, and we
should defeat the underlying legisla-
tion if these poison pill amendments
are adopted.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Apple-
ton, Wisconsin, REID RIBBLE.

Mr. RIBBLE. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Mr. Speaker, it is unfortunate, but
the President has dropped a poison pill
with his executive amnesty—of his own
choosing, I might add—into the well of
goodwill in this Chamber.

Now, before anything even gets sent
over to him, he is issuing a veto threat
on the front end. The President has
now made it abundantly clear that he
is willing to risk national security to
protect those who have come here ille-
gally.

What the President should be doing
is exactly what the gentlewoman just
mentioned a moment ago: working in a
bipartisan fashion with Congress,
through the rule of law, to pass immi-
gration reform.

This debate is no longer about immi-
gration reform. The debate, unfortu-
nately, isn’t even about homeland se-
curity. The debate has become about
choices and the President’s choices,
about the choices that the President,
himself, has made in regard to this
issue. He will soon have another choice
to make.

I wish this were just about immigra-
tion reform because I believe, quite
frankly, that we can find a path for-
ward on immigration reform, Mr.
Speaker. We need to fix our immigra-
tion system. Every single person here,
unless Native American, is a son or a
daughter of an immigrant.

We need to address our immigration
system to make it easier for people to
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enter our Nation legally and to make it
more difficult to come here illegally.
This appropriations bill does that very
thing: it puts more guards on the bor-
der than ever before, and it creates se-
curity that is necessary.

Mr. Speaker, I encourage the Presi-
dent not to veto this piece of legisla-
tion but to work with this Congress to
do this in the correct way, which is
within the confines of the Constitu-
tion.

I encourage my fellow colleagues to
pass this bill as fast and as quickly as
possible.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. CASTRO).

Mr. CASTRO of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
this piece of legislation is both risky
and callous. It asks Americans to give
into their worst instincts. If you or
someone you know is out of a job,
blame an immigrant; if an undocu-
mented person commits a crime, they
are all like that.

We are at a moment when there are
growing security threats to our Nation,
and Republicans in this House of Rep-
resentatives are willing to play Rus-
sian roulette with the security of the
American people. The American people
know better.

Wide majorities support comprehen-
sive immigration reform, including
those in my home State of Texas. Ma-
jorities disagree with taking away
DACA for young kids who came here
through no fault of their own.
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I will leave with you with this ques-
tion to ponder, Mr. Speaker: What do
you tell somebody who was 3 years old
when they were brought here to the
United States of America, knows no
other country and no other language
but the English language, what do you
tell that person when you tell them
that they have got to leave here? This
is the only life that they have ever
known. How are they not as American
as you and I?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, at this
time, I yield 2 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Gainesville, Georgia, Con-
gressman COLLINS, a member of the
Rules Committee.

Mr. COLLINS of Georgia. I thank the
chairman for yielding me the time.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in very strong
support of this rule and the underlying
bills, many of which have not been dis-
cussed because we have been discussing
the one that is, frankly, the most effec-
tive and have been discussing what the
President has done and the funding
issues. But the one thing that I want to
emphasize is what is not being dis-
cussed here, and what is not being dis-
cussed is the simple opportunity to re-
store constitutional checks and bal-
ances.

My friends across the aisle have
talked about what question would you
want to talk about. Well, let’s talk
about immigration. When they had the
opportunity, they punted on that issue,
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so I wouldn’t want to talk about it if I
were them either.

They want to talk about how we are
going to leave the country in jeopardy.
No, we are not. The President can sign
this bill, get back to proper constitu-
tional order, and then everything is
funded; and there, order is restored.

What I find amazing is the blame on
running other things. And even when
we bring up this, some of my friends
from across the aisle will bring up,
well, other Presidents have done it.
Well, that reminds me of what my
mother used to say: If everybody
jumped off the roof, would you?

Just because it was wrong then does
not make it right now.

It is time. And what people in Amer-
ica tell us all the time is it is time for
Congress to reassert its congressional
authority. That is what this is about.
Throw the blame anywhere you want
to, try to direct us, but you are not de-
ceiving the American people, as the
speaker just said. The American people
do know the difference when you are
trying to misdirect them.

So this package of rules, these bills
underneath, they get at the heart of re-
storing constitutional order, of taking
back regulations that need to be rolled
back so that our businesses can func-
tion, our markets can function, and we
can get back to doing exactly what we
are supposed to be in here doing.

So as long as we hear the distrac-
tions, I know the American people
aren’t fooled because I am not fooled. I
did what I have said I would do—I came
here to fight—back at the first of the
year: to fight what was being done
around Congress and around this exec-
utive order. I will continue that fight.
That is the promise that we made to
the American people. That is the prom-
ise the Republicans are bringing forth.
Jobs, people, and kitchen table. That is
what we are about. It is about what the
Founding Fathers said we would do.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, the Re-
publicans offer a very clear immigra-
tion plan today: Deportation now. De-
portation tomorrow. Deportation for-
ever.

They don’t just want to roll back
what the President has recently done
with pro-family action; they would roll
back previous protection for our
DREAMers, young adults brought here
as children, who have so much to offer.
Republicans would deny them that op-
portunity, just as they would deny an
opportunity for families that pay their
taxes, work hard, and pass a criminal
background check—they would deny
them an opportunity to stay together.

Republicans want to deport Pedro.
Pedro is a young man who came to
America at age three. He excelled in
school. He graduated near the top of
his class at the University of Texas.
And he hopes to work for the district
attorney’s office, securing our commu-
nity from crime, or in some other pub-
lic service. This bill does not just deny
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opportunity to Pedro; it denies our en-
tire community the opportunity to
benefit from his talents. I say let these
DREAMers help us build a better and
stronger America.

Sadly, we have had so many broken
promises in this House that the day
would come when people of goodwill in
both parties could come together and
consider broader reform. Yet we are
still denied that opportunity. Repub-
lican leaders have apparently given up
on resolving the broken immigration
system. They will stop at nothing to
avoid doing anything.

This amended bill would deny the
right to learn, the right to work. It
would deny hope for so many of these
young people who pledge allegiance to
America, who have so much to offer.
Pandering to angry isolationists is not
a sound immigration policy. It is not
what this country, where the Statue of
Liberty stands so tall, is all about.

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

Mr. POLIS. I yield the gentleman an
additional 30 seconds.

Mr. DOGGETT. Vote for the dream,
Mr. Speaker, and vote ‘‘no” on this
nightmare of an amended bill.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further requests for time, but I
would like to ask how much time re-
mains on both sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas has 3 minutes re-
maining, and the gentleman from Colo-
rado has 3% minutes remaining.

Mr. SESSIONS. I will reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. I yield myself the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, unfortunately, the Re-
publicans are playing partisan games
with our country’s border security and
our safety. By tacking on unrelated
immigration measures to a basic fund-
ing bill for Homeland Security, they
are putting us on a path that could
shut down our Department of Home-
land Security and endanger the people
of our Nation.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule that would allow the
House to consider a clean version of
the Homeland Security bill.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of the amend-
ment in the RECORD along with extra-
neous material immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. We do not need to start
this new Congress going down a path of
legislative brinkmanship and crises of
our own making. We shouldn’t be
treating funding for our national secu-
rity like a political pawn.

There are differences of opinion
about how to solve immigration. There
are differences of opinion about the
President’s actions. The venue for tak-
ing out those disagreements is not to

The
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put the homeland security of our coun-
try at risk. We don’t have to attach
these controversial amendments to a
must-pass bill to keep our borders se-
cure. We have no shortage of other
things we should be focusing on.

There seems to be pent-up frustra-
tion about our broken immigration
system. I share that. Let’s address our
broken immigration system and fix it
and pass immigration reform. I tried to
do that in the Rules Committee yester-
day. Unfortunately, that discussion is
not allowed under this rule, and I urge
my colleagues to vote down the rule.

Instead, we are spending our time
here in Congress with yet another cri-
sis of our own making. Instead of solv-
ing pressing issues, instead of creating
jobs, instead of protecting our home-
land, we are putting a bipartisan, im-
portant appropriations bill right smack
in the middle of an unrelated political
fight.

The American people can no longer
afford an immigration enforcement
system that spends extraordinary sums
of money every year detaining and de-
porting individuals with strong ties to
their community and who pose no
meaningful threat to anyone. We
should focus on criminals rather than
children. That is exactly what the
President’s actions do.

If the Republicans don’t like it, we
are happy to work with them to ad-
dress the underlying issues of immigra-
tion and why we have 11 million people
living here illegally in the first place.
Until we do, this bill doesn’t solve a
thing. But let’s not get hung up over
the side issue and make sure that we
continue to protect our homeland
against a terrorist threat.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
vote “no’’ and defeat the previous ques-
tion. I urge a ‘‘no”” vote on the rule,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. SESSIONS. I yield myself the
balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, we are here because the
law requires that the House of Rep-
resentatives pass funding bills. Today
we are here because we are going to
fund Homeland Security, and that we
are. We are going to fund Homeland Se-
curity because every single member of
this Republican Conference, and I be-
lieve every single Member of this
House, understands how important
Homeland Security funding is to pro-
tect this country and our citizens.

But we also need to understand that
the President of the United States last
year, and perhaps the year before, took
actions which we disagreed with, which
I believe embarrassed this country,
which I believe we were unprepared to
fulfill the responsibilities, and that is
directly related to issues of executive
orders and ideas that he had about ille-
gal immigration.

Mr. Speaker, we are here because we
feel passionately about the rule of law
and the Constitution of the United
States. It is the President of the
United States who we believe has gone
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well past not only his constitutional
authority, but the authority that I be-
lieve is vested in him: well and faith-
fully executing the laws of the country,
which is his oath of office.

So we have gathered together, united
in support of this rule and the under-
lying legislation. We are also going to
follow the Constitution and pass it
here today and tomorrow with the bill
and send it to the United States Senate
and let them deal with it.

Thank goodness we have Republican
control in the Senate; otherwise, it
might not even be heard with the other
360 pieces of legislation that the former
head of the Senate decided not to take
up in that body to debate or to have a
vote on.

So we stand today prepared to fight
the President’s unwise and unconstitu-
tional executive amnesty plan. It is
time for this House to fight, I believe,
for what is a constitutional issue, and
we are going to politely do this. There
was no screaming and yelling on our
side. We have great resolve. We have an
understanding about what is in the
best interest of the United States.

So I urge my colleagues to support
this rule and the underlying legisla-
tion.

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 27 OFFERED BY

MR. PoLIS OF COLORADO

Strike section 3 and insert the following
(and redesignate subsequent sections accord-
ingly):

SEC. 3. 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. 240) making appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for the fiscal year ending September 30,
2015, and for other purposes. The first read-
ing of the bill shall be dispensed with. All
points of order against consideration of the
bill are waived. General debate shall be con-
fined to the bill and shall not exceed two
hours equally divided and controlled by the
chair and ranking minority member of the
Committee on Appropriations. After general
debate the bill shall be considered for
amendment under the five-minute rule.
Points of order against provisions in the bill
for failure to comply with clause 2 of rule
XXI are waived. When the Committee of the
Whole rises and reports the bill back to the
House with a recommendation that the bill
do pass, the previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions. If the
Committee of the Whole rises and reports
that it has come to no resolution on the bill,
then on the next legislative 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. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 240.

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
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
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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 mo-
tion 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. SESSIONS. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the pre-
vious question on the resolution.

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. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.
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The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 and clause 9 of rule XX,
this 15-minute vote on ordering the
previous question will be followed by 5-
minute votes on adopting the resolu-
tion, if ordered, and agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 242, nays
181, not voting 9, as follows:

[Roll No. 20]

YEAS—242
Abraham Griffith Perry
Aderholt Grothman Pittenger
Allen Guinta Pitts
Amash Guthrie Poe (TX)
Amodei Hanna Poliquin
Babin Harper Pompeo
Barletta Harris Posey
Barr Hartzler Price (GA)
Barton Heck (NV) Ratcliffe
Benishek Hensarling Reed
Bilirakis Herrera Beutler Reichert
Bishop (MI) Hice (GA) Renacci
Bishop (UT) Hill Ribble
Black Holding Rice (SC)
Blackburn Hudson Rigell
Blum Huelskamp Roby
Bost Huizenga (MI) Roe (TN)
Boustany Hultgren Rogers (AL)
Brady (TX) Hunter Rogers (KY)
Brat Hurd (TX) Rohrabacher
Bridenstine Hurt (VA) Rokita
Brooks (AL) Issa Rooney (FL)

Brooks (IN) Jenkins (KS) Ros-Lehtinen

Buchanan Jenkins (WV) Roskam
Buck Johnson (OH) Ross
Bucshon Johnson, Sam Rothfus
Burgess Jolly Rouzer
Byrne Jones Royce
Calvert Jordan Russell
Carter (GA) Joyce Ryan (WI)
Carter (TX) Katko Salmon
Chabot Kelly (PA) Sanford
Chaffetz King (IA) Scalise
Clawson (FL) King (NY) Schock
Coffman Kinzinger (IL) Schweikert
Cole Kline Scott, Austin
Collins (GA) Knight Sensenbrenner
Collins (NY) Labrador Sessions
Comstock LaMalfa Shimkus
Conaway Lamborn Shuster
Cook Lance Simpson
Costello (PA) Latta Smith (MO)
Cramer LoBiondo Smith (NE)
Crawford Long Smith (NJ)
Crenshaw Loudermilk Smith (TX)
Culberson Love Stefanik
Curbelo (FL) Lucas Stewart
Dayvis, Rodney Luetkemeyer Stivers
Denham Lummis Stutzman
Dent MacArthur Thompson (PA)
DeSantis Marchant Thornberry
DesJarlais Marino Tiberi
Diaz-Balart Massie Tipton

Dold McCarthy Trott

Duffy McCaul Turner
Duncan (SC) McClintock Upton
Duncan (TN) McHenry Valadao
Ellmers McKinley Wagner
Emmer McMorris Walberg
Farenthold Rodgers Walden
Fincher McSally Walker
Fitzpatrick Meadows Walorski
Fleischmann Meehan Walters, Mimi
Fleming Messer Weber (TX)
Flores Mica Webster (FL)
Forbes Miller (FL) Wenstrup
Fortenberry Miller (MI) Westerman
Foxx Moolenaar Westmoreland
Franks (AZ) Mooney (WV) Whitfield
Frelinghuysen Mullin Williams
Garrett Mulvaney Wilson (SC)
Gibbs Murphy (PA) Wittman
Gibson Neugebauer Womack
Gohmert Newhouse Woodall
Goodlatte Noem Yoder

Gosar Nunes Yoho

Gowdy Olson Young (AK)
Granger Palazzo Young (IA)
Graves (GA) Palmer Young (IN)
Graves (LA) Paulsen Zeldin
Graves (MO) Pearce Zinke
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NAYS—181
Adams Gabbard Nadler
Aguilar Gallego Napolitano
Ashford Graham Neal
Bass Grayson Nolan
Beatty Green, Al Norcross
Becerra Green, Gene O’Rourke
Bera Grijaelva Pallone
Beyer Gutierrez Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Hahn Payne
Blumenauer Hastings Pelosi
Bonamici chl; (WA) Peters
Boyle (PA) H}ggms Peterson
Brady (PA) H%meAs Pingree
Brown (FL) Hinojosa Pocan
grosévnley (CA) gonda Polis
ustos oyer :
Butterfield Huffman gflll(;e(y ©
Capps Israel Rangel
Capuano Jackson Lee Rice (NY)
Cardenas Jeffries Ri
ichmond
Carney Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Johnson, E. B. .
Cartwright Kaptur gulz ersberger
Castor (FL) Keating Rzglﬁ) r gel
Castro (TX) Kelly (IL) Sénchez. Linda
Chu (CA) Kennedy T ’
Cicilline Kildee San}:hez Loretta
Clark (MA) Kilmer Sarbaneé
Clarke (NY) Kind
Clay Kirkpatrick Schgkowsky
Clyburn Kuster Schiff
Cohen Langevin Schrader
Connolly Larsen (WA) Scott (VA)A
Conyers Larson (CT) Scott, David
Cooper Lawrence Serrano
Costa Lee Sewell (AL)
Courtney Levin Sherman
Crowley Lewis Sinema
Cuellar Lieu (CA) Sires
Cummings Lipinski Slaughter
Davis (CA) Loebsack Smith (WA)
Davis, Danny Lofgren Speier
DeFazio Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
DeGette Lowey Takai
Delaney Lujan Grisham Takano
DelLauro (NM) Thompson (CA)
DelBene Lujan, Ben Ray  Thompson (MS)
DeSaulnier (NM) Tonko
Deutch Lynch Torres
Dingell Maloney, Tsongas
Doggett Carolyn Van Hollen
Doyle (PA) Maloney, Sean Vargas
Edwards Matsui Veasey
Ellison McCollum Vela
Engel McDermott Velazquez
Eshoo McGovern Visclosky
Esty McNerney Walz
Farr Meeks Waters, Maxine
Fattah Meng Watson Coleman
Foster Moore Welch
Frankel (FL) Moulton Wilson (FL)
Fudge Murphy (FL) Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—10
Cleaver Nugent Wasserman
Duckworth Nunnelee Schultz
Garamendi Perlmutter
Hardy Ryan (OH)
Titus
0 1421
Mrs. DINGELL changed her vote

from ‘‘yea’ to ‘‘nay.”’

Mrs. LUMMIS changed her vote from
“nay’ to “‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
WESTMORELAND). 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. Mr. Speaker, I demand a
recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a
5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 242, noes 180,
not voting 10, as follows:
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Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emmer
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman

Adams
Aguilar
Ashford
Bass

Beatty
Becerra
Bera

Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boyle (PA)
Brady (PA)
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[Roll No. 21]

AYES—242

Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce

NOES—180

Brown (FL)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capps
Capuano
Cardenas
Carney
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu (CA)

Perry
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin

Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Conyers
Cooper
Costa
Courtney
Crowley
Cuellar

Cummings Kildee Pocan
Davis (CA) Kilmer Polis
Davis, Danny Kind Price (NC)
DeFazio Kirkpatrick Quigley
DeGette Kuster Rangel
Delaney Langevin Rice (NY)
DeLauro Larsen (WA) Richmond
DelBene Larson (CT) B
DeSaulnier Lawrence gﬁfzb al-Allard
Deutch Lee Ruppersberger
Dingell Levin Rush
Doggett Lewis Sanchez, Linda
Doyle (PA) Lieu (CA) T ’
Edwards Lipinski y
Ellison Loebsack Sanchez, Loretta
Engel Lofgren Sarbanes
Eshoo Lowenthal Schakowsky
Esty Lowey Schiff
Farr Lujan Grisham Schrader
Fattah (NM) Scott (VA)
Foster Lujan, Ben Ray  Scott, David
Frankel (FL) (NM) Serrano
Fudge Lynch Sewell (AL)
Gabbard Maloney, Sherman
Gallego Carolyn Sires
Graham Maloney, Sean Slaughter
Grayson Matsui Smith (WA)
Green, Al McCollum Speier
Green, Gene McDermott Swalwell (CA)
Grijalva McGovern Takai
Gutiérrez McNerney Takano
Hahn Meeks Thompson (CA)
Hastings Meng Thompson (MS)
Heck (WA) Moore Tonko
Higgins Moulton Torres
Himes Murphy (FL) T

R songas
Hinojosa Nadler Van Hollen
Honda Napolitano
Hoyer Neal Vargas
Huffman Nolan Veasey
Israel Norcross Vela
Jackson Lee O'Rourke Velazquez
Jeffries Pallone Visclosky
Johnson (GA) Pascrell Walz
Johnson, E. B. Payne Waters, Maxine
Kaptur Pelosi Watson Coleman
Keating Peters Welch
Kelly (IL) Peterson Wilson (FL)
Kennedy Pingree Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—11
Amodei Garamendi Wasserman
Bishop (UT) Nunnelee Schultz
Cleaver Perlmutter Zinke
Duckworth Ryan (OH)
Titus

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing.
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Mr. DESAULNIER changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘‘no.”

Ms. STEFANIK changed her vote
from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

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.

———

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
DENHAM). The unfinished business is
the question on agreeing to the Speak-
er’s approval of the Journal, on which
the yeas and nays were ordered.

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 261, nays
160, answered ‘‘present’” 1, not voting
10, as follows:

[Roll No. 22]

YEAS—261
Abraham Allen Babin
Adams Amodei Barletta

Barr
Barton
Beatty
Becerra
Beyer
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blumenauer
Bonamici
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Brown (FL)
Buchanan
Bustos
Butterfield
Byrne
Calvert
Capps
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Carter (TX)
Cartwright
Castro (TX)
Chabot

Chu (CA)
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clay

Cole

Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conyers
Cook
Cooper
Courtney
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Cuellar
Culberson
Cummings
Curbelo (FL)
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeGette
DeLauro
DelBene
Dent
DesJarlais
Deutch
Diaz-Balart
Doggett
Doyle (PA)
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Edwards
Ellison
Emmer
Engel
Eshoo

Esty

Farr
Fattah
Fleischmann
Fortenberry
Foster
Frankel (FL)
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Gabbard
Gibbs
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Graham
Granger
Graves (LA)
Grayson
Grothman

Aderholt
Aguilar
Amash
Ashford
Bass
Benishek
Bera

Bost

Boyle (PA)
Brady (PA)
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Guinta
Guthrie
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hastings
Heck (WA)
Hensarling
Higgins
Himes
Hinojosa
Huelskamp
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Johnson, E. B.
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Katko
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kelly (PA)
Kennedy
Kildee
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kline
Knight
Kuster
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lieu (CA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lowenthal
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lujan Grisham
(NM)
Lujan, Ben Ray
(NM)
Lummis
Maloney,
Carolyn
Marino
Massie
Matsui
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McCollum
McHenry
McMorris
Rodgers
McNerney
McSally
Meadows
Meng
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Moulton
Mullin
Murphy (PA)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neugebauer
Noem
Nunes
O’Rourke
Olson
Palmer
Pascrell

NAYS—160

Brownley (CA)
Buck

Bucshon
Burgess
Capuano
Carney

Carter (GA)
Castor (FL)
Chaffetz
Clarke (NY)

Pelosi
Pingree
Pitts
Pocan
Polis
Posey
Price (NC)
Quigley
Rangel
Ribble
Richmond
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schiff
Schock
Schweikert
Scott (VA)
Scott, Austin
Scott, David
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Smith (WA)
Speier
Stefanik
Stewart
Stutzman
Takai
Takano
Thornberry
Tonko
Torres
Trott
Tsongas
Upton
Van Hollen
Vela
Wagner
Walden
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson Coleman
Webster (FL)
Welch
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (FL)
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Yarmuth
Yoho
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Clawson (FL)
Clyburn
Coffman
Cohen
Collins (GA)
Conaway
Connolly
Costa
Costello (PA)
Crowley
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Davis, Rodney Jenkins (WV) Poe (TX)
DeFazio Johnson (OH) Poliquin
Delaney Jones Price (GA)
Denham Jordan Ratcliffe
DeSantis Joyce Reed
DeSaulnier Kaptur Reichert
Dingell Kilmer Renacci

Dold Kind Rice (NY)
Duffy Kinzinger (IL) Rice (SC)
Ellmers Kirkpatrick Rigell
Ffarenthold Lance ) Rooney (FL)
F}ncher ) Langevin Ros-Lehtinen
Fltngtmck Latta Roybal-Allard
Fleming Lee Rush

Flores Levin Sanchez, Linda
Forbes Lewis T,

gﬁge Eggle(;ndo Sanchez, Loretta
Gallego Lynch ga;bines Kk
Garrett MacArthur Sgh?agggs N
Gibson Maloney, Sean Sewell (AL)
Graves (GA) Marchant N

Graves (MO) McDermott Slr?s

Green, Al McGovern Smlth (MO)
Green, Gene McKinley Stivers
Griffith Meehan Swalwell (CA)
Gutiérrez Meeks Thompson (CA)
Hahn Moore Thompson (MS)
Hanna Mulvaney Thompson (PA)
Hartzler Murphy (FL) Tiberi

Heck (NV) Neal Tipton

Herrera Beutler ~ Newhouse Turner

Hice (GA) Nolan Valadao

Hill Norcross Vargas
Holding Nugent Veasey

Honda Palazzo Velazquez
Hoyer Pallone Visclosky
Hudson Paulsen Walberg
Huffman Payne Walker
Huizenga (MI) Pearce Waters, Maxine
Israel Perry Weber (TX)
Issa Peters Woodall
Jackson Lee Peterson Yoder

Jenkins (KS) Pittenger Young (AK)

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Gohmert

NOT VOTING—I11

Blum Grijalva Slaughter
Cleaver Nunnelee Titus
Duckworth Perlmutter
Garamendi Pompeo
Ryan (OH)
0 1437

So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

————

REGULATORY ACCOUNTABILITY

ACT OF 2015

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 27 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 185.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. WESTMORELAND) to
preside over the Committee of the
Whole.

0 1439
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 185) to
reform the process by which Federal
agencies analyze and formulate new
regulations and guidance documents,
with Mr. WESTMORELAND in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

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

The American people are now four
elections and more than 6 years into
the worst period after an economic cri-
sis since the Great Depression. Despite
some encouraging recent signs, jobs
have not truly recovered. Wages have
definitely not recovered. The rate of
new business startups has not recov-
ered. Instead, permanent exits from the
labor force are at historic levels, real
wages have fallen, and dependency on
government assistance has increased.
People have been giving up because
they can’t find a confident path for-
ward.

In this recovery, we are not recov-
ering; we are losing something pre-
cious. We are losing what has allowed
this Nation to contribute more to
human happiness than any other na-
tion in history. We are losing the op-
portunity to live the American Dream.
What is that dream? It is the dream
that if you work hard, if you take re-
sponsibility for your life, if you reach
for the opportunity that your human
potential makes possible, you will be
free to succeed. You will be free to pur-
sue your happiness. And as you achieve
that happiness, your children will have
a better chance in life than you did.

All across this country, people who
have been struggling, people whose jobs
and wages have been disappearing, peo-
ple who have been leaving the labor
pool for the dependency pool, people
who have seen no way possible to start
a new business, can feel in their bones
that this American Dream, the dream
that they cherish and their children
need, is slipping away.

What is killing the American Dream?

It is not ordinary Americans. It is
not foreign enemies. It is not global
phenomena. It is not natural disasters.
More than anything else, it is the end-
less drain of resources that takes work-
ing people’s hard-earned wages to
Washington, and Washington’s endless
erection of regulatory roadblocks in
the path of opportunity and growth.

Today, the combined economic bur-
den of Federal taxation and regulation
is over $3 trillion, almost 20 percent of
our economy. Of that, the larger part is
the burden of regulation—now esti-
mated to reach at least $1.86 trillion.
That Federal regulatory burden is larg-
er than the 2013 gross domestic product
of all but the top 10 countries in the
world. It is half the size of Germany’s
entire gross domestic product. It is
more than one-third the size of Ja-
pan’s. Most important, that burden is
$15,000 per American household, nearly
30 percent of average household income
in 2013.

No one says we need no regulation,
but who can credibly say we need regu-
lation that costs this much.
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America cannot possibly retain its
competitive position in the world and

[ CORRECTION | H249
create opportunity and prosperity for
all Americans if the Federal Govern-
ment continues to drop such a crushing
weight on our economy.

My Regulatory Accountability Act
addresses head on the problem of end-
lessly escalating, excessive Federal
regulatory costs, and it addresses it in
clear, commonsense ways that we can
all support because it is based on prin-
ciples proven in bipartisan practice
from Presidents of both parties since
Ronald Reagan.

What are those principles? Here are
some of the most important: require
agencies to choose the lowest cost rule-
making alternative that meets statu-
tory objectives; if needed to protect
public health, safety, or welfare, allow
flexibility to choose costlier rules, but
make sure the added benefits justify
the added costs; improve public out-
reach and agency factfinding to iden-
tify better, more efficient regulatory
alternatives; require agencies to use
the best reasonably-obtainable science;
provide on-the-record but streamlined
administrative hearings in the highest-
impact rulemakings—those that im-
pose $1 Dbillion or more in annual
costs—so interested parties can subject
critical evidence to cross-examination;
require advanced notice of proposed
major rulemakings to increase public
input before costly agency positions
are proposed and entrenched; strength-
en judicial review of new agency regu-
lations to make sure the Federal
Courts can enforce these requirements.

In a nutshell, this bill says to every
agency: Fulfill the statutory goals the
United States Congress has set for you.
Protect health. Protect safety. Protect
consumers. Protect the vulnerable.
You are free to do that, and you should
do that whenever Congress gives you
those orders, but as you achieve those
goals, make sure you do it with better
public input, better-tested informa-
tion, and in the least-costly way.

The minute this bill becomes law,
what will start to happen? America
will start to save hundreds of billions
of dollars it doesn’t need to spend.
That is real money that can be put to
better use creating jobs and wages for
our constituents, real money that
hardworking Americans can use to
start and grow their own businesses,
real money that can be used to restore
the American Dream, all without stop-
ping a single needed regulation from
being issued.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chair, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Members of the House, I strongly op-
pose H.R. 185, the so-called Regulatory
Accountability Act. Under the guise of
attempting to improve the regulatory
process, H.R. 185 will, in truth, under-
mine that process. It invites increased
industry intervention and imposes
more than 60—6-0—new analytical re-
quirements that could add years to the
regulatory process.
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They make no bones about it in this
bill. As a result, H.R. 185 would seri-
ously hamper the ability of govern-
ment agencies to safeguard public
health and safety, as well as environ-
mental protections, workplace safety,
and consumer financial protections.
That is what we are debating at this
moment.

My greatest concern is that H.R. 185
will undermine the public health, safe-
ty, and well-being of Americans. The
ways in which it does it are almost too
numerous to list here, but I will men-
tion a few.

First, H.R. 185 would override critical
laws that prohibit agencies from con-
sidering costs when public health and
safety are at stake. Imagine, we would
pass a law that would override critical
laws that prohibit agencies from con-
sidering costs when public health and
safety are at stake, including the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the
Occupational Safety and Health Act.

This means that agency officials will
now be required to balance the costs of
an air pollution standard with the
costs of anticipated deaths and ill-
nesses that will result in the absence of
such regulations.

At a hearing on an earlier version of
this bill in the 112th Congress, one wit-
ness—our witness—testified that if this
measure were in effect in the 1970s, the
government ‘‘almost certainly would
not have required the removal of most
lead from gasoline until perhaps dec-
ades later.”

This explains why numerous re-
spected agencies, consumer organiza-
tions, public interest groups, labor
movements, and environmental organi-
zations all strongly oppose this dan-
gerous legislation.

For example, the Coalition for Sen-
sible Safeguards—consisting of more
than 70 national public interest, labor,
consumer, and environmental organiza-
tions—say the bill will ‘‘grind to a halt
the rulemaking process at the core of
implementing the Nation’s public
health, workplace safety, and environ-
mental standards.”

Another organization, very much re-
spected, the Natural Resources Defense
Council, adds that the practical impact
of the measure before us now, H.R. 185,
“would be to make it difficult, if not
impossible, to put in place any new
safeguards for the public, no matter
what the issue.”

Now, I am not sure if the authors of
this measure understand the deep criti-
cism and reservation that the scientific
and academic community have about
the practical impact of this measure.

Another, the Consumer Federation of
America states that H.R. 185 ‘“‘would
handcuff all Federal agencies in their
efforts to protect consumers’ and that
it ‘“would override important bipar-
tisan laws that have been in effect for
years, as well as more recently-enacted
laws to protect consumers from unfair
and deceptive financial services, unsafe
food, and unsafe consumer products.”

Do we understand what it is we are
dealing with here this day?
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Further, the AFL-CIO warns that the
bill’s procedural and analytical re-
quirements add years to the regulatory
process—adds years to the regulatory
process—delaying the development of
major workplace safety rules and will
‘“‘cost workers their lives.”

As more than 80 highly-respected ad-
ministrative law academics and practi-
tioners observe, the bill’s many ill-de-
fined new procedural and analytical re-
quirements will engender ‘20 or 30
yvears of litigation before its require-
ments are clearly understood.” What
do we have in mind? What is trying to
be accomplished here?

My next concern is that this legisla-
tion would give well-funded business
interests the opportunity to exert even
greater influence over the rulemaking
process and agencies.

We already know that the ability of
corporate and business interests to in-
fluence agency rulemaking far exceeds
that by groups representing the public.
In other words, the groups representing
the public already have less influence
to influence agency rulemaking, and
we are here proposing in broad daylight
to make it even worse, much worse.

But rather than leveling the playing
field, this measure will further tip the
balance in favor of business interests
by giving them multiple opportunities
to intervene in the rulemaking process,
including through less differential judi-
cial review.

Finally, this measure is based on the
faulty premise that regulations result
in economically stifling costs, Kkill
jobs, and promote uncertainty.

While supporters of H.R. 185 will un-
doubtedly cite a study claiming the
cost of regulation exceed $1.8 trillion,
the Congressional Research Service,
Center for Progressive Reform, and the
Economic Policy Institute all found
that a prior iteration of this study was
based on incomplete and irrelevant
data.

In fact, the majority’s own witnesses
at a hearing on nearly identical legis-
lation clearly debunked this argument.
Mr. Christopher DeMuth, who appeared
on behalf of the conservative think
tank American Enterprise Institute,
testified that the employment effects
of regulation ‘‘are indeterminant.”

The other central argument put forth
by proponents of this legislation—that
regulatory uncertainty hurts busi-
nesses—has similarly been debunked.

Bruce Bartlett, a senior policy ana-
lyst in the Reagan and George H.W.
Bush administrations observes:

Regulatory uncertainty is a canard in-
vented by Republicans that allows them to
use current economic problems to pursue an
agenda supported by the business commu-
nity year in and year out. In other words, it
is a simple case of political opportunism, not
a serious effort to deal with high unemploy-
ment.

That is from a Bush administrator,
who was a senior policy analyst in the
Reagan administration, Bruce Bartlett.

Not surprisingly, the administration
issued a strong veto threat just yester-
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day, stating that the bill ‘“would im-
pose unprecedented and unnecessary
procedural requirements on agencies
that will prevent them from efficiently
performing their statutory responsibil-
ities.”

Rather than heeding these serious
concerns, the supporters of H.R. 185
simply want to push forward without
any hearings, markups, or deliberative
process in this Congress with a bill
that has absolutely no political viabil-
ity.

I urge, I plead with my colleagues to
oppose this very dangerous legislation,
and, Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, at
this time, it is my pleasure to yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSON), who has
worked with us across the aisle on this
legislation for the last two Congresses.
This issue goes back far before that as
well. I want to thank him for his work
on this.
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Mr. PETERSON. I thank the gen-
tleman.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
H.R. 185, the Regulatory Account-
ability Act of 2015. This is common-
sense legislation, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. Our farmers,
ranchers, and businesses are all feeling
the burden of increased regulation, and
we need to act to ensure that they are
not regulated out of business.

We all understand how difficult it is
to pass legislation, but it is sometimes
often even harder to get the regula-
tions written correctly. Sometimes you
don’t recognize the legislation that
passed when they are done with it.
Rather than following the intent of the
law, we have seen interest groups using
the regulatory process to interpret the
law in their best interests. This should
not be the case.

H.R. 185 will create a more stream-
lined, transparent, and accountable
regulatory process and give the Amer-
ican people a stronger voice in agency
decision-making. Specifically, the bill
requires agencies to choose the lowest
cost rulemaking alternative, stream-
lines administrative hearings to pro-
vide for more stakeholder input, and
provides for more judicial review of
new agency regulations.

Similar legislation received bipar-
tisan support in the House in previous
Congresses, and I urge my colleagues
to again support these commonsense
reforms.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia, HANK JOHNSON, a
distinguished member of the Judiciary
Committee

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to H.R. 185,
the Regulatory Accountability Act of
2015, and on behalf of my amendment
to protect jobs.

H.R. 185 is a sweeping revision of the
Administrative Procedure Act that
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convolutes the agency rulemaking
process through numerous analytical
requirements. These requirements,
which are largely opposed by the Na-
tion’s leading administrative law ex-
perts, would cause years of delays in
rulemaking or deregulate entire indus-
tries through rulemaking avoidance by
agencies.

As a result of this deregulation, H.R.
185 would seriously undermine the crit-
ical role of agencies in protecting pub-
lic health and safety, undermining pro-
tections across every regulated indus-
try, from consumers’ health and prod-
uct safety, environmental protections,
workplace safety, to consumer finan-
cial protections.

The only basis for this bill is the un-
supported claims that regulations
erode employment and economic
growth. Contrary to my Republican
colleagues’ assertion that regulations
kill jobs, a wealth of unimpeachable,
bipartisan evidence has repeatedly and
effectively debunked this claim.

The Office of Management and Budg-
et estimated over the last decade that
major regulations benefited the econ-
omy between $217 billion and $863 bil-
lion a year, at a mere cost of $57 billion
to $84 billion.

Regulations don’t cause economic
loss, ladies and gentlemen. Instead,
they have produced billions of dollars
in economic gains. In fact, a 2013 study
from the San Francisco Federal Re-
serve found that since the recession,
there is zero correlation between job
growth and regulations. Moreover, the
San Francisco Federal Reserve also
found that there is no evidence show-
ing that increased regulations and
taxes have any effect on the unemploy-
ment rate. If anything, weak growth
was due to weak consumer demand, not
cost of regulations. Earlier studies by
the New York Federal Reserve made
similar findings.

So what is the evidence that regula-
tions harm the economy? The only evi-
dence—literally, the one study sup-
porting the faulty premise that regula-
tions harm the economy—relied on for
the absurd figures repeated by the pro-
ponents of this bill derives from a
study roundly unproven by the non-
partisan Congressional Research Serv-
ice, which found that the study’s cost
figures were cherry-picked, inaccurate,
and based on evidence from decades
ago without contemporary value.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. CONYERS. I yield the gentleman
an additional 30 seconds.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Indeed, the
very authors of this study have since
repudiated its use in policy debates,
and any of their claims should be dis-
credited as ideologically driven.

Under President Obama, the economy
has roared back to life. Unemployment
is falling at the fastest rate in three
decades. Consumer and business spend-
ing have catalyzed the most growth in
over a decade. Our Nation’s gross do-
mestic product grew at 5 percent be-
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tween July and September last year—
the fastest since 2003—and that will
continue to grow throughout this year.

Granted, the bottom 99 percent of
Americans have not felt the economic
uptick that the top 1 percent have en-
joyed, but that fact is not due to the
cost of regulation but, rather, stagnant
wage growth.

Mr. Chairman, it is clear that our
economy is growing at its fastest rate.
I would ask that my amendment,
which has been ruled to be in order,
will rule the day. I ask for your sup-
port.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, it
is my pleasure to yield 3 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MARINO), the chairman of the Sub-
committee on Regulatory Reform,
Commercial, and Antitrust Law of the
House Judiciary Committee.

Mr. MARINO. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
strong support of H.R. 185, the proposed
Regulatory Accountability Act. Simply
put, this legislation requires Federal
regulatory agencies to choose the low-
est cost rulemaking alternative that
meets the statutory objectives.

In the 113th Congress, members of
the Judiciary Committee and the Sub-
committee on Regulatory Reform,
Commercial, and Antitrust Law heard
over and over again how these regu-
latory costs have been key factors that
hold back our economic recovery and
stand in the way of job creation. Our
regulatory reform agenda for the 114th
Congress begins today with the passage
of the Regulatory Accountability Act.
It is a good place to start. After all, it
has been almost 70 years since enact-
ment of the Administrative Procedure
Act. Unfortunately, the act has never
been modernized nor even amended in
any material way.

As chairman of the Subcommittee on
Regulatory Reform, Commercial, and
Antitrust Law, it is my honor to sup-
port Chairman GOODLATTE, and I urge
Members to support H.R. 185, a bill
that passed with strong bipartisan sup-
port in both the 112th and 113th Con-
gress, so the bill can finally be given
serious consideration in the new House,
the U.S. Senate, and reach the Presi-
dent’s desk.

If the President is serious about job
creating, helping small businesses, and
growing our economy, he will work
with us and sign the Regulatory Ac-
countability Act and other important
regulatory reform measures into law.

Mr. Chairman, it is about time that
we deliver real and permanent regu-
latory solutions to create jobs. Doing
that starts with passage of the Regu-
latory Accountability Act.

I want to leave the American people
with one thought. It is an example how
the EPA, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, is doing what this bill
tries to prevent.

I live in the middle of five farms. I
have been there for almost two dec-
ades. Just recently, the EPA has at-
tempted to get more control over farm-
land by saying that if there is a rain-
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storm and there is a puddle, or a farm-
er even spills milk, through the Navi-
gable Waters Act, EPA has control
over that land. As I said, I have been
living in the middle of five farms for a
couple of decades, and I have yet to see
as much as a rowboat go through those
farmlands.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE), one of our
most effective members of the Judici-
ary Committee.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. I thank the gen-
tleman, the distinguished ranking
member, for yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, I would almost at-
tempt to bring back ‘‘Swanee River,”
or some old song that reflects ‘‘here we
go again.”

This is a bill that has been recycled.
It has been recycled and it has been re-
cycled. I  ©believe the underlying
premise of the bill is contrary to the
values of the American people. This is
proposed as a Regulatory Account-
ability Act to generate jobs and oppor-
tunity. I rise in opposition to a bill
that stymies progress, hinders clean
water and clean air, and provides
mountainous obstacles to the national
security of America.

What is the underlying premise of
H.R. 185? The underlying premise of
this bill is to require 70 new analytical
requirements to the Administrative
Procedure Act, and it requires Federal
agencies to conduct an estimate of all
indirect costs and benefits of proposed
rules and all potential alternatives
without providing any definition of
what constitutes or does not constitute
an indirect cost.

Mr. Chairman, is there logic to say-
ing that you are streamlining the APA
process when you are adding a moun-
tainous, tall, multifloor skyscraper of
requirements? Is it accurate to suggest
that you are making the process better
when you are causing agencies of vary-
ing sizes already suffering from the re-
straints of the budget-cutting process
of my friends on the other side of the
aisle, are you suggesting that they can
then analyze indirect costs and actu-
ally save money?

We live in a climate and an era of dif-
ficult times. As a member of the Home-
land Security Subcommittee, as our
Secretary of Homeland Security has
said, these are dangerous times. We
have already indicated our sympathy
for the people of France and viewed it
as a wake-up call. Do you realize that
some of the agencies facing this crisis
will be Homeland Security, Health and
Human Services? Does anyone recall
the tragedy of Ebola and how quickly
action was needed?

This undermines the integrity of the
process by increasing the procedural
burdens for Federal agencies when they
try to carry out their mandates. In
fact, this is not helpful when we en-
trust our agency personnel to help pro-
tect the American people against
threats near and far.

So, Mr. Chairman, I am asking the
question: What are we saving here?
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What money are we saving? Why are
we undermining the very protection of
this Nation?

Again, the Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Occupational Safety
and Health Act, the Consumer Product
Safety Improvement Act, and, again,
homeland security, all of these very
important elements of safety for the
American people will be undermined by
H.R. 185. Today, Mr. Chairman, I ask
my colleagues to stand on the side of
the American people and vigorously op-
pose H.R. 185.

Mr. Chair, | rise in opposition to H.R. 185,
the Regulatory Accountability Act of 2015.

This bill modifies the federal rule-making
process by codifying many requirements in-
cluded in presidential executive orders and re-
quiring agencies to consider numerous new
criteria when issuing rules, including alter-
natives to any rule proposal, the scope of the
problem that the rule is meant to address, and
potential costs and benefits of the proposal
and alternatives.

In essence though—this H.R. 185 only adds
to the procedural burdens of federal agen-
cies—making it harder for them to effectively
carry out their missions.

THE REGULATORY ACCOUNTABILITY ACT:

Creates confusion and delay by adding over
70 new analytical requirements to the Admin-
istrative Procedure Act and requires federal
agencies to conduct an estimate of all the “in-
direct” costs and benefits of proposed rules
and all potential alternatives without providing
any definition of what constitutes or does not
constitute an indirect cost.

Mr. Chair, the tragedy last week in France
was a wake-up call—and we simply cannot
delay, obfuscate, and slow down the regu-
latory process.

Slows down the rulemaking process by sig-
nificantly increasing the demands on already
constrained agency resources to produce the
analysis and findings that would be required to
finalize any new rule.

Undermines the integrity of the process by
increasing the procedural burdens for federal
agencies when they try to carry out their man-
dates. Mr. Chair, this is not helpful legislation
when we entrust our agency personnel to help
protect the American people against threats
near and far such as franchise terrorism, keep
our water clean, and our food safe.

Allows any interested person has the ability
to petition the agency to hold a public hearing
on any “genuinely disputed” scientific or fac-
tual conclusions underlying the proposed rule.

HINDERS THE PRODUCTION OF GUIDANCE DOCUMENTS

“Super-mandates”  cost-benefit analysis
measures for major guidance documents. In
addition it makes it much harder for agencies
to issue guidance, thus leading to increased
regulatory uncertainty.

Provides regulated industries and compa-
nies multiple opportunities to challenge agency
data and science and thus further stretch out
the already lengthy rulemaking process—
again—undermining the process.

MAKES THE LEAST COSTLY RULE THE DEFAULT CHOICE

Requires that an agency default to the
“least costly” rule unless it can demonstrate—
out of all the possible alternative rules—that
additional benefits justify any additional costs
and offer a public health, safety, environ-
mental, or welfare justification clearly drawn
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from the authorizing statute including such crit-
ical measures as the Clean Air Act, the Clean
Water Act, the Occupational Safety and Health
Act, and the Consumer Product Safety Im-
provement Act.

EXPANDS JUDICIAL REVIEW OF AGENCY JUDGMENTS

This bill discourages agencies from rule-
making and from being able to do their jobs
because judges are emboldened to substitute
their own opinions for the findings of agencies.

Expands the scope of judicial review.

The Regulatory Accountability Act is de-
signed to further obstruct and hinder rule-
making rather than improve the regulatory
process.

Mr. Chair, | urge my colleagues to VOTE
AGAINST the Regulatory Accountability Act
and ensure that progress is not thwarted and
government operations not unnecessarily de-
layed by this legislation.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. TROTT),
a new member of the House Judiciary
Committee.

Mr. TROTT. Thank you, Mr. Chair-
man.

Today, this House will vote on impor-
tant bipartisan legislation designed to
rein in costly Federal regulations. The
Regulatory Accountability Act will
modernize the Federal rulemaking
process by directing the executive
branch to fulfill its statutory goals in
the least costly method and requires
agencies to solicit input from, of all
places, the public to find the most effi-
cient regulatory solutions.

The Regulatory Accountability Act
is necessary because ineffective, ineffi-
cient regulations from Washington
have increased prices, lowered wages,
killed jobs, and made our Nation less
competitive. There is no question that
these regulations are hurting hard-
working families in Michigan’s 11th
District and throughout our great Na-
tion.

The facts on Washington’s overregu-
lation are shocking. Federal regula-
tions now impose an estimated burden
of $1.86 trillion. That burden is suffo-
cating America’s job creators. It equals
roughly $15,000 per household and 11
percent of our gross domestic product.
To make matters worse, the new regu-
lations cooked up in Washington are
often unnecessary and have unintended
consequences.

I spent 30 years in business and have
seen firsthand the devastating impact
overregulation from Washington can
have on our economy. We cannot ex-
pect our job providers to grow and hire
more employees if Washington is cre-
ating uncertainty, surprises, and con-
tinuing to bury our businesses in cost-
ly regulations.

Every dollar that is spent complying
with needless regulations is one less
dollar that can be spent by families
who are trying to put food on the table
and make ends meet in a challenging
economy.

Mr. Chairman, the American people
sent us here to work together to ad-
dress the many challenges facing our
Nation. They sent us here to craft solu-
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tions to create jobs and make opportu-
nities for all Americans.
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So I urge my colleagues to join me in
supporting the Regulatory Account-
ability Act so we can begin to lift the
burden of Federal regulations off the
American people. It is time to get the
government out of the way.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chair, I am
pleased now to yield 4 minutes to the
distinguished gentleman from Virginia
(Mr. ScoTT), a man who has served the
House Judiciary Committee with great
distinction.

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentleman for yield-
ing.

I rise against the underlying bill.

Mr. Chairman, we have heard a lot
about job growth. We just want to re-
mind people that our economy has ex-
perienced job growth in excess of
200,000 for 11 consecutive months, a
record that hadn’t been seen since the
Clinton administration, and 58 con-
secutive months of private sector job
growth, a string that hasn’t been seen
in recorded history.

So, continued economic growth and
strong regulatory protections are not
mutually exclusive. In fact, regulations
are often necessary to protect the in-
vestments the American taxpayer
makes in our economy and to ensure
stability, order, and safety inside and
outside of the workplace.

Unfortunately, this legislation will
impose unnecessary burdens and delays
on agencies seeking to issue or improve
rules and regulations, burdensome
delays that can threaten taxpayer dol-
lars and the lives and health of work-
ers.

Mr. Chairman, I offered two amend-
ments that would have improved the
bill, but neither was accepted by the
Rules Committee. The first would have
insured that inspector general rec-
ommendations would not be subject to
the potentially dangerous delays and
extra hurdles found in the bill.

Inspectors general are taxpayers’
independent watchdogs who investigate
and seek out problems and inefficien-
cies in our government. For example,
two alarming audits issued last year by
the Department of Education’s inspec-
tor general found that criminal fraud
rings were preying on money available
through distance learning programs
and that expensive, bank-sponsored
debit cards were used to perpetuate
waste, fraud, and abuse in the financial
aid program.

Fortunately, in both of these situa-
tions the inspector general urged the
Department of Education to quickly
issue new rules to ensure that billions
of dollars aren’t wasted.

Unfortunately, without my amend-
ment, this bill would deeply impair the
ability of the Department of Education
and other agencies to address similar
known abuses of taxpayers’ funds.

Delays in inspector general rec-
ommendations can also threaten the



January 13, 2015

lives and health of workers. For exam-
ple, the Department of Labor’s inspec-
tor general found that the Mine Safety
and Health Administration had a regu-
latory gap that allowed mine operators
who habitually violated mine safety
standards to easily avoid sanctions and
continue to operate unsafe mines.

The unfortunate consequence of
these loopholes was seen at the Upper
Big Branch mine in West Virginia,
where 29 mine workers were Kkilled in
the largest coal mine disaster in the
United States in 40 years.

Following that disaster, the inspec-
tor general recommended fixes that
would close these loopholes, and the
administration quickly adopted new
regulations that are estimated to pre-
vent about 1,800 miner injuries every 10
years. Had this bill been in effect, these
regulations might not have ever been
adopted in a timely manner.

My second amendment, Mr. Chair-
man, would have also strengthened
protections of workers’ health and
safety. The amendment would have ex-
empted regulations or guidance pro-
posed by the Occupational Safety and
Health Administration to prevent
health care workers from contracting
infectious diseases.

As it stands, the legislation could
possibly delay OSHA’s workforce pro-
tections and make it far more difficult
for OSHA to prevent health care work-
ers from contracting lethal infectious
diseases.

Under current regulations that gov-
ern OSHA’s rulemaking, it takes OSHA
an average of 7 years to issue stand-
ards, and this bill could add another 3
years, possibly delaying and essentially
shutting down OSHA’s ability to issue
rules altogether.

Mr. Chairman, this legislation will
seriously compromise the ability of
agencies to protect both taxpayers and
workers, so I urge my colleagues to op-
pose the legislation.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, at
this time it is my pleasure to yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Washington (Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER).

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of the Reg-
ulatory Accountability Act. It is funny
to me to stay here and listen to claims
that the sky is going to fall if we just
bring some common sense into how our
Federal agencies promulgate rules. I
want to ask, really?

Let me show you something. What I
have in my hand is the Federal Reg-
ister. It is not the Federal Register for
the year or for a number of months.
This is the Federal Register and the
rules that have been promulgated just
for this first week of January, just a
week.

See, this first one here is for January
2. It is a little slim, but you know, they
had just gotten back in the office.

This second one right here, this is for
January 6, so I think they are making
up for it.

This is just for the rest of the week.
And believe it or not, that is actually
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a small stack compared to what hap-
pens when the juices really get flowing.

Now, here is the challenge with this
stack. My challenge is, say I have a
small business—and I do, actually.
There are several small businesses in
Lewis County, for example. It is a
small area compared to the State of
Washington, and they have got a lot of
rural folks who work very hard, wheth-
er it is farms or family-owned busi-
nesses that they have been passing
down.

Now, that small business in
Centralia, they are responsible to know
what is in this and the ones that come
every single day after it for the entire
year.

Mr. Chairman, we are not talking
about big corporations with legal de-
partments and government affairs
folks who are hired to comb through
this. We are talking about mom-and-
pop shops. We are talking about 50 peo-
ple or less. They have to dedicate a
whole employee to knowing what is in
here or they could be in violation of a
Federal rule.

I have heard it said that you are 400
times more likely to come into con-
travention or violation of a Federal
rule than a Federal law. So actually, it
doesn’t just apply to small businesses.
It applies to all of us. We better know
what is in here.

Or, time out: we could just create a
little bit of space for some common
sense, and that is exactly what this bill
does.

This bill says, hey, Federal agencies,
you just have to take a few extra
things into account, like the impacts
on the economy, like the impacts on
the cost for taxpayers. Do you know we
are talking about $1.86 trillion on the
U.S. economy every year?

That is about $15,000 per every Amer-
ican household. That is real money.
Fifteen, grand is a lot of money. That
could provide a family of four in Castle
Rock with groceries for 62 weeks.

Mr. Chairman, we are not trying to
bring down this Federal bureaucracy,
although some would appreciate it if
we did. We are simply trying to bring
some common sense into how they op-
erate.

Look, the Regulatory Accountability
Act delivers the reform that will make
lives better for hardworking Americans
and, hopefully, it will help them begin
to recover a little bit of that $15,000
they are spending on unnecessary regu-
lations. We can do this, Mr. Chairman.

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
am happy to yield an additional
minute to the gentlewoman from
Washington.

Ms. HERRERA BEUTLER. I thank
the gentleman.

I believe this is what people need to
understand. The bill is very simple. It
leaves intact and supports consumer
protections and reasonable environ-
mental impacts. It doesn’t jeopardize
the health of our kids.
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Come on. Let’s use some common
sense. It simply makes it easier for
that family of four. It really does try
and connect the Federal regulations
with real lives of real Americans, and
that is why this act is so important.

That is why it is bipartisan, Mr.
Speaker. This isn’t some extreme idea.
This is something that brings good
government to the people. We are try-
ing to serve the people, not be their
masters, and I think this bill does just
that.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
3 minutes to the distinguished gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GRIJALVA).

Mr. GRIJALVA. I thank the ranking
member for yielding the time.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to
H.R. 185, the Regulatory Account-
ability Act of 2015, a bill that puts us
all in danger by making it harder for
Federal regulators to do their job.

This bill would delay regulations
that prevent big banks from gambling
with our economy. Just as seriously, it
would weaken the implementation of
laws such as the Endangered Species
Act, the Clean Air Act, and the Clean
Water Act that protect our environ-
ment, natural resources, and the public
health of the American people.

Supporters of this bill tell us that
regulations impose huge costs and pre-
vent economic growth. As other speak-
ers have noted, these claims are not
just untrue, they are fabrications.

Choosing not to regulate polluting
industries doesn’t save taxpayers
money. When we fail to prevent pollu-
tion, we impose more costs on the pub-
lic. Allowing unchecked emissions
from coal-fired power plants, for exam-
ple, would mean more mercury and
smog polluting our air and water, caus-
ing respiratory ailments and pre-
mature death.

To see what happens when a govern-
ment chooses to allow polluters to
have their way, one need only to look
at China. By burning coal without ade-
quate air quality regulations, China
caused an additional 670,000 deaths in
2012 alone, this according to a recent
study by the National Resources De-
fense Council.

The failure to regulate is causing a
massive drag at this time on the Chi-
nese economy. This bill leads us down
the same path. The Chinese model of
economic growth at the expense of pub-
lic health and the environment is not
sustainable and does not represent
American values.

We have laws on the books today
mandating environmental conservation
and natural resource management
through regulation. This bill does not
repeal those laws, which have been a
major benefit to the Nation, to the
American people since they were en-
acted. Today’s bill just makes their im-
plementation less efficient, more cost-
ly, more time-consuming to the very
industries it is allegedly trying to help.

If this bill were to become law, an-
nual regulations needed to open a fish-
ery or establish fishing industry catch
levels would be endlessly delayed.
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If this bill were to pass, it would
delay the Forest Service regulations
needed to allow thinning projects and
increase the potential for costly and
deadly wildfires throughout the West.
Each year, new fire seasons seem to
break the record for financial costs and
acres burned. This bill, if enacted,
would make that cycle worse.

The bill fails to appropriate any new
money to the agencies facing these un-
necessary, burdensome requirements.
Instead, agencies like NOAA and the
Department of the Interior will be
forced to divert existing resources to
develop and implement the regulations
needed to fulfill this new congressional
mandate.

The results? For example, permits for
energy development on Federal lands,
currently at an all-time high, will be
delayed, as will be permits for other ac-
tivities.

The CHAIR. The time of the gen-
tleman has expired.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I yield
Mr. GRIJALVA another minute.

Mr. GRIJALVA. This is not about
making government more efficient. It
is about making it impossible for many
government agencies to do their jobs
on behalf of the American people. In
the name of regulatory reform, Repub-
licans are intentionally cutting off the
people who oversee our lands and
waters at their knees.

Those who claim that this bill is a
good idea ignore China’s example at
their own peril. Federal agencies try-
ing to keep us safe cannot do more
with less. Instead of placing more bur-
dens on Federal agencies, we should
provide them with the resources they
need to do their jobs better and faster
and protect the American people.

For all these reasons, I urge opposi-
tion to H.R. 185.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, at
this time I am pleased to yield 2 min-
utes to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania (Mr. ROTHFUS).

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Chairman, the
Obama administration released 300 new
rules and regulations in the first 7 days
of 2015. This is on top of over 3,500 new
rules and regulations the administra-
tion created last year.

We have got a problem in our coun-
try. Unelected regulators in Wash-
ington, D.C., are out of control. From
your mortgage to your health care plan
to your child’s lunchroom, and even
your own backyard, the regulatory
arms of this Capital are encroaching
every facet of American life.
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Agencies are churning out hundreds
of thousands of pages of regulations,
many of which have a substantial ef-
fect on particular communities and in-
dustries across western Pennsylvania.
Washington’s central planners are reg-
ulating solid, good-paying jobs right
out of existence.

The legislation under consideration
includes a provision I offered in the
last Congress with my friend Mr. BARR
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of Kentucky. Our provision simply says
that if a regulation decreases employ-
ment or wages by 1 percent or more in
an industry, it will be subjected to
heightened review and transparency re-

quirements.
The principle is simple: if bureau-
crats implement rules that harm

Americans’ wages or jobs, they must
take responsibility for it.

I am proud to support the bill, and I
urge my colleagues to join me in sup-
porting H.R. 185 and in holding Federal
agencies accountable.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, how
much time remains on both sides?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Michigan has 5 minutes remaining, and
the gentleman from Virginia has 13
minutes remaining.

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

I notice that my friends on the other
side have not named one person, aca-
demic scholar, or organization that
supports this measure. I would now
like to identify the letters that we
have received on our side that have
been very critical—very disturbed—by
the gross approach of the authors of
this measure.

Supporting us and opposing the bill
is the American Federation of State,
County, and Municipal Employees. The
AFL-CIO is opposed to this measure.
The American Bar Association is op-
posed. The Americans for Financial Re-
form is opposed.

The Center for Effective Government
is opposed. The Center for Progressive
Reform is opposed. The Center for Re-
sponsible Lending is opposed. The Coa-
lition for Sensible Safeguards, rep-
resenting more than 70 national con-
sumer, public interest, labor, and envi-
ronmental organizations and more
than 80 State and local organizations
and affiliates is opposed.

The Consumer Federation of America
is opposed. The Consumers Union is op-
posed to this measure. The Natural Re-
sources Defense Council does not sup-
port this measure. Public Citizen is op-
posed to this. United Steelworkers is
opposed. The Union of Concerned Sci-
entists is opposed. The United States
PIRG, which is the Public Interest Re-
search Group, is opposed.

Ladies and gentlemen, I think that
our case against this measure has been
well-made.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

I am pleased that my colleague from
Michigan has raised the issue of sup-
port for this legislation because there
is a lot of it. I have in front of me a list
of 156 organizations that support this
legislation. They cover a wide array of
organizations, of groups, of businesses,
of small business associations, and of
chambers of commerce.

I will name just a few: the 60 Plus As-
sociation, the Indoor Environment &
Energy Efficiency Association, the Ag-
gregate and Ready Mix Association of
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Minnesota, the American Architectural
Manufacturers Association, the Amer-
ican Chemistry Council, the American
Coatings Association, the American
Composites Manufacturers Association,
the American Concrete Pressure Pipe
Association, the American Council of
Engineering Companies, the American
Council of Independent Laboratories,
the American Exploration & Mining
Association, the American Forest &
Paper Association, the American
Foundry Society, the American Fruit
and Vegetable Processors and Growers
Coalition, the American Highway Users
Alliance, the American Iron and Steel
Institute, the American Loggers Coun-
cil, the American Road & Transpor-
tation Builders Association, the Amer-
ican Subcontractors Association, the
American Supply Association, the
American Trucking Associations, the
American Wholesale Marketers Asso-
ciation, the American Wood Council.

We haven’t even gotten all the way
through the A’s on this list which cov-
ers, as I say, a wide array of organiza-
tions that is interested in manufac-
turing good-quality products for Amer-
icans and in providing services, like ar-
chitectural services and others. I want
to make sure that everyone under-
stands that there is broad-based sup-
port for this.

I also want to correct a
misimpression left by some of the
speakers on the other side who have
pointed to a study that we have not re-
lied upon for the basis of this legisla-
tion. I want to call to everyone’s atten-
tion—in fact, at the appropriate time, I
will request that it may be made a part
of the RECORD—a study from the Com-
petitive Enterprise Institute, CEI, enti-
tled—not the 10 Commandments, which
we are all familiar with—but ‘‘Ten
Thousand Commandments, An Annual
Snapshot of the Federal Regulatory
State,” by Clyde Wayne Crews, Jr.,
which has provided valuable informa-
tion with regard to this.

Another thing people have said is,
Oh, this is going to add a tremendous
burden to the regulators when they
write these regulations.

I can tell you we don’t have 160 dif-
ferent organizations supporting this
legislation because they think their
regulatory burden is too low; they
think the burden is too high and that
not enough energy and effort is going
in on the part of those regulators to
pay attention to what they are doing
when they write regulations.

They have complained about the new
things that this bill requires, and let
me just read a few of them to you.

It requires documentation that the agency
has considered the specific nature and sig-
nificance of the problem the agency may ad-
dress with a rule . . .

It seems to make pretty good com-
mon sense that, if you are going to
write a regulation, you should be
studying and understanding the nature
of the problem you are supposed to be
addressing with the regulation.

. documentation that the agency has
considered whether existing rules could be
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amended or rescinded to address the problem
in whole or in part; documentation that the
agency has considered reasonable alter-
natives for a new rule or other response iden-
tified by the agency or interested persons;
documentation that the agency has consid-
ered the alternative of no Federal re-
sponse . . .

In other words, they may not need to
do anything.

. . . documentation that the agency has
considered the potential direct costs and
benefits associated with potential alter-
native rules and other responses; documenta-
tion that the agency has estimated impacts
on jobs that are associated with potential al-
ternative rules and other responses.

The requirements are like that
throughout, and they are commonsense
reforms. In fact, they are so common
sense that many of these were initiated
by President Reagan, and many of
these have been carried forward by sub-
sequent administrations, including the
current administration.

What we are asking for today is don’t
hide the ball on the American people
when you write regulations. Provide
the documentation of how you wrote
the regulation, what you considered
when you wrote the regulation, wheth-
er or not that regulation is the most
cost-effective way to do it, and whether
or not the regulation is even needed at
all. These are commonsense reforms,
and I urge my colleagues to support
this legislation.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

Ladies and gentlemen of the House,
last evening, the President of the
United States indicated that he will
not sign this bill, that he will veto it if
it were to pass, and I am hoping that
that doesn’t happen.

The measure fails in a great way. It
would create needless regulatory and
legal uncertainty and would further
impede the implementation protec-
tions for the American public.

This bill would make the regulatory
process more expensive, less flexible,
and more burdensome, dramatically in-
creasing the costs of regulation of the
American taxpayer and working class
families.

This is an incredible situation that
we have to debate here. I am hopeful
that the logic, the rationale, the threat
of the executive branch to veto the bill
will all cause us to carefully consider
how unnecessary this measure is. I
urge that we not support H.R. 185.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
am pleased to yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr.
FARENTHOLD), the vice chairman of the
Regulatory Reform, Commercial, and
Antitrust Law Subcommittee.

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Thank you very
much, Chairman GOODLATTE.

Mr. Chairman, I rise today in strong
support of the Regulatory Account-
ability Act of 2015.

There is no question that the Federal
Government and Federal regulations
take a heavy toll on businesses of all
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sizes. That toll isn’t just financial; it is
also stress, it is also time, it is also
emotional. Dealing with the govern-
ment is difficult. Just the dollars-and-
cents cost of Federal regulation has
been estimated at $1.86 trillion—or so
the expert tells me. That adds up to
roughly $15,000 per household.

It is simply not right for unelected
bureaucrats to put that much weight
on the shoulders of the American peo-
ple without making all efforts to mini-
mize the costs and give the people of
south Texas and everywhere in this
country the opportunity and a chance
to weigh in.

In Texas in particular, we have seen
how onerous EPA and Department of
the Interior and other regulations have
slowed job growth and the American
energy boom, costing our domestic en-
ergy companies millions of dollars.

This bill would put public discussion
back on the table when it comes to reg-
ulations and would ensure that the eco-
nomic costs are fully considered and
minimized. We have a lot of work to do
to peel back some of the needless, over-
burdensome regulations that are stran-
gling our businesses, but this bill will
help us plug the hole in the boat while
we get rid of—start pumping out—some
of the water.

The other side likes to say that it is
going to make it more difficult to reg-
ulate. It is supposed to be difficult to
enact laws and regulations. We have to
pass something out of the House, and
we have got to pass something out of
the Senate and get it signed by the
President to enact a law; but a bureau-
crat can do it, basically, with the
stroke of a pen and a publication in the
Federal Register.

This act is going to do something to
curb that. We need less government,
fewer laws, fewer regulations—and not
more.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, it
is my pleasure to yield 2 minutes to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
MARINO), the chairman of the sub-
committee.

Mr. MARINO. I thank the chairman.

Mr. Chairman, right now, we have
the worst of both worlds: more regula-
tion and less scrutiny.

In looking at a recent 7-year period,
the Government Accountability Office
found that 35 percent of major rules
were issued without the opportunity
for public comment. The GAO also
found a lack of responsiveness. In the
case of one ObamaCare regulation—
one—4,627 comments were received, but
no responses were issued.

Regulatory costs disproportionately
hit small manufacturers, which incur
regulatory costs of $34,671 per year, per
employee—more than three times that
of the average American economy. Our
energy boom is a perfect example of
failed regulatory policy.

0Oil and natural gas resources do not
know Federal versus State boundaries,
but it takes 10 times as long for the
Federal Government to issue a permit
as it does the States. As a result, oil
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and gas production is going up sharply
on State lands and down on Federal
lands.

Finally, ObamaCare is an epicenter
of red tape. In its first 4 years,
ObamaCare’s effects on small business
amounted to $1.9 billion in regulatory
costs and in 11.3 million hours of com-
pliance. This amounts to a regulatory
tax of 3 to 5 percent. Again, this is the
cost of just one law’s regulations.

O 1545

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time
and urge my colleagues to support this
commonsense legislation which will
help to rein in the excessive power of
the executive branch of the Federal
Government and provide for common
sense being brought to the writing of
Federal Government regulations, sav-
ing American taxpayers and consumers
billions if not trillions of dollars. It is
badly needed. It is long overdue.

I urge my colleagues to support the
legislation, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

TEN THOUSAND COMMANDMENTS: AN ANNUAL
SNAPSHOT OF THE FEDERAL REGULATORY
STATE 2014 EDITION

COMPETITIVE ENTERPRISE INSTITUTE
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
(By Clyde Wayne Crews Jr.)

In February 2014, the Congressional Budget
Office (CBO) reported outlays for fiscal year
(FY) 2013 of $3.454 trillion and projected
spending for FY 2014 at $3.543 trillion. Mean-
while, President Barack Obama’s federal
budget proposal for FY 2015 seeks $3.901 tril-
lion in discretionary, entitlement, and inter-
est spending. In the previous fiscal year, the
president had proposed outlays of $3.778 tril-
lion. Despite high debt and deficits, we have
been unable to avoid entering the era of $4
trillion in annual spending.

We experienced trillion dollar deficits be-
tween 2009 and 2012, and CBO projects that
deficits will exceed $1 trillion again by FY
2022. Trillion dollar deficits were once un-
imaginable. Such sums signified the level of
budgets themselves, not of shortfalls. Yet at
no point is spending projected to balance in
the coming decade. President Obama’s 2015
budget projects deficits that are smaller
than recent heights—with 2014’s claimed $649
billion to fall to $413 billion in 2018—before
heading back into the CBO-predicted strato-
sphere.

Many other countries’ government outlays
make up a greater share of their national
output, compared with 20 percent for the
U.S. government, but in absolute terms, the
U.S. government is the largest government
on the planet. Only four other nations top $1
trillion in annual government revenues, and
none but the United States collects more
than $2 trillion.

REGULATION: THE HIDDEN TAX

The scope of federal government spending
and deficits is sobering. Yet the govern-
ment’s reach extends well beyond Washing-
ton’s taxes, deficits, and borrowing. Federal
environmental, safety and health, and eco-
nomic regulations cost hundreds of billions—
perhaps trillions—of dollars annually in ad-
dition to the official federal outlays that
dominate policy debate.

Firms generally pass the costs of some
taxes along to consumers. Likewise, some
regulatory compliance costs that businesses
face will find their way into the prices that
consumers pay and out of the wages workers
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earn. Precise regulatory costs can never be
fully known because, unlike taxes, they are
unbudgeted and often indirect. But scattered
government and private data exist about
scores of regulations and about the agencies
that issue them, as well as data about esti-
mates of regulatory costs and benefits. Com-
piling some of that information can make
the regulatory state somewhat more com-
prehensible. That compilation is one purpose
of the annual Ten Thousand Commandments
report, highlights of which follow:

Among the five all-time-high Federal Reg-
ister page counts, four have occurred under
President Obama.

The annual outflow of more than 3,500 final
rules—sometimes far above that level—
means that 87,282 rules have been issued
since 1993.

There were 51 rules for every law in 2013.
The ‘“‘Unconstitutionality Index,” the ratio
of regulations issued by agencies to laws
passed by Congress and signed by the presi-
dent, stood at 51 for 2013. Specifically, 72
laws were passed in calendar year 2013,
whereas 3,659 rules were issued. This dis-
parity highlights the excessive delegation of
lawmaking power to unelected agency offi-
cials.

This author’s working paper, “Tip of the
Costberg,” which is largely based on federal
government data, estimates regulatory com-
pliance and economic impacts at $1.863 tril-
lion nnually.

U.S. households ‘“‘pay” $14,974 annually in
regulatory hidden tax, thereby ‘‘absorbing’
23 percent of the average income of $65,596,
and ‘“‘pay”’ 29 percent of the expenditure
budget of $51,442. The ‘‘tax’ exceeds every
item in the budget except housing. More is
‘“‘spent” on embedded regulation than on
health care, food, transportation, entertain-
ment, apparel and services, and savings.

The estimated cost of regulation exceeds
half the level of the federal budget itself.
Regulatory costs of $1.863 trillion amount to
11.1 percent of the U.S. gross domestic prod-
uct (GDP), which was estimated at $16.797
trillion in 2013 by the Bureau of Economic
Analysis.

When regulatory costs are combined with
federal FY 2013 outlays of $3.454 trillion, the
federal government’s share of the entire
economy now reaches 31 percent. The regu-
latory ‘‘hidden tax’’ surpasses the income
tax. Regulatory compliance costs exceed the
2013 estimated total individual income tax
revenues of $1.234 trillion.

Regulatory compliance costs vastly exceed
the 2013 estimated corporate income tax rev-
enues of $288 billion and approach corporate
pretax profits of $2.19 trillion.

If it were a country, U.S. regulation would
be the 10th largest economy, ranked between
India and Italy.

U.S. regulatory costs exceed the GDPs of
Australia and Canada, the highest-income
nations among the countries ranked most
free in the annual Index of Economic Free-
dom and Economic Freedom of the World re-
ports.

The Weidenbaum Center at Washington
University in St. Louis, Missouri, and the
Regulatory Studies Center at George Wash-
ington University in Washington, D.C., joint-
ly estimate that agencies spent $57.3 billion
(on budget) to administer and police the fed-
eral regulatory enterprise. Adding the $1.863
trillion in off-budget compliance costs brings
the total regulatory enterprise to $1.92 tril-
lion.

The Federal Register finished 2013 at 79,311
pages, the fourth highest level in history.

Federal Register pages devoted specifically
to final rules rose to a record high of 26,417.

The 2013 Federal Register contained 3,659
final rules and 2,594 proposed rules.

Since the nation’s founding, more than
15,177 executive orders have been issued.
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President Obama issued 181 as of the end of
2013.

President George W Bush averaged 63
major rules annually during his eight years
in office; Obama’s five years so far have
averaged 81.

Although there are over 3,500 rules annu-
ally, public notices in the Federal Register
exceed 24,000 annually, with uncounted
‘“‘guidance documents’” among them. There
were 24,261 notices in 2013 and 477,929 since
1995.

According to the fall 2013 ‘‘Regulatory
Plan and the Unified Agenda of Federal Reg-
ulatory and Deregulatory Actions’” (which
lists federal regulatory actions at various
stages of implementation), 63 federal depart-
ments, agencies, and commissions have 3,305
regulations at various stages of implementa-
tion.

Of the 3,305 regulations in the pipeline, 191
are ‘‘economically significant’ rules, which
the federal government defines as imposing
at least $100 million in annual costs. Assum-
ing that those rulemakings are primarily
regulatory implies roughly $19 billion yearly
in future off-budget regulatory effects.

Of the 3,305 regulations now in the works,
669 affect small businesses. Of those, 391 re-
quired a regulatory flexibility analysis: 278
were otherwise noted by agencies to affect
small businesses.

The five most active rule-producing agen-
cies—the Departments of the Treasury, Inte-
rior, Commerce, Transportation, and Health
and Human Services—account for 1,451 rules,
or 44 percent of all rules in the Unified Agen-
da pipeline.

The Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA), which was formerly consistently in
the top five, is now sixth, but adding its 179
rules brings the total from the top six rule-
making agencies to 1,630 rules, or 49.3 per-
cent of all federal rules.

The most recent Small Business Adminis-
tration (SBA) evaluation of the overall U.S.
federal regulatory enterprise estimated an-
nual regulatory compliance costs of $1.752
trillion in 2008. Earlier SBA reports pegged
costs at $1.1 trillion in 2005 and at $843 billion
in 2001. The Office of Management and Budg-
et (OMB) agreed with those figures at the
time. Meanwhile, a subset of 115 selected
major rules reviewed during 2002-2012 by the
OMB notes cumulative annual costs of be-
tween $57 billion and $84 billion.

The short-lived series of budget surpluses
from 1998 to 2001—the first since 1969—seems
like ancient history in today’s debt and def-
icit-drenched policy setting, as the CBO
projects annual deficits of hundreds of bil-
lions of dollars over the coming decade.
When it comes to stimulating a limping
economy, reducing deficits and relieving reg-
ulatory burdens are key to the nation’s eco-
nomic health. Otherwise, budgetary pres-
sures can incentivize lawmakers to impose
off-budget regulations on the private sector,
rather than add to unpopular deficit spend-
ing. A new government program—for exam-
ple, job training—would require either in-
creasing government spending or imposing
new regulations requiring such training. Un-
like on-budget spending, the latter regu-
latory costs remain largely hidden from pub-
lic view, which makes regulation increas-
ingly attractive to lawmakers.

THE DISCLOSURE AND ACCOUNTABILITY
IMPERATIVES

Cost-benefit analysis at the agency level is
already neglected; thus, at minimum, some
third-party review is needed. Like federal
spending, regulations and their costs should
be tracked and disclosed annually. Then,
periodic housecleaning should be performed.

A problem with cost-benefit analysis is
that it largely relies on agency self-policing.
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Having agencies audit their own rules is like
asking students to grade their own exams.
Regulators are disinclined to emphasize
when a rule’s benefits do not justify the
costs involved. In fact, one could expect new
and dubious categories of benefits to emerge
to justify an agency’s rulemaking activity.

A major source of overregulation is the
systematic overdelegation of rulemaking
power to agencies. Requiring expedited votes
on economically significant or controversial
agency rules before they become binding
would reestablish congressional account-
ability and would help affirm a principle of
“no regulation without representation.”

Openness about regulatory facts and fig-
ures can be bolstered through federal ‘‘regu-
latory report cards,” similar to the presen-
tation in Ten Thousand Commandments.
These could be officially issued each year to
distill information for the public and policy
makers about the scope of the regulatory
state.

The CHAIR. All time for general de-
bate has expired.

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

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 185

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 ‘“‘Regulatory
Accountability Act of 2015,

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

Section 551 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) in paragraph (13), by striking ‘‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (14), by striking the period
at the end and inserting a semicolon; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘(15) ‘major rule’ means any rule that the
Administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs determines is likely
to impose—

‘““(A) an annual cost on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more, adjusted annually for in-
flation;

‘(B) a major increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries, Federal,
State, local, or tribal government agencies,
or geographic regions;

‘“(C) significant adverse effects on competi-
tion, employment, investment, productivity,
innovation, or on the ability of United
States-based enterprises to compete with
foreign-based enterprises in domestic and ex-
port markets; or

‘(D) significant impacts on multiple sec-
tors of the economy;

‘(16) ‘high-impact rule’ means any rule
that the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs determines is
likely to impose an annual cost on the econ-
omy of $1,000,000,000 or more, adjusted annu-
ally for inflation;

“(17) ‘negative-impact on jobs and wages
rule’ means any rule that the agency that
made the rule or the Administrator of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs
determines is likely to—

‘“(A) in one or more sectors of the economy
that has a 6-digit code under the North
American Industry Classification System,
reduce employment not related to new regu-
latory compliance by 1 percent or more an-
nually during the 1-year, 5-year, or 10-year
period after implementation;

‘“(B) in one or more sectors of the economy
that has a 6-digit code under the North
American Industry Classification System,
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reduce average weekly wages for employ-
ment not related to new regulatory compli-
ance by 1 percent or more annually during
the 1-year, 5-year, or 10-year period after im-
plementation;

“(C) in any industry area (as such term is
defined in the Current Population Survey
conducted by the Bureau of Labor Statistics)
in which the most recent annual unemploy-
ment rate for the industry area is greater
than 5 percent, as determined by the Bureau
of Labor Statistics in the Current Popu-
lation Survey, reduce employment not re-
lated to new regulatory compliance during
the first year after implementation; or

‘(D) in any industry area in which the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics projects in the Occu-
pational Employment Statistics program
that the employment level will decrease by 1
percent or more, further reduce employment
not related to new regulatory compliance
during the first year after implementation;

‘(18) ‘guidance’ means an agency state-
ment of general applicability and future ef-
fect, other than a regulatory action, that
sets forth a policy on a statutory, regulatory
or technical issue or an interpretation of a
statutory or regulatory issue;

‘4(19) ‘major guidance’ means guidance that
the Administrator of the Office of Informa-
tion and Regulatory Affairs finds is likely to
lead to—

‘““(A) an annual cost on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more, adjusted annually for in-
flation;

‘(B) a major increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries, Federal,
State, local or tribal government agencies,
or geographic regions;

‘“(C) significant adverse effects on competi-
tion, employment, investment, productivity,
innovation, or on the ability of United
States-based enterprises to compete with
foreign-based enterprises in domestic and ex-
port markets; or

‘(D) significant impacts on multiple sec-
tors of the economy;

‘“(20) the ‘Information Quality Act’ means
section 515 of Public Law 106-554, the Treas-
ury and General Government Appropriations
Act for Fiscal Year 2001, and guidelines
issued by the Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs or other
agencies pursuant to the Act; and

‘‘(21) the ‘Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs’ means the office established
under section 3503 of chapter 35 of title 44
and any successor to that office.”.

SEC. 3. RULE MAKING.

(a) Section 553(a) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking ‘‘(a) This sec-
tion applies’” and inserting ‘‘(a) APPLICA-
BILITY.—This section applies’.

(b) Section 553 of title 5, United States
Code, is amended by striking subsections (b)
through (e) and inserting the following:

“(b) RULE MAKING CONSIDERATIONS.—In a
rule making, an agency shall make all pre-
liminary and final factual determinations
based on evidence and consider, in addition
to other applicable considerations, the fol-
lowing:

‘(1) The legal authority under which a rule
may be proposed, including whether a rule
making is required by statute, and if so,
whether by a specific date, or whether the
agency has discretion to commence a rule
making.

‘(2) Other statutory considerations appli-
cable to whether the agency can or should
propose a rule or undertake other agency ac-
tion.

¢“(3) The specific nature and significance of
the problem the agency may address with a
rule (including the degree and nature of risks
the problem poses and the priority of ad-
dressing those risks compared to other mat-
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ters or activities within the agency’s juris-
diction), whether the problem warrants new
agency action, and the countervailing risks
that may be posed by alternatives for new
agency action.

‘“(4) Whether existing rules have created or
contributed to the problem the agency may
address with a rule and whether those rules
could be amended or rescinded to address the
problem in whole or part.

‘“(5) Any reasonable alternatives for a new
rule or other response identified by the agen-
cy or interested persons, including not only
responses that mandate particular conduct
or manners of compliance, but also—

‘“(A) the alternative of no Federal re-
sponse;

‘“(B) amending or rescinding existing rules;

‘“(C) potential regional, State, local, or
tribal regulatory action or other responses
that could be taken in lieu of agency action;
and

‘(D) potential responses that—

‘(1) specify performance objectives rather
than conduct or manners of compliance;

‘“(ii) establish economic incentives to en-
courage desired behavior;

‘“(iii) provide information upon which
choices can be made by the public; or

‘‘(iv) incorporate other innovative alter-
natives rather than agency actions that
specify conduct or manners of compliance.

‘(6) Notwithstanding any other provision
of law—

‘“(A) the potential costs and benefits asso-
ciated with potential alternative rules and
other responses considered under section
563(b)(5), including direct, indirect, and cu-
mulative costs and benefits and estimated
impacts on jobs (including an estimate of the
net gain or loss in domestic jobs), wages,
economic growth, innovation, and economic
competitiveness;

‘(B) means to increase the cost-effective-
ness of any Federal response; and

“(C) incentives for innovation, consist-
ency, predictability, lower costs of enforce-
ment and compliance (to government enti-
ties, regulated entities, and the public), and
flexibility.

‘“(c) ADVANCE NOTICE OF PROPOSED RULE
MAKING FOR MAJOR RULES, HIGH-IMPACT
RULES, NEGATIVE-IMPACT ON JOBS AND WAGES
RULES, AND RULES INVOLVING NOVEL LEGAL
OR PoLICY ISSUES.—In the case of a rule mak-
ing for a major rule, a high-impact rule, a
negative-impact on jobs and wages rule, or a
rule that involves a novel legal or policy
issue arising out of statutory mandates, not
later than 90 days before a notice of proposed
rule making is published in the Federal Reg-
ister, an agency shall publish advance notice
of proposed rule making in the Federal Reg-
ister. In publishing such advance notice, the
agency shall—

‘(1) include a written statement identi-
fying, at a minimum—

‘“(A) the nature and significance of the
problem the agency may address with a rule,
including data and other evidence and infor-
mation on which the agency expects to rely
for the proposed rule;

‘“(B) the legal authority under which a rule
may be proposed, including whether a rule
making is required by statute, and if so,
whether by a specific date, or whether the
agency has discretion to commence a rule
making;

‘“(C) preliminary information available to
the agency concerning the other consider-
ations specified in subsection (b);

‘(D) in the case of a rule that involves a
novel legal or policy issue arising out of
statutory mandates, the nature of and poten-
tial reasons to adopt the novel legal or pol-
icy position upon which the agency may base
a proposed rule; and
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‘““(E) an achievable objective for the rule
and metrics by which the agency will meas-
ure progress toward that objective;

‘“(2) solicit written data, views or argu-
ment from interested persons concerning the
information and issues addressed in the ad-
vance notice; and

““(3) provide for a period of not fewer than
60 days for interested persons to submit such
written data, views, or argument to the
agency.

‘(d) NOTICES OF PROPOSED RULE MAKING;
DETERMINATIONS OF OTHER AGENCY COURSE.—
(1) Before it determines to propose a rule,
and following completion of procedures
under subsection (c¢), if applicable, the agen-
cy shall consult with the Administrator of
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs. If the agency thereafter determines to
propose a rule, the agency shall publish a no-
tice of proposed rule making, which shall in-
clude—

“(A) a statement of the time, place, and
nature of public rule making proceedings;

‘(B) reference to the legal authority under
which the rule is proposed;

“(C) the terms of the proposed rule;

‘(D) a description of information known to
the agency on the subject and issues of the
proposed rule, including but not limited to—

‘(i) a summary of information known to
the agency concerning the considerations
specified in subsection (b);

‘(i) a summary of additional information
the agency provided to and obtained from in-
terested persons under subsection (c);

‘(iii) a summary of any preliminary risk
assessment or regulatory impact analysis
performed by the agency; and

‘(iv) information specifically identifying
all data, studies, models, and other evidence
or information considered or used by the
agency in connection with its determination
to propose the rule;

“(BE)(1) a reasoned preliminary determina-
tion of need for the rule based on the infor-
mation described under subparagraph (D);

‘‘(ii) an additional statement of whether a
rule is required by statute; and

‘‘(iii) an achievable objective for the rule
and metrics by which the agency will meas-
ure progress toward that objective;

‘“(F) a reasoned preliminary determination
that the benefits of the proposed rule meet
the relevant statutory objectives and justify
the costs of the proposed rule (including all
costs to be considered under subsection
(b)(6)), based on the information described
under subparagraph (D);

“(G) a discussion of—

‘(i) the alternatives to the proposed rule,
and other alternative responses, considered
by the agency under subsection (b);

‘“(ii) the costs and benefits of those alter-
natives (including all costs to be considered
under subsection (b)(6));

‘“(iii) whether those alternatives meet rel-
evant statutory objectives; and

‘‘(iv) why the agency did not propose any
of those alternatives; and

“(H)(1) a statement of whether existing
rules have created or contributed to the
problem the agency seeks to address with
the proposed rule; and

‘‘(ii) if so, whether or not the agency pro-
poses to amend or rescind any such rules,
and why.

All information provided to or considered by
the agency, and steps to obtain information
by the agency, in connection with its deter-
mination to propose the rule, including any
preliminary risk assessment or regulatory
impact analysis prepared by the agency and
all other information prepared or described
by the agency under subparagraph (D) and,
at the discretion of the President or the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, information provided by
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that Office in consultations with the agency,
shall be placed in the docket for the proposed
rule and made accessible to the public by
electronic means and otherwise for the
public’s use when the notice of proposed rule
making is published.

‘““(2)(A) If the agency undertakes proce-
dures under subsection (c¢) and determines
thereafter not to propose a rule, the agency
shall, following consultation with the Office
of Information and Regulatory Affairs, pub-
lish a notice of determination of other agen-
cy course. A notice of determination of other
agency course shall include information re-
quired by paragraph (1)(D) to be included in
a notice of proposed rule making and a de-
scription of the alternative response the
agency determined to adopt.

‘(B) If in its determination of other agency

course the agency makes a determination to
amend or rescind an existing rule, the agen-
cy need not undertake additional pro-
ceedings under subsection (c) before it pub-
lishes a notice of proposed rule making to
amend or rescind the existing rule.
All information provided to or considered by
the agency, and steps to obtain information
by the agency, in connection with its deter-
mination of other agency course, including
but not limited to any preliminary risk as-
sessment or regulatory impact analysis pre-
pared by the agency and all other informa-
tion that would be required to be prepared or
described by the agency under paragraph
(1)(D) if the agency had determined to pub-
lish a notice of proposed rule making and, at
the discretion of the President or the Admin-
istrator of the Office of Information and Reg-
ulatory Affairs, information provided by
that Office in consultations with the agency,
shall be placed in the docket for the deter-
mination and made accessible to the public
by electronic means and otherwise for the
public’s use when the notice of determina-
tion is published.

‘“(3) After notice of proposed rule making
required by this section, the agency shall
provide interested persons an opportunity to
participate in the rule making through sub-
mission of written data, views, or arguments
with or without opportunity for oral presen-
tation, except that—

“(A) if a hearing is required under para-
graph (4)(B) or subsection (e), opportunity
for oral presentation shall be provided pursu-
ant to that requirement; or

“(B) when other than under subsection (e)

of this section rules are required by statute
or at the discretion of the agency to be made
on the record after opportunity for an agen-
cy hearing, sections 556 and 557 shall apply,
and paragraph (4), the requirements of sub-
section (e) to receive comment outside of the
procedures of sections 556 and 557, and the
petition procedures of subsection (e)(6) shall
not apply.
The agency shall provide not fewer than 60
days for interested persons to submit written
data, views, or argument (or 120 days in the
case of a proposed major or high-impact
rule).

““(4)(A) Within 30 days of publication of no-
tice of proposed rule making, a member of
the public may petition for a hearing in ac-
cordance with section 556 to determine
whether any evidence or other information
upon which the agency bases the proposed
rule fails to comply with the Information
Quality Act.

“(B)(i) The agency may, upon review of the
petition, determine without further process
to exclude from the rule making the evi-
dence or other information that is the sub-
ject of the petition and, if appropriate, with-
draw the proposed rule. The agency shall
promptly publish any such determination.

¢“(ii) If the agency does not resolve the pe-
tition under the procedures of clause (i), it
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shall grant any such petition that presents a
prima facie case that evidence or other infor-
mation upon which the agency bases the pro-
posed rule fails to comply with the Informa-
tion Quality Act, hold the requested hearing
not later than 30 days after receipt of the pe-
tition, provide a reasonable opportunity for
cross-examination at the hearing, and decide
the issues presented by the petition not later
than 60 days after receipt of the petition.
The agency may deny any petition that it
determines does not present such a prima
facie case.

‘“(C) There shall be no judicial review of
the agency’s disposition of issues considered
and decided or determined under subpara-
graph (B)(ii) until judicial review of the
agency’s final action. There shall be no judi-
cial review of an agency’s determination to
withdraw a proposed rule under subpara-
graph (B)(i) on the basis of the petition.

‘(D) Failure to petition for a hearing
under this paragraph shall not preclude judi-
cial review of any claim based on the Infor-
mation Quality Act under chapter 7 of this
title.

‘“(e) HEARINGS FOR HIGH-IMPACT RULES.—
Following notice of a proposed rule making,
receipt of comments on the proposed rule,
and any hearing held under subsection (d)(4),
and before adoption of any high-impact rule,
the agency shall hold a hearing in accord-
ance with sections 556 and 557, unless such
hearing is waived by all participants in the
rule making other than the agency. The
agency shall provide a reasonable oppor-
tunity for cross-examination at such hear-
ing. The hearing shall be limited to the fol-
lowing issues of fact, except that partici-
pants at the hearing other than the agency
may waive determination of any such issue:

‘(1) Whether the agency’s asserted factual
predicate for the rule is supported by the evi-
dence.

‘“(2) Whether there is an alternative to the
proposed rule that would achieve the rel-
evant statutory objectives at a lower cost
(including all costs to be considered under
subsection (b)(6)) than the proposed rule.

‘“(8) If there is more than one alternative
to the proposed rule that would achieve the
relevant statutory objectives at a lower cost
than the proposed rule, which alternative
would achieve the relevant statutory objec-
tives at the lowest cost.

‘“(4) Whether, if the agency proposes to
adopt a rule that is more costly than the
least costly alternative that would achieve
the relevant statutory objectives (including
all costs to be considered under subsection
(b)(6)), the additional benefits of the more
costly rule exceed the additional costs of the
more costly rule.

““(5) Whether the evidence and other infor-
mation upon which the agency bases the pro-
posed rule meets the requirements of the In-
formation Quality Act.

‘“(6) Upon petition by an interested person

who has participated in the rule making,
other issues relevant to the rule making, un-
less the agency determines that consider-
ation of the issues at the hearing would not
advance consideration of the rule or would,
in light of the nature of the need for agency
action, unreasonably delay completion of the
rule making. An agency shall grant or deny
a petition under this paragraph within 30
days of its receipt of the petition.
No later than 45 days before any hearing held
under this subsection or sections 556 and 557,
the agency shall publish in the Federal Reg-
ister a notice specifying the proposed rule to
be considered at such hearing, the issues to
be considered at the hearing, and the time
and place for such hearing, except that such
notice may be issued not later than 15 days
before a hearing held under subsection
(DDH®B).
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“(f) FINAL RULES.—(1) The agency shall
adopt a rule only following consultation
with the Administrator of the Office of Infor-
mation and Regulatory Affairs to facilitate
compliance with applicable rule making re-
quirements.

‘“(2) The agency shall adopt a rule only on
the basis of the best reasonably obtainable
scientific, technical, economic, and other
evidence and information concerning the
need for, consequences of, and alternatives
to the rule.

““(3)(A) Except as provided in subparagraph
(B), the agency shall adopt the least costly
rule considered during the rule making (in-
cluding all costs to be considered under sub-
section (b)(6)) that meets relevant statutory
objectives.

‘(B) The agency may adopt a rule that is
more costly than the least costly alternative
that would achieve the relevant statutory
objectives only if the additional benefits of
the more costly rule justify its additional
costs and only if the agency explains its rea-
son for doing so based on interests of public
health, safety or welfare that are clearly
within the scope of the statutory provision
authorizing the rule.

‘‘(4) When it adopts a final rule, the agency
shall publish a notice of final rule making.
The notice shall include—

‘““(A) a concise, general statement of the
rule’s basis and purpose;

‘(B) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination of need for a rule to address the
problem the agency seeks to address with
the rule, including a statement of whether a
rule is required by statute and a summary of
any final risk assessment or regulatory im-
pact analysis prepared by the agency;

‘“(C) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination that the benefits of the rule meet
the relevant statutory objectives and justify
the rule’s costs (including all costs to be con-
sidered under subsection (b)(6));

‘(D) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination not to adopt any of the alter-
natives to the proposed rule considered by
the agency during the rule making, includ-
ing—

‘(i) the agency’s reasoned final determina-
tion that no alternative considered achieved
the relevant statutory objectives with lower
costs (including all costs to be considered
under subsection (b)(6)) than the rule; or

‘‘(ii) the agency’s reasoned determination
that its adoption of a more costly rule com-
plies with subsection (f)(3)(B);

‘“(E) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination—

‘(i) that existing rules have not created or
contributed to the problem the agency seeks
to address with the rule; or

‘(i) that existing rules have created or
contributed to the problem the agency seeks
to address with the rule, and, if so—

‘“(I) why amendment or rescission of such
existing rules is not alone sufficient to re-
spond to the problem; and

‘(IT1) whether and how the agency intends
to amend or rescind the existing rule sepa-
rate from adoption of the rule;

‘“(F) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination that the evidence and other infor-
mation upon which the agency bases the rule
complies with the Information Quality Act;

‘“(G) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination that the rule meets the objectives
that the agency identified in subsection
(d)Q)(E)(iii) or that other objectives are
more appropriate in light of the full adminis-
trative record and the rule meets those ob-
jectives;

‘““(H) the agency’s reasoned final deter-
mination that it did not deviate from the
metrics the agency included in subsection
(d)(1)(E)(iii) or that other metrics are more
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appropriate in light of the full administra-
tive record and the agency did not deviate
from those metrics;

“(D(@A) for any major rule, high-impact
rule, or negative-impact on jobs and wages
rule, the agency’s plan for review of the rule
no less than every ten years to determine
whether, based upon evidence, there remains
a need for the rule, whether the rule is in
fact achieving statutory objectives, whether
the rule’s benefits continue to justify its
costs, and whether the rule can be modified
or rescinded to reduce costs while continuing
to achieve statutory objectives; and

‘‘(ii) review of a rule under a plan required
by clause (i) of this subparagraph shall take
into account the factors and criteria set
forth in subsections (b) through (f) of section
553 of this title; and

‘“(J) for any negative-impact on jobs and

wages rule, a statement that the head of the
agency that made the rule approved the rule
knowing about the findings and determina-
tion of the agency or the Administrator of
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs that qualified the rule as a negative im-
pact on jobs and wages rule.
All information considered by the agency in
connection with its adoption of the rule, and,
at the discretion of the President or the Ad-
ministrator of the Office of Information and
Regulatory Affairs, information provided by
that Office in consultations with the agency,
shall be placed in the docket for the rule and
made accessible to the public for the public’s
use no later than when the rule is adopted.

‘‘(g) EXCEPTIONS FROM NOTICE AND HEARING
REQUIREMENTS.—(1) Except when notice or
hearing is required by statute, the following
do not apply to interpretive rules, general
statements of policy, or rules of agency orga-
nization, procedure, or practice:

‘“(A) Subsections (c¢) through (e).

‘(B) Paragraphs (1) through (3) of sub-
section (f).

‘(C) Subparagraphs (B) through (H) of sub-
section (f)(4).

“(2)(A) When the agency for good cause,
based upon evidence, finds (and incorporates
the finding and a brief statement of reasons
therefor in the rules issued) that compliance
with subsection (c¢), (d), or (e) or require-
ments to render final determinations under
subsection (f) of this section before the
issuance of an interim rule is impracticable
or contrary to the public interest, including
interests of national security, such sub-
sections or requirements to render final de-
terminations shall not apply to the agency’s
adoption of an interim rule.

‘(B) If, following compliance with subpara-
graph (A) of this paragraph, the agency
adopts an interim rule, it shall commence
proceedings that comply fully with sub-
sections (d) through (f) of this section imme-
diately upon publication of the interim rule,
shall treat the publication of the interim
rule as publication of a notice of proposed
rule making and shall not be required to
issue supplemental notice other than to com-
plete full compliance with subsection (d). No
less than 270 days from publication of the in-
terim rule (or 18 months in the case of a
major rule or high-impact rule), the agency
shall complete rule making under sub-
sections (d) through (f) of this subsection and
take final action to adopt a final rule or re-
scind the interim rule. If the agency fails to
take timely final action, the interim rule
will cease to have the effect of law.

‘(C) Other than in cases involving inter-
ests of national security, upon the agency’s
publication of an interim rule without com-
pliance with subsection (c), (d), or (e) or re-
quirements to render final determinations
under subsection (f) of this section, an inter-
ested party may seek immediate judicial re-
view under chapter 7 of this title of the agen-
cy’s determination to adopt such interim
rule. The record on such review shall include
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all documents and information considered by
the agency and any additional information
presented by a party that the court deter-
mines necessary to consider to assure jus-
tice.

‘“(3) When the agency for good cause finds
(and incorporates the finding and a brief
statement of reasons therefor in the rules
issued) that notice and public procedure
thereon are unnecessary, including because
agency rule making is undertaken only to
correct a de minimis technical or clerical
error in a previously issued rule or for other
noncontroversial purposes, the agency may
publish a rule without compliance with sub-
section (c), (d), (e), or (£)(1)—(3) and (f)(4)(B)-
(F). If the agency receives significant ad-
verse comment within 60 days after publica-
tion of the rule, it shall treat the notice of
the rule as a notice of proposed rule making
and complete rule making in compliance
with subsections (d) and (f).

“(h) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENTS FOR HEAR-
INGS.—When a hearing is required under sub-
section (e) or is otherwise required by stat-
ute or at the agency’s discretion before adop-
tion of a rule, the agency shall comply with
the requirements of sections 556 and 557 in
addition to the requirements of subsection
(f) in adopting the rule and in providing no-
tice of the rule’s adoption.

‘(i) DATE OF PUBLICATION OF RULE.—The
required publication or service of a sub-
stantive final or interim rule shall be made
not less than 30 days before the effective
date of the rule, except—

‘(1) a substantive rule which grants or rec-
ognizes an exemption or relieves a restric-
tion;

‘“(2) interpretive rules and statements of
policy; or

‘“(3) as otherwise provided by the agency
for good cause found and published with the
rule.

“(j) R1GHT To PETITION.—Each agency shall
give an interested person the right to peti-
tion for the issuance, amendment, or repeal
of a rule.

“(k) RULE MAKING GUIDELINES.—(1)(A) The
Administrator of the Office of Information
and Regulatory Affairs shall establish guide-
lines for the assessment, including quan-
titative and qualitative assessment, of the
costs and benefits of proposed and final rules
and other economic issues or issues related
to risk that are relevant to rule making
under this title. The rigor of cost-benefit
analysis required by such guidelines shall be
commensurate, in the Administrator’s deter-
mination, with the economic impact of the
rule.

“(B) To ensure that agencies use the best
available techniques to quantify and evalu-
ate anticipated present and future benefits,
costs, other economic issues, and risks as ac-
curately as possible, the Administrator of
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs shall regularly update guidelines estab-
lished under paragraph (1)(A) of this sub-
section.

“(2) The Administrator of the Office of In-
formation and Regulatory Affairs shall also
issue guidelines to promote coordination,
simplification and harmonization of agency
rules during the rule making process and
otherwise. Such guidelines shall assure that
each agency avoids regulations that are in-
consistent or incompatible with, or duplica-
tive of, its other regulations and those of
other Federal agencies and drafts its regula-
tions to be simple and easy to understand,
with the goal of minimizing the potential for
uncertainty and litigation arising from such
uncertainty.

‘“(3) To ensure consistency in Federal rule
making, the Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs shall—

‘“(A) issue guidelines and otherwise take
action to ensure that rule makings con-
ducted in whole or in part under procedures

H259

specified in provisions of law other than
those of subchapter II of this title conform
to the fullest extent allowed by law with the
procedures set forth in section 553 of this
title; and

‘“(B) issue guidelines for the conduct of
hearings under subsections 553(d)(4) and
563(e) of this section, including to assure a
reasonable opportunity for cross-examina-
tion. Each agency shall adopt regulations for
the conduct of hearings consistent with the
guidelines issued under this subparagraph.

‘“(4) The Administrator of the Office of In-
formation and Regulatory Affairs shall issue
guidelines pursuant to the Information Qual-
ity Act to apply in rule making proceedings
under sections 553, 556, and 557 of this title.
In all cases, such guidelines, and the Admin-
istrator’s specific determinations regarding
agency compliance with such guidelines,
shall be entitled to judicial deference.

(1) INCLUSION IN THE RECORD OF CERTAIN
DOCUMENTS AND INFORMATION.—The agency
shall include in the record for a rule making,
and shall make available by electronic
means and otherwise, all documents and in-
formation prepared or considered by the
agency during the proceeding, including, at
the discretion of the President or the Admin-
istrator of the Office of Information and Reg-
ulatory Affairs, documents and information
communicated by that Office during con-
sultation with the Agency.

“(m) MONETARY PoLICY EXEMPTION.—Noth-
ing in subsection (b)(6), subparagraphs (F)
and (G) of subsection (d)(1), subsection (e),
subsection (f)(3), and subparagraphs (C) and
(D) of subsection (f)(56) shall apply to rule
makings that concern monetary policy pro-
posed or implemented by the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System or the
Federal Open Market Committee.”’.

SEC. 4. AGENCY GUIDANCE; PROCEDURES TO
ISSUE MAJOR GUIDANCE; PRESI-

DENTIAL AUTHORITY TO ISSUE
GUIDELINES FOR ISSUANCE OF
GUIDANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 553 the following new section:

“§ 553a. Agency guidance; procedures to issue
major guidance; authority to issue guide-
lines for issuance of guidance

‘‘(a) Before issuing any major guidance, or
guidance that involves a novel legal or pol-
icy issue arising out of statutory mandates,
an agency shall—

‘(1) make and document a reasoned deter-
mination that—

“‘(A) assures that such guidance is under-
standable and complies with relevant statu-
tory objectives and regulatory provisions
(including any statutory deadlines for agen-
cy action);

‘(B) summarizes the evidence and data on
which the agency will base the guidance;

‘(C) identifies the costs and benefits (in-
cluding all costs to be considered during a
rule making under section 553(b) of this title)
of conduct conforming to such guidance and
assures that such benefits justify such costs;
and

‘(D) describes alternatives to such guid-
ance and their costs and benefits (including
all costs to be considered during a rule mak-
ing under section 553(b) of this title) and ex-
plains why the agency rejected those alter-
natives; and

‘(2) confer with the Administrator of the
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs
on the issuance of such guidance to assure
that the guidance is reasonable, understand-
able, consistent with relevant statutory and
regulatory provisions and requirements or
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practices of other agencies, does not produce
costs that are unjustified by the guidance’s
benefits, and is otherwise appropriate.
Upon issuing major guidance, or guidance
that involves a novel legal or policy issue
arising out of statutory mandates, the agen-
cy shall publish the documentation required
by subparagraph (1) by electronic means and
otherwise.

““(b) Agency guidance—

‘(1) is not legally binding and may not be
relied upon by an agency as legal grounds for
agency action;

‘(2) shall state in a plain, prominent and
permanent manner that it is not legally
binding; and

‘“(3) shall, at the time it is issued or upon
request, be made available by the issuing
agency to interested persons and the public
by electronic means and otherwise.

Agencies shall avoid the issuance of guid-

ance that is inconsistent or incompatible

with, or duplicative of, the agency’s gov-
erning statutes or regulations, with the goal
of minimizing the potential for uncertainty
and litigation arising from such uncertainty.

‘(c) The Administrator of the Office of In-
formation and Regulatory Affairs shall have
authority to issue guidelines for use by the
agencies in the issuance of major guidance
and other guidance. Such guidelines shall as-
sure that each agency avoids issuing guid-
ance documents that are inconsistent or in-
compatible with, or duplicative of, the law,
its other regulations, or the regulations of
other Federal agencies and drafts its guid-
ance documents to be simple and easy to un-
derstand, with the goal of minimizing the po-
tential for uncertainty and litigation arising
from such uncertainty.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 553 the following
new item:

““6b3a. Agency guidance; procedures to issue
major guidance; authority to
issue guidelines for issuance of
guidance.”.

SEC. 5. HEARINGS; PRESIDING EMPLOYEES; POW-

ERS AND DUTIES; BURDEN OF
PROOF; EVIDENCE; RECORD AS
BASIS OF DECISION.

Section 556 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended by striking subsection (e) and in-
serting the following:

‘“(e)(1) The transcript of testimony and ex-
hibits, together with all papers and requests
filed in the proceeding, constitutes the ex-
clusive record for decision in accordance
with section 557 and shall be made available
to the parties and the public by electronic
means and, upon payment of lawfully pre-
scribed costs, otherwise. When an agency de-
cision rests on official notice of a material
fact not appearing in the evidence in the
record, a party is entitled, on timely request,
to an opportunity to show the contrary.

‘“(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) of this
subsection, in a proceeding held under this
section pursuant to section 553(d)(4) or 553(e),
the record for decision shall also include any
information that is part of the record of pro-
ceedings under section 553.

“(f) When an agency conducts rule making
under this section and section 557 directly
after concluding proceedings upon an ad-
vance notice of proposed rule making under
section 5563(c), the matters to be considered
and determinations to be made shall include,
among other relevant matters and deter-
minations, the matters and determinations
described in subsections (b) and (f) of section
553.

‘(g) Upon receipt of a petition for a hear-
ing under this section, the agency shall
grant the petition in the case of any major
rule, unless the agency reasonably deter-
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mines that a hearing would not advance con-
sideration of the rule or would, in light of
the need for agency action, unreasonably
delay completion of the rule making. The
agency shall publish its decision to grant or
deny the petition when it renders the deci-
sion, including an explanation of the grounds
for decision. The information contained in
the petition shall in all cases be included in
the administrative record. This subsection
shall not apply to rule makings that concern
monetary policy proposed or implemented by
the Board of Governors of the Federal Re-
serve System or the Federal Open Market
Committee.”.

SEC. 6. ACTIONS REVIEWABLE.

Section 704 of title 5, United States Code,
is amended—

(1) by striking ‘‘Agency action made’ and
inserting ‘‘(a) Agency action made’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following: ‘‘De-
nial by an agency of a correction request or,
where administrative appeal is provided for,
denial of an appeal, under an administrative
mechanism described in subsection (b)(2)(B)
of the Information Quality Act, or the fail-
ure of an agency within 90 days to grant or
deny such request or appeal, shall be final
action for purposes of this section.

‘(b) Other than in cases involving interests
of national security, notwithstanding sub-
section (a) of this section, upon the agency’s
publication of an interim rule without com-
pliance with section 553(c), (d), or (e) or re-
quirements to render final determinations
under subsection (f) of section 553, an inter-
ested party may seek immediate judicial re-
view under this chapter of the agency’s de-
termination to adopt such rule on an interim
basis. Review shall be limited to whether the
agency abused its discretion to adopt the in-
terim rule without compliance with section
5b63(c), (d), or (e) or without rendering final
determinations under subsection (f) of sec-
tion 553.”.

SEC. 7. SCOPE OF REVIEW.

Section 706 of title 5, United States Code is
amended—

(1) by striking ‘“To the extent necessary’’
and inserting ‘‘(a) To the extent necessary’’;

(2) in paragraph (2)(A) of subsection (a) (as
designated by paragraph (1) of this section),
by inserting after ‘‘in accordance with law”’
the following: ‘‘(including the Information
Quality Act)”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(b) The court shall not defer to the agen-
cy’'s—

‘(1) interpretation of an agency rule if the
agency did not comply with the procedures
of section 553 or sections 556-557 of chapter 5
of this title to issue the interpretation;

‘“(2) determination of the costs and bene-
fits or other economic or risk assessment of
the action, if the agency failed to conform to
guidelines on such determinations and as-
sessments established by the Administrator
of the Office of Information and Regulatory
Affairs under section 553(k);

““(3) determinations made in the adoption
of an interim rule; or

‘“(4) guidance.

‘“(c) The court shall review agency denials
of petitions under section 553(e)(6) or any
other petition for a hearing under sections
566 and 557 for abuse of agency discretion.”.
SEC. 8. ADDED DEFINITION.

Section 701(b) of title 5, United States
Code, is amended—

(1) in paragraph (1), by striking ‘“‘and” at
the end;

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking the period
at the end, and inserting *‘; and’’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘“(3) ‘substantial evidence’ means such rel-
evant evidence as a reasonable mind might
accept as adequate to support a conclusion
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in light of the record considered as a whole,
taking into account whatever in the record
fairly detracts from the weight of the evi-
dence relied upon by the agency to support
its decision.”.

SEC. 9. EFFECTIVE DATE.

The amendments made by this Act to—

(1) sections 553, 5566, and 704 of title 5,
United States Code;

(2) subsection (b) of section 701 of such
title;

(3) paragraphs (2) and (3) of section 706(b) of
such title; and

(4) subsection (c) of section 706 of such
title, shall not apply to any rule makings
pending or completed on the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

The CHAIR. No amendment to the
bill is in order except those printed in
part A of House Report 114-2. Each
such amendment may be offered only
in the order printed in the report, by a
Member designated in the report, shall
be considered read, shall be debatable
for the time specified in the report,
equally divided and controlled by the
proponent and an opponent, shall not
be subject to amendment, and shall not
be subject to a demand for division of
the question.

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 1 printed in part
A of House Report 114-2.

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

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 8, line 8, strike ‘“‘and economic com-
petitiveness’ and insert the following: ‘‘eco-
nomic competitiveness, and impacts on low
income populations’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 27, the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from West Virginia.

Mr. McKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is simple. It ensures that
agencies must take into consideration
the impacts on low-income commu-
nities when they develop regulations.

This amendment is based on a 1994
executive order from President Clinton
that was intended to protect low-in-
come populations from the negative ef-
fects of regulations.

Burdensome regulations have a real
impact on families, regardless of their
race or ethnicity. What makes sense on
a bureaucrat’s desk in Washington does
not always work in the real world. In
fact, these regulations are hurting peo-
ple, especially in economically de-
pressed communities. People have lost
jobs and are facing increasing prices
for energy, food, health care, and more.

The families who bear the brunt are
not just statistics. They are fellow
Americans. We need to show compas-
sion towards them, especially those
most vulnerable.

Regulations, as you have heard, are
costing our economy $1.8 trillion each
year, costing the average family
$15,000. So what does that mean for the



January 13, 2015

farmer in San Joaquin Valley, Cali-
fornia, or the coal miner in Hazard,
Kentucky, or the widow on a fixed in-
come in Marietta, Ohio? They are wor-
ried about providing for their families.
What happens if they lose their liveli-
hood because of a new regulation?

The bureaucrats in Washington who
are writing these excessive regulations
are seemingly focused on saving the
world but are forgetting what is hap-
pening to American families. I want
them to understand the impact they
are having on people’s lives.

The costs of these regulations are
born by people who can least afford it,
not by the agencies writing the regula-
tions. These bureaucrats should get out
from behind their desks and come to
communities in West Virginia and
Georgia and Montana and across the
Nation that are still struggling eco-
nomically.

This is not just about coal miners
and the energy industry. Excessive reg-
ulations are hurting farmers, manufac-
turers, health care workers, and small
businesses of every kind.

Rather than blindly issuing regula-
tions in pursuit of an ideological goal,
agencies should stop and consider what
they are doing, be more empathetic,
take into account what would happen
to a family that is living paycheck to
paycheck or a senior on fixed income.

Too often, Americans all across this
country believe that no one in Wash-
ington really cares about them. This
amendment will help change that per-
ception. Let’s show some compassion
to people and families that are strug-
gling.

Plain and simple: we must ensure
that the Federal agencies truly, truly
take into consideration those that bear
the burden of these regulations.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Virginia, Chairman GOODLATTE, for his
support of this amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the McKinley amend-
ment.

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
Michigan is recognized for 5 minutes.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, the
McKinley amendment—as bad as
things already are in the bill—adds an
additional requirement to the bill’s
more than 60 analytical new require-
ments for the rulemaking process by
requiring agencies to also consider eco-
nomic competitiveness and impact on
low-income populations in the rule-
making process. Now, the AFL-CIO,
Public Citizen, and Coalition for Sen-
sible Safeguards all oppose this amend-
ment because it is redundant and in-
flexible.

This amendment is largely redundant
of existing requirements. Executive
Order 12898 already protects both low-
income communities and communities
of color. That executive order already
requires agencies to take into account
distributional impacts on these popu-
lations. So I want you to know that
this is not the way to go. This amend-
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ment makes a totally unacceptable bill
even more unacceptable.

I yield such time as he may consume
to the gentleman from Georgia (Mr.
JOHNSON).

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment, which would have devastating
impacts and consequences for minority
and low-income populations. Under Ex-
ecutive Order 12898, agencies already
must account for the impact of rule-
making on both of these communities.

The amendment, which makes no ac-
commodation for minority popu-
lations, would override existing protec-
tions while the underlying bill would
override every law protecting the pub-
lic interest in the rulemaking process.

In short, these sweeping policy
changes would be a nightmare for vul-
nerable populations and endangered
communities. That is why the AFL-
CIO, along with 70 other public interest
groups, opposes this amendment and
the underlying bills.

I listened to the list of supporters
rattled off by the other side for this
bill. They were all trade groups that
would benefit financially from this bill.
No academics or others of objective
opinions were mentioned, and I think
the public should note that.

My colleague from Illinois, Rep-
resentative BOBBY RUSH, offered an
amendment to this bill specifically to
protect these communities by pro-
moting environmental justice. If the
majority was serious about protecting
these communities, they would have
accepted the Rush amendment instead
of attempting to mislead the public
through a gotcha amendment such as
this.

If the majority was serious about
protecting the American people, we
wouldn’t be considering this dangerous,
misguided, and ideologically driven
piece of legislation. I urge my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment.

Mr. MCKINLEY. Mr. Chair,
much time do I have remaining?

The CHAIR. The gentleman from
West Virginia has 1% minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. McKINLEY. I yield 1 minute to
the gentleman from Virginia, Chair-
man GOODLATTE.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
hear from the other side of the aisle
about how low-income people are being
taken care of already because the
President of the United States has told
these agencies to ‘‘take into account
their status.” But guess what? That
has no judicial enforceability. So if a
low-income person really wants to seek
redress of their grievances through a
regulation that is going to cost them
their job, cost them their business,
whatever the case might be, they have
no recourse to the courts. Among those
who suffer most unfairly from over-
reaching regulations are lower-income
families and individuals.

The other side has criticized our list
of entities supporting this. But these
are all job-creating organizations. I

how
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haven’t heard of many job-creating or-
ganizations who are opposed to this
legislation.

New regulations often represent the
policy preferences of elites and pro-reg-
ulatory advocates. Recent regulations
aimed at driving down the use of coal
and other fossil fuels are an example of
this.

What growing research shows, and
what policy elites too often ignore, is
that the costs of new regulations often
have regressive effects on those with
lower incomes. For example, when
electricity rates go up because Federal
regulators clamp down on the use of
cheap energy, real money that lower-
income households need to secure bet-
ter housing, better educational choices,
or other essential needs goes instead to
pay for unnecessarily excessive regula-
tions.

This is unfair. Agencies should be re-
quired to identify and reveal the un-
seen adverse effects of proposed new
regulations on low-income households.
The gentleman’s amendment accom-
plishes this important goal.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. McCKINLEY. Mr. Chairman, in
closing, we just heard the chairman
talk about, this is an executive order.
And I have heard from folks on the
other side that this is an executive
order. Perhaps it is time to codify this
executive order.

If it had merit back in 1994, let’s
make it the rule; make it a law. This
amendment will accomplish that.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is a wolf in sheep’s cloth-
ing. It would not change the bill’s over-
arching regulatory purpose, nor does it
address the many concerns expressed
by scores of public interest groups that
strenuously oppose the bill.

I think the President is very sen-
sitive to the working class, the poor,
and minorities especially, and I enjoy
hearing this commentary coming from
the other side of the aisle.

If the majority were serious about
protecting the low-income population,
it would have made in order the
amendment offered by our colleague
from Illinois, BOBBY RUSH, to promote
environmental justice. The Rush
amendment would have safeguarded ex-
isting protections while mitigating the
devastating consequences of H.R. 185
on both minority and low-income popu-
lations.

I repeat, AFL-CIO, Public Citizen,
and the Coalition for Sensible Safe-
guards all oppose the McKinley amend-
ment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The CHAIR. The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia (Mr. MCKINLEY).

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

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

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the
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amendment offered by the gentleman
from West Virginia will be postponed.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON OF
GEORGIA

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 2 printed in part
A of House Report 114-2.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I have an amendment at the desk.

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate
the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Add, at the end of the bill, the following:

SEC. 10. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN RULES AND
GUIDANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 553a (as inserted by section 4 of
this Act) the following new section:

“§553b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-
ance

‘““‘Sections 551, 553, 556, 701(b), 704, and 706,
as amended by the Regulatory Account-
ability Act of 2015, and section 553a shall not
apply in the case of any rule or guidance pro-
posed, issued, or made that the Director of
the Office of Management and Budget deter-
mines would result in net job creation. Sec-
tions 551, 553, 556, 701(b), 704, and 706, as in ef-
fect before the enactment of the Regulatory
Accountability Act of 2015, shall apply to
such proposed rules, final rules, or guidance,
as appropriate.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 553 the following
new item:
¢553b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-

ance.’’”’.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 27, the gentleman from Georgia
(Mr. JOHNSON) and a Member opposed
each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of my amend-
ment.

It is clear the economy is growing at
its fastest pace in years, while unem-
ployment is dropping rapidly. Accord-
ing to the most recent reports from the
Bureau of Labor Statistics, employers
added 252,000 jobs in December, exceed-
ing expectations and driving the unem-
ployment rate down to 5.6 percent, the
lowest level since the recession.

There have been actually 54, 55
straight months of positive jobs growth
over the last 6 years, Mr. Chairman.
And this is an important consideration
when you consider the faulty premise
being offered in support of the under-
lying legislation here, that regulations
hurt business and hurt job growth.
They do not.

O 1600

My amendment would ensure that
this rapid growth and progress con-
tinues by exempting from H.R. 185 all
rules that the Office of Management
and Budget determines would result in
net job creation.

Several of my Republican colleagues
have complained in today’s debate
about a regulatory system that costs
American families $15,000 in annual

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

costs. These figures rely on debunked
sources from studies that do not as-
sume current economic conditions or
even account for the benefits of regula-
tions.

We even had a display of 1 week’s
worth of so-called regulations by one of
my colleagues on the other side a short
while ago purporting to show the sheer
volume of regulations that were issued
in 1 week when, in fact, a lot of those
papers had to do with 34 final rules
published during that period, 31 pro-
posed rules—many of which were minor
in nature—and 277 notices of adminis-
trative minutia such as public meet-
ings, when and where public meetings
were to be held, and also the avail-
ability of letters regarding sunscreen
products.

So it really tries to mislead by hold-
ing up a stack and contending that one
business in one particular area has to
comply with all of these so-called regu-
lations that are purported to be in a
stack of papers. That is just not true.
It is misleading to the public.

In many cases, rules issued in 2015
have been largely administrative and
minor. For instance, the Federal Avia-
tion Administration has issued rules
concerning airworthiness directives
while the Coast Guard has issued its
routine rules for bridge opening sched-
ules.

Now, if we didn’t have rules for when
bridges should be opening and how to
open and how to warn people, do you
think we could claim ourselves to be
living in such a civilized society as the
one we live in?

We have got to have rules. I will take
note of the fact that when I went to
kindergarten, we had a set of rules up
on the board. Everywhere you go, you
are going to have a set of rules: the
rules of the Federal Government—
which are vast and broad—foreign pol-
icy, domestic policy, space, cyberspace.

I mean, this country that we live in
is not a great country because it chose
simplicity as its model. We have a lot
of rules that we have to live by, and
those are the things that help make
America a great country.

Guess what, ladies and gentlemen, it
is you and your family members and
friends who populate this Federal Gov-
ernment. You are the ones who are the
rulemakers. They want to try to turn
you into people who are trying to do
something to hurt others when the
only thing you are trying to do is do
your job that will help others be able
to live lives and create a better Amer-
ica for ourselves and, most impor-
tantly, our children.

Don’t get it twisted. Don’t think that
regulations are hurting you. Regula-
tions are causing what benefits you are
taking advantage of now. These are the
very rules that undergird our Nation’s
regulatory system and successful day-
to-day operations.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. HULTGREN).
The gentleman’s time has expired.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, to
the point just raised by the gentleman
from Georgia, I want to quote Daniel
Webster, who is also quoted right up
there above us in the Chamber.

He says, “It is hardly too strong to
say that the Constitution was made to
guard the people against the dangers of
good intentions. There are men in all
ages who mean to govern well, but they
mean to govern. They promise to be
good masters, but they mean to be
masters.”

I share and welcome the gentleman
from Georgia’s concerns about the im-
pact of regulations on the people and
on their jobs, but the right way to ad-
dress that concern is to join me in sup-
porting this bill. It includes the
Rothfus-Barr amendment added to the
legislation in the 113th Congress that
requires agencies to do a much better
job identifying adverse job impacts be-
fore they impose the regulations.

The gentleman’s amendment rep-
resents the wrong way to address job
concerns. That is because it would give
the executive branch a strong incentive
to manipulate its jobs impact and cost-
benefit analysis to avoid the require-
ments of the bill, including the
Rothfus-Barr amendment, rather than
comply with that requirement.

The amendment also puts the cart
before the horse, offering carve-outs
from the bill, based on factors that
cannot be determined adequately un-
less the important analytical require-
ments in the bill are applied in the
first place.

For all of these reasons, I urge my
colleagues to oppose the amendment,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair, |
would like to submit the following articles:

[From the Federal Reserve Bank of New

York, July 21, 2011]

EcONOMIC UNCERTAINTY AND POOR SALES
HELP EXPLAIN SMALL FIRMS’ DISPROPOR-
TIONATE JOB LOSSES DURING DOWNTURN

Note To Editors

NEW YORK.—The Federal Reserve Bank of
New York today released Why Small Busi-
nesses Were Hit Harder by the Recent Reces-
sion, the latest article in the Current Issues
in Economics and Finance series from the
Research and Statistics Group.

Uncertainty about economic conditions
and poor sales were the main reasons why
small firms experienced steeper job declines
than large firms during the 2007-09 downturn,
according to analysis in the article. Further-
more, although tightened access to credit
and adverse financial conditions also con-
strained small firms, a more pressing factor
was the decline in new investment and asso-
ciated financing brought on by low consumer
demand for the firms products and services.

Between December 2007 and December 2009,
jobs declined 10.4 percent in small firms
(those with fewer than fifty employees).
compared with 7.5 percent ip large ones.

In this article, Aysegul $Sahin, Sagiri
Kitao, Anna Cororaton and Sergiu Laiu seek
to account for the downturn’s dispropor-
tionate effect on small firms. The authors re-
view data on employment patterns and in-
dustry composition of firms by size. They
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also explore possible links between credit
availability and firm performance by ana-
lyzing national surveys and established data
series on economic activity and business
conditions.

The authors determine that industry com-
position of job losses fails to explain the
deeper job declines among small firms, as
these businesses were hit harder than large
ones regardless of industry. And while some
small firms indeed experienced limited cred-
it availability, this factor was a secondary
driver of the difficulties they encountered.

Rather, the authors concluded that de-
mand factors—notably, economic uncer-
tainty and poor sales owing to reduced con-
sumer demand—were the most important
reasons for the weak performance and slug-
gish recovery of small firms.

Aysegil Sabin is an assistant vice presi-
dent, Sagiri Kitao a senior economist, and
Anna Cororaton an assistant economist in
the Federal Reserve Bank of New York’s Re-
search and Statistics Group; Sergiu Laiu is
an associate business support analyst in the
Markets Group.

Why Small Businesses Were Hit Harder by
the Recent Recession

[From the FRBSF Economic Letter,
February 11, 2013]
AGGREGATE DEMAND AND STATE-LEVEL
EMPLOYMENT
(By Atif Mian and Amir Sufi)

What explains the sharp decline in U.S.
employment from 2007 to 2009? Why has em-
ployment remained stubbornly low? Survey
data from the National Federation of Inde-
pendent Businesses show that the decline in
state-level employment is strongly cor-
related with the increase in the percentage
of businesses complaining about lack of de-
mand. While business concerns about govern-
ment regulation and taxes also rose steadily
from 2008 to 2011, there is no evidence (hat
job losses were larger in states where busi-
nesses were more worried about these fac-
tors.

Understanding the large and persistent de-
cline in employment in the United States
during the Great Recession of 2007-09 re-
mains one the most vexing challenges in
macroeconomics. While there are many po-
tential explanations, three have garnered
substantial support among economists:

The aggregate demand channel, in which
job losses were driven by a sharp decline in
consumer spending due to high debt levels
and the housing crash (Mian and Sufi 2012).

Government-induced uncertainty, in which
business uncertainty about taxes and regula-
tion fostered reluctance to hire (Baker,
Bloom, and Davis 2013; Leduc and Liu 2012a,
b). For example, Hubbard et al. (2012) write
that ‘“‘uncertainty over policy—particularly
over tax and regulatory policy—limited both
the recovery and job creation.”

Business financing problems, in which
businesses were unable to get credit because
of continued troubles in the banking sector.
Credit-starved businesses can’t pursue poten-
tially profitable projects, reducing their hir-
ing.

This Economic Letter tests these alter-
native views using state-level data from Na-
tional Federation of Independent Businesses
(NFIB) monthly small business surveys
(Dunkelberg and Wade 2012). One enlight-
ening survey question asks what is the single
most important problem facing the respond-
ent’s business. Potential answers include
taxes, inflation, poor sales, financing and in-
terest rates, cost of labor, government re-
quirements and red tape, competition from
large businesses, quality of labor, costs or
availability of insurance, and other. The
NFIB has generously provided us quarterly
responses by state.
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AGGREGATE EVIDENCE

Figure 1 plots the percentage of respond-
ents by quarter citing poor sales, regulation
and taxes, or financing and interest rates as
their most important problem. The regula-
tion and taxes category includes businesses
citing either ‘‘taxes’ or ‘‘government re-
quirements and red tape.”” Figure 1 also plots
the employment-to-population ratio, which
declined sharply from 2007 to 2009 and has re-
mained persistently low during the recovery.

The sharp decline in the employment-to-
population ratio corresponds closely to the
big increase in the percentage of businesses
citing poor sales as their most important
problem. From the beginning of 2007 to the
end of 2009, this group increased from 10% to
over 30%. The trend is broadly consistent
with the aggregate demand channel. Employ-
ment collapsed precisely when businesses
began worrying about poor sales.

In contrast, the percentage of businesses
citing financing and interest rates as their
top concern has hardly budged. It was low in
2006 and has remained low throughout the re-
cession and recovery. This is especially sur-
prising in the NFIB survey, since small busi-
nesses are the enterprises most likely to suf-
fer during a period of tight credit. The sur-
vey results do not support the view that
availability of financing for small businesses
was a major reason for the employment de-
cline.

The percentage of businesses citing regula-
tion and taxes as their most important con-
cern rose steadily from the last few quarters
of the recession through 2012. This is con-
sistent with Bloom, Baker, and Davis (2013),
who find that policy uncertainty has been
unusually high in recent years. Meanwhile,
the percentage citing poor sales has declined
since its recession peak, but remains well
above its pre-recession level.

STATE-LEVEL SUPPORT FOR THE DEMAND
CHANNEL

Using aggregate data to test hypotheses
about cause and effect is notoriously dif-
ficult. For example, it could be argued that
the drop in employment and heightened busi-
ness concerns about poor sales both reflected
a shock from a large decline in productivity.
Likewise, the increase in measures of policy
uncertainty could be associated with the
weak recovery in job growth. Which is cause
and which is effect might not be obvious. Ex-
amining the timing of these variables can
help. But it’s still possible that expectations
regarding one variable could be driving the
other. For example, expectations of poor eco-
nomic conditions could raise business uncer-
tainty about policies today.

One solution is to use cross-sectional data
across geographic regions. Mian, Rao, and
Sufi (2012) show that 2006 county-level house-
hold debt-to-income ratios were one of the
strongest predictors of household spending
decline during the Great Recession. Mian
and Sufi (2012) found that losses among jobs
catering to the local economy, such as posi-
tions in retail and restaurants that we refer
to as nontradable sector jobs, were con-
centrated in counties with high debt levels,
where spending dropped sharply during the
recession. By contrast, losses among jobs ca-
tering to the broader economy, such as man-
ufacturing of durable goods, were spread
throughout the country. The authors argue
that this indicates that a large decline in
household spending, driven by household fi-
nancial weakness stemming largely from the
collapse in house prices, explains a large pro-
portion of Great Recession job losses.

Does the NFIB survey evidence support
this argument? In Figure 2, we show state-
level correlations between 2006 household
debt-to-income ratios and changes in the
percentage of businesses citing poor sales as
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their top concern from 2007 to 2009. The per-
centage of businesses citing poor sales in-
creased more in high-household-leverage
states, precisely where the largest spending
and employment declines in the nontradable
sector occurred. This is consistent with the
household spending evidence in Mian, Rao,
and Sufi (2012).

To extend this analysis, we performed a re-
gression, a statistical test of the relationship
between state-level job losses in the
nontradable sector from 2007 to 2009 and the
percentage of businesses in that state citing
poor sales. The test showed a significant neg-
ative correlation. In other words, states in
which businesses cited poor sales also reg-
istered disproportionately sharp drops in
jobs and household spending. This supports
the view that a drop in aggregate demand led
to job losses during the recession.

REGULATION AND TAXES: STATE-LEVEL
EVIDENCE

Figure 1 confirms the pattern in Baker,
Bloom, and Davis (2013) that small business
concerns about regulation and taxes rose
after the Great Recession and remained ele-
vated in 2012. Can this explain the job mar-
ket’s current weak performance? The state-
level NFIB survey responses may help an-
swer this question.

We focus on the rise from 2008 to 2011 in the
percentage of businesses citing regulation or
taxes as their primary problem, the period
when this concern increased the most. The
increase varied significantly from state to
state. For example, Rhode Island saw a rise
of over 30 percentage points, while New Jer-
sey saw a decrease of almost 10 percentage
points.

Figure 3 shows there was almost no cor-
relation between job growth in a state from
2008 to 2011 and the increase in the percent-
age of businesses citing regulation and taxes
as their primary concern. In fact, if any-
thing, the correlation is positive.

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

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

Mr. JOHNSON of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
I demand a recorded vote.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 3 printed in
part A of House Report 114-2.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Add, at the end of the bill, the following:
SEC. 10. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN RULES AND

GUIDANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 553a (as inserted by section 4 of
this Act) the following new section:

“§553b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-
ance

‘“Sections 551, 553, 556, 701(b), 704, and 706,
as amended by the Regulatory Account-
ability Act of 2015, and section 553a shall not
apply in the case of any rule or guidance pro-
posed, issued, or made by the Secretary of
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Homeland Security. Sections 551, 553, 556,
701(b), 704, and 706, as in effect before the en-
actment of the Regulatory Accountability
Act of 2015, shall apply to such proposed
rules, final rules, or guidance, as appro-
priate.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 553 the following
new item:
¢56563b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-

ance.’’”’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 27, the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON LEE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, let
me thank the chairman and rise to sup-
port the Jackson Lee amendment with
a little journey down memory lane of
just a few days ago.

Just a few days ago in northern Nige-
ria, a heinous terrorist group by the
name of Boko Haram killed 2,000 peo-
ple. Pillaging and Kkilling has been
their mantra, their definition.

A few days before that, we watched
in horror as three terrorists killed 17
people in the nation state of France,
our ally for many, many, many years—
our partner, if you will, in the virtues
of liberty and democracy.

My amendment speaks to the dimin-
ishing impact that this present legisla-
tion would have on the security of our
Nation. My amendment simply asks
that those issues dealing with Home-
land Security be exempted from this
rule.

The rule itself causes there to be
some 70 particulars that have to be met
when rulemaking begins. Can you
imagine subjecting national security to
that kind of criteria?

As indicated, this bill modifies a Fed-
eral regulatory or rulemaking process
by codifying many requirements in-
cluded in Presidential executive orders
and requiring agencies to consider nu-
merous new criteria when issuing
rules, including alternatives to any
rule. We mentioned that in my earlier
discussion.

My amendment would simply exempt
from the bill’s congressional approval
requirement any rule promulgated by
the Department of Homeland Security.

As a senior member of the Com-
mittee on Homeland Security, having
served previously as the ranking mem-
ber of the Subcommittee on Border and
Maritime Security, I am concerned
about legislation that throws a mon-
key wrench in the footsteps of Customs
and Border Protection, Border Patrol,
ICE, the Coast Guard, Secret Service,
and many others.

I am concerned when our Secretary
of Homeland Security indicates that
we live in dangerous times and, there-
fore, calling upon America not just to
see something and say something, but
to be conscious of these dangerous
times.

Can you imagine the necessity of a
rulemaking that then must be bur-
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dened with 70 new levels of criteria de-
fining the budget analysis or cost ben-
efit?

Yes, Mr. Chairman, I do think we
have oversight responsibilities, and I
do think that we should be responsible
in those oversight responsibilities and
fiscally conservative or fiscally respon-
sible, but I do not think that this legis-
lation that has come to us time and
time again and obviously failed is any
answer to what we are trying to do.

Let me, first of all, say that this bill
does not do as the Constitution has
asked, and that is the ‘“We, the people
of the United States, in order to form
a more perfect Union’ in the beginning
of our Constitution.

This does not adhere to that, and I
would ask my colleagues to support the
Jackson Lee amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. MARINO. Mr. Chair, I respect-
fully rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. MARINO. Mr. Chair, every mem-
ber of this body and our constituents
know that, as we speak, the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is in the
midst of an unprecedented overreach to
change this Nation’s immigration laws
through regulation and guidance, by-
passing Congress and the will of the
American people.

How can we support excluding that
very effort from the requirements of
this good bill? What is more, the
amendment seeks to shield the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security—a Depart-
ment in need of good government re-
form—from all of the good government
rulemaking and guidance reforms in
the bill. We should not do that.

The bill does not threaten needed
regulation in DHS’ jurisdiction, but
simply assures that DHS will avoid un-
necessary and overreaching regulation
and issue smarter, less-costly regula-
tion and guidance when necessary.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, how
much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 12 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the distinguished
gentleman from Michigan (Mr. CON-
YERS).

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chair, I want to
say to my colleague on Judiciary, Ms.
JACKSON LEE, that this amendment is
very important. It exempts any rule
promulgated by Homeland Security,
and as a result of this amendment, cur-
rent law would apply to the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security.

This is a very perceptive and impor-
tant part of us moving forward on a
really critical consideration because
H.R. 185 will stall or prevent rule-
making, and it is essential that the De-
partment of Homeland Security not be
encumbered by such burdensome re-
quirements.
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Summary: This amendment exempts any
rule promulgated by the Department of Home-
land Security (DHS) from H.R. 185. As a re-
sult of this amendment, current law would
apply to DHS.

This amendment is necessary because H.R.
185 will stall or prevent rulemaking and it is
essential that the DHS not be encumbered by
such burdensome requirements.

Effective rulemaking is a critical tool for
DHS to be able to protect the Nation from acts
of terrorism and to help communities recover
from natural disasters, among many other
things.

For instance, DHS has already proposed
several rules to safeguard maritime security,
as well as a rule proposed by the Coast
Guard to revise regulations relating to the con-
struction, design, equipment of deep-water
ports that are used as terminals for importing
and exporting oil and natural gas. This rule
would provide for regulatory flexibility, while
also preventing another environmental catas-
trophe like Deepwater Horizon.

DHS has also proposed a series of rules to
protect against discrimination on the basis of
race, color, national origin, or sex. This rule
guarantees the equal treatment of persons in
all DHS programs under title VI of the Civil
Rights Act of 1964.

These proposed rules clearly demonstrate
the need for this amendment, which under-
scores the importance of rulemaking across a
wide spectrum of concerns.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself the remaining time.

Sally Katzen, formerly of the Obama
and Clinton administration, mentioned
how valuable regulations can be to
helping the American people.

This is an impediment. I don’t want
to impede a regulatory scheme to help
with cybersecurity; I don’t want to im-
pede the Coast Guard if it has intel-
ligence about an attack on the Houston
port with some regulatory scheme that
doesn’t allow it to move forward or to
be able to address that question.

What we are suggesting is there are
obstacles being put in front of national
security. I ask that you support this
amendment by exempting the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security that is en-
trusted with the security, domestic se-
curity of the United States of America.

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

Mr. Chair, | have an amendment at the
desk.

WHAT DOES THE REGULATORY ACCOUNTABILITY ACT DO?

This bill modifies the federal rule-making
process by codifying many requirements in-
cluded in presidential executive orders and re-
quiring agencies to consider numerous new
criteria when issuing rules, including alter-
natives to any rule proposal, the scope of the
problem that the rule is meant to address, and
potential costs and benefits of the proposal
and alternatives.

In addition, the measure creates statutory
thresholds for regulations to be deemed
“major” rules and “high impact” rules—i.e.,
rules likely to cost more than $100 million or
$1 billion a year—and requires that these
rules proposals be subject to additional criteria
and procedural steps.

WHAT DOES THE AMENDMENT DO?

My amendment would exempt from the bill’'s

Congressional approval requirement any rule
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promulgated by the Department of Homeland
Security.

As a Senior Member of the Homeland Secu-
rity and Ranking Member of the Border and
Maritime Security Subcommittee, | am very
concerned about any legislation that would
hinder the Department of Homeland Security’s
ability to respond to emergencies.

The bill would add new review requirements
to an already long and complicated process,
allowing special interest lobbyists to second-
guess the work of respected scientists and
staff through legal challenges, sparking a
wave of litigation that would add more costs
and delays to the rulemaking process, poten-
tially putting the lives, health and safety of mil-
lions of Americans at risk.

The Department of Homeland Security sim-
ply does not have the time to be hindered by
frivolous and unnecessary litigation, especially
when the safety and security of the American
people are at risk.

According to a study conducted by the Eco-
nomic Policy Institute, public protections and
regulations “do not tend to significantly im-
pede job creation”, and furthermore, over the
course of the last several decades, the bene-
fits of federal regulations have significantly
outweighed their costs.

In our post 9/11 climate, homeland security
continues to be a top priority for our nation. As
we continue to face threats from enemies for-
eign and domestic, we must ensure that we
are doing all we can to protect our country.
DHS cannot react to the constantly changing
threat landscape effectively if they are subject
to this bill.

Professor Sally Katzen, a former Obama
and Clinton Administration official, discussed
the benefits of regulation which an agency like
the Department of Homeland Security dem-
onstrates, and that is brought home by the
tragic events in Nigeria and France, where ter-
rorists struck with horrible efficiency last week.
Professor Katzen stated:

Moreover, while we hear a lot about the
costs of regulation, we rarely hear about the
benefits of regulation—for example, improv-
ing our health or the air we breathe or the
water we drink protecting our safety in our
homes, our automobiles, or our workplaces;
or increasing the efficiency of our markets.

Those who embrace cost/benefit analysis
should speak to the benefits as well as the
costs of regulation. Here, there are data—in-
complete as they may be—which clearly
show that the benefits of rules issued during
the Obama Administration have been sub-
stantially greater than the costs of those
rules. For example, the 2012 Report to Con-
gress on the Benefits and Costs of Federal
Regulations showed that for FY2011 (the
most recent fiscal year for which data are
available), the rules ‘‘were estimated to re-
sult in a total of $34.3 billion to $89.5 billion
in annual benefits and $5.0 billion to $10.1 bil-
lion in annual costs.

And make no mistake about Mr. Chair, the
Department of Homeland Security is tasked
with a wide variety of duties under its mission.
One example of an instance where DHS may
have to act quickly to establish new or emer-
gency regulations is the protection of our
cyber security, an issue that should be at the
forefront of everyone’s legislative agenda in
this new Congress.

In the past few years, threats in cyberspace
have risen dramatically. The policy of the
United States is to protect against the debili-
tating disruption of the operation of information
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systems for critical infrastructures and, there-
by, help to protect the people, economy, and
national security of the United States.

We are all affected by threats to our cyber
security. We must act to reduce our
vulnerabilities to these threats before they can
be exploited. A failure to protect our cyber
systems would damage our Nation’s critical in-
frastructure. So, we must continue to ensure
that such disruptions of cyberspace are infre-
quent, of minimal duration, manageable, and
cause the least possible damage.

According to the Government Accountability
Office (GAO), the number of cyber incidents
reported by Federal agencies to USCERT has
increased dramatically over the past four
years, from 5,503 cyber incidents reported in
FY 2006 to about 30,000 cyber incidents in FY
2009 (over a 400% increase).

The Department of Homeland Security is
also tasked with combating terrorism, and pro-
tecting Americans from threats. With the cur-
rent unrest in the Middle East, why would we
want to limit DHS’s ability to do its job?

The Department of Homeland Security is
constantly responding to new intelligence and
threats from the volatile Middle East and
around the globe. We must not tie the hands
of those trusted to protect us from these
threats.

Hindering the ability of DHS to make
changes to rules and regulations puts the en-
tire country at risk. As the Representative for
the 18th District of Texas, | know about
vulnerabilities in security firsthand. Of the 350
major ports in America, the Port of Houston is
one of the busiest.

More than 220 million tons of cargo moved
through the Port of Houston in 2011, and the
port ranked first in foreign waterborne tonnage
for the 15th consecutive year. The port links
Houston with over 1,000 ports in 203 coun-
tries, and provides 785,000 jobs throughout
the state of Texas. Maritime ports are centers
of trade, commerce, and travel along our na-
tion’s coastline, protected by the Coast Guard,
under the direction of DHS.

Simply put, if Coast Guard Intelligence has
evidence of a potential attack on the port of
Houston, | want the Department of Homeland
Security to be able to protect my constituents
by issuing the regulations needed without
being subject to the constraints of this bill.

The Department of Homeland Security de-
serves an exemption not only because they
may need to quickly change regulations in re-
sponse to new information or threats, but also
because they are tasked with emergency pre-
paredness and response.

There are many challenges our communities
face when we are confronted with a cata-
strophic event or a domestic terrorist attack. It
is important for people to understand that our
capacity to deal with hurricanes directly re-
flects our ability to respond to a terrorist attack
in Texas or New York, an earthquake in Cali-
fornia, or a nationwide pandemic flu outbreak.

On any given day the City of Houston and
cities across the United States face a wide-
spread and ever-changing array of threats,
such as: terrorism, organized crime, natural
disasters and industrial accidents.

Cities and towns across the nation face
these and other threats. Indeed, every day,
ensuring the security of the homeland requires
the interaction of multiple Federal departments
and agencies, as well as operational collabo-
ration across Federal, State, local, tribal, and
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territorial governments, nongovernmental orga-
nizations, and the private sector.

We cannot hinder the Department of Home-
land Security’s ability to protect the safety and
security of the American people. No mission is
more sacrosanct—and by bottling up the proc-
ess with bureaucratic red tape.

As Homeland Security Secretary Jeh John-
son said recently:

Recent world events call for increased vigi-
lance in homeland security.

H.R. 185 makes it much harder for agencies
to issue guidance, thus leading to unneces-
sary regulatory uncertainty and undue delay—
something that the American people can ill-af-
ford. We cannot hamstring the Department
when it is trying to cope with threats such as
franchise terrorism. My amendment frees up
Homeland Security to do its critical mission of
protecting the American people.

Mr. Chair, | urge my colleagues to support
the Jackson Lee amendment in order to en-
sure that lifesaving regulations promulgated by
the Department of Homeland Security are not
unnecessarily delayed by this legislation.

This GOP Bill Is Opposed by A Long List of
National Organizations. National organizations
opposing the bill include such organizations as
the Coalition for Sensible Safeguards, which
itself is a coalition of more than 70 consumer,
environmental, health and public interest
groups:

Consumer Federation of America;

Consumers Union;

Americans for Financial Reform;

Better Markets

Center for Responsible Lending

American Association for Justice

Center for Effective Government;

Public Citizen

U.S. PIRG

AFL-CIO

AFSCME

UAW

United Steelworkers

Union of Concerned Scientists and

Natural Resources Defense Council.

Coalition for Sensible Safeguards Strongly
Opposing the Bill: In its letter strongly oppos-
ing the bill, the Coalition for Sensible Safe-
guards points out, “[The bill] would undermine
our public protections and jeopardize public
health by threatening the safeguards that en-
sure our access to clean air and water, safe
workplaces, untainted food and drugs, and
safe toys and consumer goods. . The
costs of deregulation should be obvious by
now: the Wall Street economic collapse the
Upper Big Branch mine explosion in West Vir-
ginia, various food and product safety recalls,
and numerous environmental disasters includ-
ing the recent Dan River coal ash spill in
North Carolina and the Freedom Industries
chemical spill in West Virginia demonstrate the
need for a regulatory system that protects the
public, not corporate interests.”

Americans for Financial Reform Strongly
Opposing the Bill: In its letter strongly oppos-
ing the bill, Americans for Financial Reform
points out, “This legislation could instead be
called the ‘End Wall Street Accountability Act
of 2015,” since this would be one of its major
effects. This legislation would require the
agencies charged with oversight of our largest
banks and most critical financial markets to
comply with a host of additional bureaucratic
and procedural requirements designed to
make effective action virtually impossible. By



H266

doing so it would tilt the playing field still fur-
ther in the direction of powerful Wall Street
banks, and against the public interest. It would
paralyze the ability of regulators to protect
consumers from financial exploitation and pre-
vent another catastrophic financial crisis.”

Consumer Federation of America Strongly
Opposing the Bill: In its letter strongly oppos-
ing the bill, the Consumer Federation of Amer-
ica points out, “The Regulatory Accountability
Act would handcuff all federal agencies in their
efforts to protect consumers. . . . Specifically,
the RAA would require all agencies . . . to
adopt the least costly rule, without consider-
ation of the impact on public health and safe-
ty, or the impact on the financial marketplace.
As such, the RAA would override important bi-
partisan laws that have been in effect for
years, as well as more recently enacted laws
to protect consumers from unfair and decep-
tive financial services, unsafe food and unsafe
consumer products.”

Natural Resources Defense Council Strong-
ly Opposing the Bill: In its letter strongly op-
posing the bill, the Natural Resources Defense
Council points out, “This is a bill that is de-
signed to prevent the regulatory system from
working, not to improve its operation. The
practical impact of H.R. 185 would be to make
it difficult if not impossible to put in place any
new safeguards for the public, no matter what
the issue. . . . The RAA’s purpose is abun-
dantly clear. It is an effort to amend and weak-
en existing law and future statutes by over-
laying a suffocating blanket of unnecessary
process. The result will be fewer needed safe-
guards despite public support for protection
and study and study showing that the benefits
of regulation have far outweighed the costs.”

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

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

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Texas will be
postponed.
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AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 4 printed in
part A of House Report 114-2.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Add, at the end of the bill, the following:
SEC. 10. EXEMPTION FOR CERTAIN RULES AND

GUIDANCE.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Chapter 5 of title 5,
United States Code, is amended by inserting
after section 553a (as inserted by section 4 of
this Act) the following new section:

“§ 553b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-
ance

“Sections 551, 553, 556, 701(b), 704, and 706,
as amended by the Regulatory Account-
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ability Act of 2015, and section 553a shall not
apply in the case of a rule or guidance pro-
posed, made, or issued which relates to
health or public safety. Sections 551, 553, 556,
701(b), 704, and 706, as in effect before the en-
actment of the Regulatory Accountability
Act of 2015, shall apply to such proposed
rules, final rules, or guidance, as appro-
priate.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
sections for chapter 5 of title 5, United
States Code, is amended by inserting after
the item relating to section 553 the following
new item:

““5653b. Exemption for certain rules and guid-
ance.”’”’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 27, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, as
someone who comes from local govern-
ment, I was encouraged last week to
hear the Speaker call for us to find
common ground. I know firsthand the
music that can be made when elected
officials allow their commitments to
improving the quality of life for our
neighbors to guide their actions rather
than partisan ideology.

Sadly, we are only 2 weeks into the
new Congress, and the House majority
has brought to the floor a string of di-
visive bills. Last week we debated
without amendment a plan to bypass
the normal review process to expedite
approval of the Keystone pipeline for
the 10th time, and today we consider a
repeat of anti-public health and safety
legislation that was debated and de-
feated in the 112th and 113th Con-
gresses.

The seductively titled Regulatory
Accountability Act would actually ef-
fectively block new Federal regulation
and is nothing more than a backdoor
attempt to roll back important public
health and safety protections. What is
more, my friends on the other side
claim they want to reduce regulatory
burdens, but their bill adds more than
70 new analytical steps to the final
rulemaking process while jeopardizing
science-based methodology.

The Union of Concerned Scientists
warns that if this bill becomes law, Mr.
Chairman, agencies like the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, the Food
and Drug Administration, and the Con-
sumer Product Safety Commission
would all be subject to more special in-
terest interference, would be much
more vulnerable to legal challenges,
and even if those challenges are crucial
to protecting our air and water and
safeguarding public health, they could
prevail. That is why I offer what should
be, I hope, a simple amendment to ex-
empt any rule or guidance pertaining
to public health or safety.

This bill directs agencies to adopt
the least costly regulatory action, not-
withstanding any other provision of
law, meaning that the benefits of safe-
guards to protect the air we breathe,
the water we drink, and the food we eat
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would be considered secondary to the
cost of those safeguards, even if the
benefits exceed the costs.

My friends falsely claim that regula-
tions impose unreasonable costs on the
economy and industry. The facts don’t
justify that rhetoric. OMB’s latest re-
port to Congress on Federal regulation
found the monetized benefits of Fed-
eral regulations over the past decade
alone are significantly higher by a fac-
tor of 10 than the costs. But why let
facts trump belief?

An American Lung Association sur-
vey found that three out of four re-
spondents feel we should not have to
choose between protecting health and
safety and promoting the economy.
They understand we must and can do
both.

Mr. Chairman, I am curious if my
friends on the other side have asked
their constituents what they think.
For example, I wonder if the residents
near North Carolina coal ash spills—
which is affecting drinking water there
and in my home State of Virginia—
share the same disdain for water qual-
ity regulation. Maybe we should ask
the millions of parents who own a child
car seat subject to a nationwide recall
if they would feel better with less rig-
orous safety standards for their chil-
dren.

My friends continue to perpetuate
this notion that government regulation
is a heavy boot on the throat of busi-
ness, but a poll conducted by the Amer-
ican Sustainable Business Council
found 78 percent of employers believe
responsible regulation is important for
protecting small businesses from unfair
competition and leveling the playing
field.

Mr. CONYERS. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. CONNOLLY. I yield to the gen-
tleman from Michigan.

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman, I want
to commend the gentleman on his
amendment.

Mr. Chair, this amendment would exempt
from H.R. 185 all rules or guidance that relate
to health or public safety, including food safe-
ty, workplace safety, consumer product safety,
air quality, or water quality. Existing APA pro-
cedures would continue to apply to these
types of rules.

The amendment highlights the real-world
consequences of H.R. 185, which would be to
stifle agencies’ ability to promulgate rules that
protect public health and safety.

Among other things, H.R. 185 requires
agencies to perform cumbersome and lengthy
cost-benefit analyses of all rules. Worst of all,
it would override substantive provisions of nu-
merous statutes, including the Clean Air Act,
the Clean Water Act, and the Occupational
Safety and Health Act, that prohibit or limit
agencies from considering cost.

For instance, the Food and Drug Adminis-
tration has begun proposing rules and guid-
ance under the FDA Food Safety Moderniza-
tion Act (FSMA), which was passed by Con-
gress and signed into law by President
Obama in 2011, representing the most sub-
stantial reform to food safety in over 70 years.
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In November 2014, the FDA proposed rules
to implement this Act to prevent foodborne ill-
ness outbreaks associated with contaminated
produce, among other things.

According to the Center for Disease Control,
one in six Americans get sick every year from
foodborne diseases, affecting about 48 million
people yearly. Of these, 3,000 people die
every year from these diseases, which are
largely preventable.

Without this amendment, H.R. 185 would
drown the FDA in additional requirements prior
to issuing new rules to protect Americans from
the contamination of produce and other rules
that are critical to keeping the U.S. food sup-
ply safe.

The cumulative effect of these and the other
changes wrought by H.R. 185 would be to
substantially undermine agencies’ ability to ef-
fectively regulate consumer health and product
safety, environmental protection, workplace
safety, and financial services industry mis-
conduct, among other critical concerns, while
doing little to help small businesses shape or
comply with federal regulations.

Under both Democratic and Republican ad-
ministrations, the Office of Management and
Budget (OMB) regularly has reported to Con-
gress that the benefits of regulations far ex-
ceed their costs.

Effective rulemaking is a critical tool for
agencies to protect the public health and safe-
ty, from clean air and water to emergency
transportation rules designed to keep Ameri-
cans safe while traveling abroad.

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend
from Michigan.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment is an
important step to protecting public
health and safety. It will ensure the
lifesaving benefits of protecting air
quality, water quality, and food safety
so that they are not automatically
ruled out because of the cost alone. It
will ensure, for example, that the
CFPB can proceed with Dodd-Frank
regulations protecting Americans from
risky practices that led to the financial
crisis and save lives by allowing the
FDA to continue implementing provi-
sions of the bipartisan Family Smok-
ing Prevention and Tobacco Control
Act.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment and protect
the public health and safety of our
communities.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment of-
fered by my colleague from Virginia.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman,
this amendment exempts from the bill
any rule or guidance pertaining to
health or public safety. Health and
public safety regulation done properly
serve important goals, and the bill does
nothing to frustrate the effective
achievement of those goals.

But Federal health and public safety
regulation constitutes an immense
part of total Federal regulation and
has been the source of many of the
most abusive, unnecessarily expensive,
and job-and-wage destroying regula-
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tions. To remove these areas of regula-
tion from the bill would be to severely
weaken the bill’s important reforms to
lower the crushing cumulative costs of
Federal regulation.

Consider, for example, testimony be-
fore the Judiciary Committee last
term by Rob James, a city councilman
from Avon Lake, Ohio, about the im-
pacts of new and excessive regulation
on his town, its workers, and its fami-
lies.

Avon Lake is a small town facing
devastation by ideologically driven,
antifossil-fuel power plant regulations.
These regulations are expected to de-
stroy jobs in Avon Lake, harm Avon
Lake’s families, and make it even
harder for Avon Lake to find the re-
sources to provide emergency services,
quality schools, and help for its need-
iest citizens—all while doing compara-
tively little to control mercury emis-
sions that are the stated target of the
regulations.

Let me point out to the gentleman
and anyone else concerned that health
and safety regulations are a tanta-
mount concern of this legislation. In
fact, I will quote from page 19 of the
bill:

The agency shall adopt a rule only on
the basis of the best reasonably obtain-
able scientific, technical, economic,
and other evidence and information
concerning the need for, consequences
of, and alternatives to the rule.

I will also point out that the Amer-
ican Council of Independent Labora-
tories supports this legislation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose the amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

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

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

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

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will
now resume on those amendments
printed in part A of House Report 114-
2 on which further proceedings were
postponed, in the following order:

Amendment No. 1 by Mr. McKINLEY
of West Virginia.

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. JOHNSON of
Georgia.

Amendment No. 3 by Ms. JACKSON
LEE of Texas.

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. CONNOLLY
of Virginia.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. MCKINLEY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
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gentleman from West Virginia (Mr.
MCKINLEY) on which further pro-
ceedings were postponed and on which
the ayes prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 254, noes 168,
not voting 10, as follows:

[Roll No. 23]

AYES—254
Abraham Garrett Meehan
Aderholt Gibbs Messer
Allen Gibson Mica
Amash Gohmert Miller (FL)
Amodei Goodlatte Miller (MI)
Ashford Gosar Moolenaar
Babin Gowdy Mooney (WV)
Barletta Graham Mullin
Barr Granger Mulvaney
Barton Graves (GA) Murphy (FL)
Benishek Graves (LA) Murphy (PA)
Bilirakis Graves (MO) Neugebauer
Bishop (GA) Grayson Newhouse
Bishop (MI) Griffith Noem
Bishop (UT) Grothman Nugent
Black Guinta Nunes
Blackburn Hanna Olson
Blum Hardy Palazzo
Bost Harper Palmer
Boustany Harris Paulsen
Brady (TX) Hartzler Perry
Brat Heck (NV) Peterson
Bridenstine Hensarling Pittenger
Brooks (AL) Herrera Beutler Pitts
Brooks (IN) Hice (GA) Poe (TX)
Buchanan Hill Poliquin
Buck Holding Pompeo
Bucshon Hudson Posey
Burgess Huelskamp Price (GA)
Bustos Huizenga (MI) Ratcliffe
Byrne Hultgren Reed
Calvert Hunter Reichert
Carter (GA) Hurd (TX) Renacci
Carter (TX) Hurt (VA) Ribble
Chabot Issa Rice (SC)
Chaffetz Jenkins (KS) Rigell
Clawson (FL) Jenkins (WV) Roby
Coffman Johnson (OH) Roe (TN)
Cole Johnson, Sam Rogers (AL)
Collins (GA) Jolly Rogers (KY)
Collins (NY) Jones Rohrabacher
Comstock Jordan Rokita
Conaway Joyce Rooney (FL)
Cook Katko Ros-Lehtinen
Costello (PA) Kelly (PA) Ross
Cramer King (IA) Rothfus
Crawford King (NY) Rouzer
Crenshaw Kinzinger (IL) Royce
Cuellar Kline Russell
Culberson Knight Ryan (WI)
Curbelo (FL) Labrador Salmon
Davis, Rodney LaMalfa Sanford
Delaney Lamborn Scalise
Denham Lance Schock
Dent Latta Schrader
DeSantis Lipinski Schweikert
DesJarlais LoBiondo Scott, Austin
Diaz-Balart Long Sensenbrenner
Dold Loudermilk Sessions
Duffy Love Shimkus
Duncan (SC) Lucas Shuster
Duncan (TN) Luetkemeyer Simpson
Ellmers Lummis Sinema
Emmer MacArthur Smith (MO)
Farenthold Marchant Smith (NE)
Fincher Marino Smith (NJ)
Fitzpatrick Massie Smith (TX)
Fleischmann McCarthy Stefanik
Fleming McCaul Stewart
Flores MecClintock Stivers
Forbes McHenry Stutzman
Fortenberry McKinley Thompson (PA)
Foster McMorris Thornberry
Foxx Rodgers Tiberi
Franks (AZ) McSally Tipton
Frelinghuysen Meadows Trott
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Turner Weber (TX) Womack
Upton Webster (FL) Woodall
Valadao Wenstrup Yoder
Wagner Westerman Yoho
Walberg Westmoreland Young (AK)
Walden Whitfield Young (IA)
Walker Williams Young (IN)
Walorski Wilson (SC) Zeldin
Walters, Mimi Wittman Zinke
NOES—168
Adams Green, Gene Nolan
Aguilar Grijalva Norcross
Bass Gutiérrez O’Rourke
Beatty Hahn Pallone
Becerra Hastings Pascrell
Bera Heck (WA) Payne
Beyer Higgins Pelosi
Blumenauer Himes Peters
Bonamici Hinojosa Pingree
Boyle (PA) Honda Pocan
Brady (PA) Hoyer Polis
Brown (FL) Huffman Price (NC)
Brownley (CA) Israel Quigley
X g
Butterfield Jackson Lee Rangel
Capps Jeffries Rice (NY)
Cgpuano Johnson (GA) Richmond
Cardenas Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Carney Kaptur 0
Carson (IN) Keating Ruiz
Cartwright Kelly (IL) Ruppersberger
Rush
Castor (FL) Kennedy Sénchez. Linda
Castro (TX) Kildee T ’
gflclil(l?rf? %Lrger Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kirkpatrick Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kuster Schakowsky
Clay Langevin Schiff
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott (VA),
Cohen Larson (CT) Scott, David
Connolly Lawrence Serrano
Conyers Lee Sewell (AL)
Cooper Levin Sherman
Courtney Lewis Sires
Crowley Lieu (CA) Slaughter
Cummings Loebsack Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lofgren Speier
Dayvis, Danny Lowenthal Swalvyell (ca)
DeFazio Lowey Takai
DeGette Lujan Grisham  Takano
DeLauro (NM) Thompson (CA)
DelBene Lujan, Ben Ray ~ Thompson (MS)
DeSaulnier (NM) Tonko
Deutch Lynch Torres
Dingell Maloney, Tsongas
Doggett Carolyn Van Hollen
Doyle (PA) Maloney, Sean Vargas
Edwards Matsui Veasey
Ellison McCollum Vel@
Engel McDermott Velazquez
Eshoo McGovern Visclosky
Esty McNerney Walz
Farr Meeks Wasserman
Fattah Meng Schultz
Frankel (FL) Moore Waters, Maxine
Fudge Moulton Watson Coleman
Gabbard Nadler Welch
Gallego Napolitano Wilson (FL)
Green, Al Neal Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—11
Cleaver Guthrie Roskam
Costa Nunnelee Ryan (OH)
Duckworth Pearce Titus
Garamendi Perlmutter
0O 1649
Messrs. DUNCAN of Tennessee,
FARENTHOLD, and DELANEY

changed their vote from ‘“‘no”’ to ‘‘aye.”
So the amendment was agreed to.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. JOHNSON OF
GEORGIA
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Georgia (Mr. JOHNSON)
on which further proceedings were
postponed and on which the noes pre-
vailed by voice vote.
The Clerk will
amendment.

redesignate the

The Clerk redesignated the amend-

ment.
RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 247,
not voting 7, as follows:

is a 2-
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[Roll No. 24]

AYES—178
Adams Graham Neal
Aguilar Grayson Nolan
Bass Green, Al Norcross
Beatty Green, Gene O’Rourke
Becerra Grijalva Pallone
Bera Gutiérrez Pascrell
Beyer Hahn Payne
Bishop (GA) Hastings Pelosi
Bonamici Heck (WA) Peters
Boyle (PA) Higgins Pingree
Brady (PA) Hinojosa Pocan
Brown (FL) Honda Polis
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Price (NC)
Bustos Huffman Quigley
Butterfield Israel Rangel
Capps Jackson Lee Rice (NY)
Capuano Jeffries Richmond
Cardenas Johnson (GA) Roybal-Allard
Carney Johnson, E. B. Ruiz
Carson (IN) Kaptur Ruppersberger
Cartwright Keating Rush
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Salmon
Castro (TX) Kennedy Sanchez, Linda
Chu (CA) Kildee T.
Cicilline Kilmer Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kind Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kirkpatrick Schakowsky
Clay Kuster Schiff
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA)
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Cooper Lee Sherman
Courtney Levin Sinema
Crowley Lewis Sires
Cuellar Lieu (CA) Slaughter
Cummings Lipinski Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Loebsack Speier
Davis, Danny Lofgren Swalwell (CA)
DeFazio Lowenthal Takai
DeGette Lowey Takano
Delaney Lujan Grisham Thompson (CA)
DeLauro (NM) Thompson (MS)
DelBene Lujan, Ben Ray  Titus
DeSaulnier (NM) Tonko
Deutch Lynch Torres
Dingell Maloney, Tsongas
Doggett Carolyn Van Hollen
Doyle (PA) Maloney, Sean Vargas
Edwards Matsui Veasey
Ellison McCollum Vela
Engel McDermott Velazquez
Eshoo McGovern Visclosky
Esty McNerney Walz
Farr Meeks Wasserman
Fattah Meng Schultz
Foster Moore Waters, Maxine
Frankel (FL) Moulton Watson Coleman
Fudge Murphy (FL) Welch
Gabbard Nadler Wilson (FL)
Gallego Napolitano Yarmuth
NOES—247
Abraham Bost Coffman
Aderholt Boustany Collins (GA)
Allen Brady (TX) Collins (NY)
Amash Brat Comstock
Amodei Bridenstine Conaway
Ashford Brooks (AL) Cook
Babin Brooks (IN) Costa
Barletta Buchanan Costello (PA)
Barr Buck Cramer
Barton Bucshon Crawford
Benishek Burgess Crenshaw
Bilirakis Byrne Culberson
Bishop (MI) Calvert Curbelo (FL)

Bishop (UT)

Carter (GA)

Davis, Rodney

Black Carter (TX) Denham
Blackburn Chabot Dent
Blum Chaffetz DeSantis
Blumenauer Clawson (FL) DesdJarlais

Diaz-Balart Kline Rogers (AL)
Dold Knight Rogers (KY)
Duffy Labrador Rohrabacher
Duncan (SC) LaMalfa Rokita
Duncan (TN) Lamborn Rooney (FL)
Ellmers Lance Ros-Lehtinen
Emmer Latta Roskam
Farenthold LoBiondo Ross
Fincher Long Rothfus
Fitzpatrick Loudermilk Rouzer
Fleischmann Love Royce
Fleming Lucas Russell
Flores Luetkemeyer Ryan (WI)
Forbes Lummis Sanford
Fortenberry MacArthur Scalise
Foxx Marchant Schock
Franks (AZ) Marino Schrader
Frelinghuysen Massie Schweikert
Garrett McCarthy Scott, Austin
Gibbs McCaul
Gibson McClintock Sensenbrenner
Gohmert McHenry Shimkus
Goodlatte McKinley Shuster
Gosar McMorris Simpson
Gowdy Rodgers Smith (MO)
Granger McSally Smith (NE)
Graves (GA) Meadows Smith (NJ)
Graves (LA) Meehan Smith (TX)
Graves (MO) Messer IR |

cops N Stefanik
Griffith Mica Stewart
Grothman Miller (FL) Stivers
Guinta Miller (MI) Stutzman
Guthrie Moolenaar Thompson (PA)
Hanna Mooney (WV) b
Hardy Mullin Thornberry
Harper Mulvaney T}berl
Harris Murphy (PA) Tipton
Hartzler Neugebauer Trott
Heck (NV) Newhouse Turner
Hensarling Noem Upton
Herrera Beutler ~ Nugent Valadao
Hice (GA) Nunes Wagner
Hill Olson Walberg
Himes Palazzo Walden
Holding Palmer Walker
Hudson Paulsen Walorski
Huizenga (MI) Pearce Walters, Mimi
Hultgren Perry Weber (TX)
Hunter Peterson Webster (FL)
Hurd (TX) Pittenger Wenstrup
Hurt (VA) Pitts Westerman
Issa Poe (TX) Westmoreland
Jenkins (KS) Poliquin Whitfield
Jenkins (WV) Pompeo Williams
Johnson (OH) Posey Wilson (SC)
Johnson, Sam Price (GA) Wittman
Jolly Ratcliffe Womack
Jones Reed Woodall
Jordan Reichert Yoder
Joyce Renacci Yoho
Katko Ribble Young (AK)
Kelly (PA) Rice (8C) Young (IA)
King (IA) Rigell Young (IN)
King (NY) Roby Zeldin
Kinzinger (IL) Roe (TN) Zinke

NOT VOTING—38
Cleaver Garamendi Ryan (OH)
Cole Huelskamp
Duckworth Nunnelee
Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.

O 1656

Mrs. DINGELL and Ms. DEGETTE
changed their vote from ‘““no”’ to ‘‘aye.”

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

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

The Clerk will
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

redesignate the
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RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 176, noes 249,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 25]

is a 2-
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RECORDED VOTE

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote
has been demanded.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The Acting CHAIR. This
minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 178, noes 248,
not voting 6, as follows:

[Roll No. 26]

is a 2-

AYES—176
Adams Grayson Neal
Aguilar Green, Al Nolan
Bass Green, Gene Norcross
Beatty Grijalva O’Rourke
Becerra Gutiérrez Pallone
Bera Hahn Pascrell
Beyer Hastings Payne
Bishop (GA) chlg (WA) Pelosi
glumegager g%gglns Peters
onamici imes o
Boyle (PA) Hinojosa g;ﬁ;‘fe
Brady (PA) Honda Poli
olis
Brown (FL) Hoyer Price (NC)
Brownley (CA) Huffman .
Bustos Israel Quigley
Butterfield Jackson Lee Rgngel
Capps Jeffries Rice (NY)
Capuano Johnson (GA) Richmond
Cardenas Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Carney Kaptur Ruiz
Carson (IN) Keating Ruppersberger
Cartwright Kelly (IL) Rush
Castor (FL) Kennedy Sanchez, Linda
Castro (TX) Kildee T.
Chu (CA) Kilmer Sanchez, Loretta
Cicilline Kind Sarbanes
Clark (MA) Kirkpatrick Schakowsky
Clarke (NY) Kuster Schiff
Clay Langevin Scott (VA)
Clyburn Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Courtney LeeA Sherman
Crowley Levm Sires
Cuellauj L§w1s Slaughter
Cummlngs L}el'l (CA) Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lipinski Speier
Dav1s,lDanny Loebsack Swalwell (CA)
DeFazio Lofgren Takai
DeGette Lowenthal
Delaney Lowey Takano
. . Thompson (CA)
DeLauro Lujan Grisham Thompson (MS)
DelBene (NM) Titus
DeSaulnier Lujan, Ben Ray Tonk
Deutch M) onxo
Dingell Lynch Torres
Doggett Maloney, Tsongas
Doyle (PA) Carolyn Van Hollen
Edwards Maloney, Sean Vargas
Ellison Matsui Veasey
Engel McCollum Vela
Eshoo McDermott Velazquez
Esty McGovern Visclosky
Farr McNerney Walz
Fattah Meeks Wasserman
Foster Meng Schultz
Frankel (FL) Moore Waters, Maxine
Fudge Moulton Watson Coleman
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Welch
Gallego Nadler Wilson (FL)
Graham Napolitano Yarmuth
NOES—249
Abraham Bridenstine Cook
Aderholt Brooks (AL) Cooper
Allen Brooks (IN) Costa
Amash Buchanan Costello (PA)
Amodei Buck Cramer
Ashford Bucshon Crawford
Babin Burgess Crenshaw
Barletta Byrne Culberson
Barr Calvert Curbelo (FL)
Barton Carter (GA) Dayvis, Rodney
Benishek Carter (TX) Denham
Bilirakis Chabot Dent
Bishop (MI) Chaffetz DeSantis
Bishop (UT) Clawson (FL) DesJarlais
Black Coffman Diaz-Balart
Blackburn Cohen Dold
Blum Cole Duffy
Bost Collins (GA) Duncan (SC)
Boustany Collins (NY) Duncan (TN)
Brady (TX) Comstock Ellmers
Brat Conaway Emmer

Farenthold Lance Rooney (FL)
Fincher Latta Ros-Lehtinen
Fitzpatrick LoBiondo Roskam
Fleischmann Long Ross
Fleming Loudermilk Rothfus
Flores Love Royce
Forbes Lucas Russell
Fortenberry Luetkemeyer Ryan (WD)
Foxx Lummis Salmon
Franks (AZ) MacArthur N
Frelinghuysen Marchant :g:lfiosgd
Garrett Marino Schock
Gibbs Massie Sohrader
Gibson McCarthy Schweikert
Gohmert McCaul .
Goodlatte McClintock Scott, Austin
Gosar McHenry Sensgnbrenner
Gowdy McKinley Se§51ons
Granger McMorris Shimkus
Graves (GA) Rodgers Shuster
Graves (LA) McSally Simpson
Graves (MO) Meadows Sinema
Griffith Meehan Smith (MO)
Grothman Messer Smith (NE)
Guinta Mica, Smith (NJ)
Guthrie Miller (FL) Smith (TX)
Hanna Miller (MI) Stefanik
Hardy Moolenaar Stewart
Harper Mooney (WV) Stivers
Harris Mullin Stutzman
Hartzler Mulvaney Thompson (PA)
Heck (NV) Murphy (PA) Thornberry
Hensarling Neugebauer Tiberi
Herrera Beutler =~ Newhouse Tipton
Hice (GA) Noem Trott
Hill Nugent Turner
Holding Nunes Upton
Hudson Palazzo Valadao
Huglskamp Palmer Wagner
Huizenga (MI) Paulsen Walberg
Hultgren Pearce Walden
Hunter Perry Walker
Hurd (TX) Peterson W .

N alorski
Hurt (VA) Pittenger W A

. alters, Mimi
Issa Pitts Weber (TX)
Jenkins (KS) Poe (TX) Webster (FL)
Jenkins (WV) Poliquin
Johnson (OH) Pompeo Wenstrup
Johnson, Sam Posey Westerman
Jolly Price (GA) Westmoreland
Jones Ratcliffe Whitfield
Jordan Reed Williams
Joyce Reichert W}lson (3C)
Katko Renacci Wittman
Kelly (PA) Ribble Womack
King (IA) Rice (80) Woodall
King (NY) Rigell Yoder
Kinzinger (IL) Roby Yoho
Kline Roe (TN) Young (AK)
Knight Rogers (AL) Young (IA)
Labrador Rogers (KY) Young (IN)
LaMalfa Rohrabacher Zeldin
Lamborn Rokita Zinke

NOT VOTING—38
Cleaver Nunnelee Ryan (OH)
Duckworth Olson
Garamendi Perlmutter
Rouzer

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR

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

J 1700

So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

Stated against:

Mr. ROUZER. Mr. Chair, on rollcall No. 25
| was unavoidably detained during the time of
this vote. Had | been present, | would have
voted “nay.”

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished
business is the demand for a recorded
vote on the amendment offered by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY) on which further proceedings
were postponed and on which the noes
prevailed by voice vote.

The Clerk will redesignate
amendment.

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment.

the

AYES—178
Adams Gallego Nadler
Aguilar Gibson Napolitano
Bass Graham Neal
Beatty Grayson Nolan
Becerra Green, Al Norcross
Bera Green, Gene O’Rourke
Beyer Grijalva Pallone
Bishop (GA) Gutiérrez Pascrell
Blumenauer Hahn Payne
Bonamici Hastings Pelosi
Boyle (PA) Heck (WA) Peters
Brady (PA) Higgins Pingree
Brown (FL) Himes Pocan
Brownley (CA) Hinojosa Polis
Bustos Honda Price (NC)
Butterfield Hoyer Quigley
Capps Huffman Rangel
Capuano Israel Rice (NY)
Cardenas Jackson Lee Richmond
Carney Jeffries Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Johnson (GA) Ruiz
Cartwright Johnson, E. B. Ruppersberger
Castor (FL) Kaptur Rush
Castro (TX) Keating Sanchez, Linda
Chu (CA) Kelly (IL) T.
Cicilline Kennedy Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kildee Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kilmer Schakowsky
Clay Kind Schiff
Clyburn Kirkpatrick Scott (VA)
Cohen Kuster Scott, David
Connolly Langevin Serrano
Conyers Larsen (WA) Sewell (AL)
Cooper Larson (CT) Sherman
Courtney Lawrence Sires
Crowley Lee Slaughter
Cuellar Levin Smith (WA)
Cummings Lewis Speier
Davis (CA) Lieu (CA) Swalwell (CA)
Davis, Danny Lipinski Takai
DeFazio Loebsack Takano
DeGette Lowenthal Thompson (CA)
Delaney Lowey Thompson (MS)
DeLauro Lujan Grisham Titus
DelBene (NM) Tonko
DeSaulnier Lujan, Ben Ray Torres
Deutch (NM) Tsongas
Dingell Lynch Van Hollen
Doggett Maloney, Vargas
Doyle (PA) Carolyn Veasey
Edwards Maloney, Sean Vela
Ellison Matsui Velazquez
Engel McCollum Visclosky
Eshoo McDermott Walz
Esty McGovern Wasserman
Farr McNerney Schultz
Fattah Meeks Waters, Maxine
Foster Meng Watson Coleman
Frankel (FL) Moore Welch
Fudge Moulton Wilson (FL)
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Yarmuth

NOES—248
Abraham Bridenstine Costa
Aderholt Brooks (AL) Costello (PA)
Allen Brooks (IN) Cramer
Amash Buchanan Crawford
Amodei Buck Crenshaw
Ashford Bucshon Culberson
Babin Burgess Curbelo (FL)
Barletta Byrne Dayvis, Rodney
Barr Calvert Denham
Barton Carter (GA) Dent
Benishek Carter (TX) DeSantis
Bilirakis Chabot DesJarlais
Bishop (MI) Chaffetz Diaz-Balart
Bishop (UT) Clawson (FL) Dold
Black Coffman Duffy
Blackburn Cole Duncan (SC)
Blum Collins (GA) Duncan (TN)
Bost Collins (NY) Ellmers
Boustany Comstock Emmer
Brady (TX) Conaway Farenthold
Brat Cook Fincher
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Fitzpatrick LoBiondo Rooney (FL)
Fleischmann Lofgren Ros-Lehtinen
Fleming Long Roskam
Flores Loudermilk Ross
Forbes Love Rothfus
Fortenberry Lucas Rouzer
Foxx Luetkemeyer Royce
Franks (AZ) Lummis Russell
Frelinghuysen MacArthur Ryan (WI)
Garrett Marchant Salmon
Gibbs Marino Sanford
Gohmert Massie Scalise
Goodlatte McCarthy Schock
Gosar McCaul Schrader
Gowdy MecClintock Schweikert
Granger McHenry Scott, Austin
Graves (GA) McKinley Sensenbrenner
Graves (LA) McMorris Sessions
Graves (MO) Rodgers Shimkus
Griffith McSally Shuster
Grothman Meadows Simpson
Guinta Meehan Sinema
Guthrie Messer Smith (MO)
Hanna Mica Smith (NE)
Hardy Miller (FL) Smith (NJ)
Harper Miller (MI) Smith (TX)
Harris Moolenaar Stefanik
Hartzler Mooney (WV) Stewart
Heck (NV) Mullin Stivers
Hensarling Mulvaney Stutzman
Herrera Beutler Murphy (PA) Thompson (PA)
Hice (GA) Neugebauer Thornberry
Hill Newhouse Tiberi
Holding Noem Tipton
Hudson Nugent Trott
Huelskamp Nunes Turner
Huizenga (MI) Olson Upton
Hultgren Palazzo Valadao
Hunter Palmer Wagner
Hurd (TX) Paulsen Walberg
Hurt (VA) Pearce Walden
Issa Perry Walker
Jenkins (KS) Peterson Walorski
Jenkins (WV) Pittenger Walters, Mimi
Johnson (OH) Pitts Weber (TX)
Johnson, Sam Poe (TX) Webster (FL)
Jolly Poliquin Wenstrup
Jones Pompeo Westerman
Jordan Posey Westmoreland
Joyce Price (GA) Whitfield
Katko Ratcliffe Williams
Kelly (PA) Reed Wilson (SC)
King (IA) Reichert Wittman
King (NY) Renacci Womack
Kinzinger (IL) Ribble Woodall
Kline Rice (80) Yoder
Knight Rigell Yoho
Labrador Roby Young (AK)
LaMalfa Roe (TN) Young (IA)
Lamborn Rogers (AL) Young (IN)
Lance Rogers (KY) Zeldin
Latta Rokita Zinke

NOT VOTING—17
Cleaver Garamendi Rohrabacher
Duckworth Nunnelee Ryan (OH)

Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

The Acting CHAIR. Under the rule,
the Committee rises.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON) having assumed the chair,
Mr. HULTGREN, Acting Chair of the
Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union, reported that that
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 185) to reform the
process by which Federal agencies ana-
lyze and formulate new regulations and
guidance documents, and, pursuant to
House Resolution 27, he reported the
bill back to the House with an amend-
ment adopted in the Committee of the
Whole.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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

The question is on the amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the engrossment and
third reading of the bill.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
and read a third time, and was read the
third time.

MOTION TO RECOMMIT

Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Miss RICE of New York. I am opposed
in its current form.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Miss Rice of New York moves to recommit
the bill H.R. 185 to the Committee on the Ju-
diciary with instructions to report the same
to the House forthwith with the following
amendment:

Add at the end of the bill the following:

SECTION . PROTECTING AMERICANS FROM
TERRORIST ATTACKS.

This Act and the amendments made by
this Act shall not apply to rules or guidance
that—

(1) prevent terrorism and crime;

(2) protect the wages of workers, including
pay equity for women;

(3) save tax dollars or provide refunds and
rebates for taxpayers;

(4) provide assistance and regulatory relief
to small businesses; or

(5) prevent discrimination based on race,
religion, national origin, or any other pro-
tected category.

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

Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
this is the final amendment to the bill,
which will not kill the bill or send it
back to committee. If adopted, the bill
will immediately proceed to final pas-
sage, as amended.

Like many of you, especially my fel-
low freshman Members, I told my con-
stituents of New York City’s Fourth
Congressional District that I wanted to
come to Washington to offer common-
sense solutions.

As you heard, the amendment does
important things that my friends on
the other side of the aisle also find im-
portant, such as saving tax dollars and
providing regulatory relief for small
businesses. The amendment also en-
sures that H.R. 185 would not stymie
protections of workers’ wages, espe-
cially those of women, or weaken pro-
tections against workplace discrimina-
tion. But the most important provision
in this amendment, in light of current
events, would ensure that H.R. 185
won’t apply to actions that prevent
terrorism and crime.

As the former District Attorney of
Nassau County, just outside of New
York City, terrorism is not abstract for
me and my constituents. It is very real
and it is very personal. Thousands of
Long Island residents commute to the
city every single day. We all remember
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too clearly the September 11 attacks,
and we all live with the reality that
such a day could come again if we are
not vigilant in our efforts to prevent
terrorism.

The horrendous attacks in France
last week serve as a tragic and chilling
reminder that we must be on high alert
here at home, and the best way to do
that is to ensure that those who pro-
tect us have the resources they need to
do their jobs. That is our job—to make
sure they have the resources they need
to do theirs.

Mr. Speaker, I will make one final
point. A number of freshman Members,
myself included, came to Congress with
a mandate to find compromise and to
govern. Passing H.R. 185 will not dem-
onstrate such priorities. We should be
working together to actually solve
problems. We should be working to find
new ideas and new solutions to our Na-
tion’s problems and creating legisla-
tion that will make our government
work more effectively.

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

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

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

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, we
are more than 6 years into the Obama
administration. Real unemployment is
still a massive problem in this country.
America’s labor force participation has
dropped to record lows. The nominal
unemployment rate is down, but that
is because desperate Americans dying
for work are abandoning the workforce
in droves.

The only real, long-term solution is
to restart the engines of economic
growth in this country. One way to do
that is to pass the Regulatory Ac-
countability Act. This bill promises
real relief from our $1.86 trillion-per-
year regulatory cost nightmare. If en-
acted, it would change night to day in
terms of the level of regulatory costs
Washington imposes on American fam-
ilies—without stopping one needed reg-
ulation from being issued.

My friends across the aisle say that
won’t happen. They say the bill will
bring all good rulemaking to a halt.
My goodness, it is ObamaCare all over
again. My friends across the aisle
haven’t read the bill. You have to read
the bill to know what is in it. If you
read the bill, you understand it. You
see right there on page 27:

The agency shall adopt the least costly
rule considered during the rule making . . .
that meets relevant statutory objectives.

Take away a few key words and what
does that say?

The agency shall adopt the . . .
that meets . . . statutory objectives.

So the rules will still be made and
statutory goals will still be met, but
they will be done in a cost-effective
way that makes sure that all of the
necessary cost-saving measures and all
of the necessary considerations are
taken into account before imposing
new burdens on the American people.

rule . . .
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Vote against this motion to recom-
mit. Vote for this good, job-creating,
dollar-saving bill for the American peo-
ple.

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

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

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

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

RECORDED VOTE

Miss RICE of New York. Mr. Speaker,
I demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 9 of rule XX, the Chair
will reduce to 5 minutes the minimum
time for any electronic vote on the

question of passage.
This will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 180, noes 245,

not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 27]

AYES—180
Adams Frankel (FL) McNerney
Aguilar Fudge Meeks
Ashford Gabbard Meng
Bass Gallego Moore
Beatty Graham Moulton
Becerra Grayson Murphy (FL)
Bera Green, Al Nadler
Beyer Green, Gene Napolitano
Bishop (GA) Grijalva Neal
Blumenauer Gutiérrez Nolan
Bonamici Hahn Norcross
Boyle (PA) Hastings O’Rourke
Brady (PA) Heck (WA) Pallone
Brown (FL) Higgins Pascrell
Brownley (CA) Himes Payne
Bustos Hinojosa Pelosi
Butterfield Honda Peters
Capps Hoyer Pingree
Capuano Huffman Pocan
Cardenas Israel Polis
Carney Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Carson (IN) Jeffries Quigley
Cartwright Johnson (GA) Rangel
Castor (FL) Johnson, E. B. Rice (NY)
Castro (TX) Kaptur Richmond
Chu (CA) Keating Roybal-Allard
Cicilline Kelly (IL) Ruiz
Clark (MA) Kennedy Ruppersberger
Clarke (NY) Kildee Rush
Clay Kilmer Sanchez, Linda
Cohen Kind T.
Connolly Kirkpatrick Sanchez, Loretta
Conyers Kuster Sarbanes
Cooper Langevin Schakowsky
Courtney Larsen (WA) Schiff
Crowley Larson (CT) Schrader
Cuellar Lawrence Scott (VA)
Cummings Lee Scott, David
Davis (CA) Levin Serrano
Davis, Danny Lewis Sewell (AL)
DeFazio Lieu (CA) Sherman
DeGette Lipinski Sinema
Delaney Loebsack Sires
DeLauro Lofgren Slaughter
DelBene Lowenthal Smith (WA)
DeSaulnier Lowey Speier
Deutch Lujan Grisham Swalwell (CA)
Dingell (NM) Takai
Doggett Lujan, Ben Ray Takano
Doyle (PA) (NM) Thompson (CA)
Edwards Lynch Thompson (MS)
Ellison Maloney, Titus
Engel Carolyn Tonko
Eshoo Maloney, Sean Torres
Esty Matsui Tsongas
Farr McCollum Van Hollen
Fattah McDermott Vargas
Foster McGovern Veasey

Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Babin
Barletta
Barr

Barton
Benishek
Bilirakis
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost
Boustany
Brady (TX)
Brat
Bridenstine
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Chaffetz
Clawson (FL)
Coffman
Cole

Collins (NY)
Comstock
Conaway
Cook

Costa
Costello (PA)
Cramer
Crawford
Crenshaw
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Davis, Rodney
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Dold

Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Ellmers
Emmer
Farenthold
Fincher
Fitzpatrick
Fleischmann
Fleming
Flores
Forbes
Fortenberry
Foxx
Franks (AZ)
Frelinghuysen
Garrett
Gibbs
Gibson
Gohmert
Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith

Cleaver
Clyburn
Collins (GA)

So the
jected.

Wasserman
Schultz

Waters, Maxine

Watson Coleman

NOES—245

Grothman
Guinta
Guthrie
Hanna
Hardy
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Heck (NV)
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Hice (GA)
Hill
Holding
Hudson
Huelskamp
Huizenga (MI)
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd (TX)
Hurt (VA)
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jolly
Jones
Jordan
Joyce
Katko
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger (IL)
Kline
Knight
Labrador
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
Lummis
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Massie
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mica
Miller (FL)
Miller (MI)
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Mulvaney
Murphy (PA)
Neugebauer
Newhouse
Noem
Nugent
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Pearce

NOT VOTING—8

Duckworth
Garamendi
Nunnelee
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Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Pitts

Poe (TX)
Poliquin
Pompeo
Posey

Price (GA)
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Ribble

Rice (SC)
Rigell

Roby

Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney (FL)
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce
Russell
Ryan (WI)
Salmon
Sanford
Scalise
Schock
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (TX)
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Stutzman
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tiberi
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Westmoreland
Whitfield
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder

Yoho

Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Young (IN)
Zeldin
Zinke

Perlmutter
Ryan (OH)

motion to recommit was re-
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

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

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

RECORDED VOTE

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

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 175,
not voting 7, as follows:

[Roll No. 28]

This

AYES—250
Abraham Gibson Miller (FL)
Aderholt Gohmert Miller (MI)
Allen Goodlatte Moolenaar
Amash Gosar Mooney (WV)
Amodei Graham Mullin
Ashford Granger Mulvaney
Babin Graves (GA) Murphy (PA)
Barletta Graves (LA) Neugebauer
Barr Graves (MO) Newhouse
Benishek Griffith Noem
Bilirakis Grothman Nugent
Bishop (GA) Guinta Nunes
Bishop (MI) Guthrie Olson
Bishop (UT) Hanna Palazzo
Black Hardy Palmer
Blackburn Harper Paulsen
Blum Harris Pearce
Bost Hartzler Perry
Boustany Heck (NV) Peterson
Brady (TX) Hensarling Pittenger
Brat Herrera Beutler  Pitts
Bridenstine Hice (GA) Poe (TX)
Brooks (AL) Hill Poliquin
Brooks (IN) Holding Pompeo
Buchanan Hudson Posey
Buck Huelskamp Price (GA)
Bucshon Huizenga (MI) Ratcliffe
Burgess Hultgren Reed
Byrne Hunter Reichert
Calvert Hurd (TX) Renacci
Carter (GA) Hurt (VA) Ribble
Carter (TX) Issa Rice (SC)
Chabot Jenkins (KS) Rigell
Chaffetz Jenkins (WV) Roby
Clawson (FL) Johnson (OH) Roe (TN)
Coffman Johnson, Sam Rogers (AL)
Cole Jolly Rogers (KY)
Collins (GA) Jones Rohrabacher
Collins (NY) Jordan Rokita
Comstock Joyce Rooney (FL)
Conaway Katko Ros-Lehtinen
Cook Kelly (PA) Roskam
Costa King (IA) Ross
Costello (PA) King (NY) Rothfus
Cramer Kinzinger (IL) Rouzer
Crawford Kline Royce
Crenshaw Knight Russell
Cuellar Labrador Ryan (WI)
Culberson LaMalfa Salmon
Curbelo (FL) Lamborn Sanford
Davis, Rodney Lance Scalise
Denham Latta Schock
Dent LoBiondo Schrader
DeSantis Long Schweikert
DesJarlais Loudermilk Scott, Austin
Diaz-Balart Love Sensenbrenner
Dold Lucas Sessions
Duffy Luetkemeyer Shimkus
Duncan (SC) Lummis Shuster
Duncan (TN) MacArthur Simpson
Ellmers Marchant Sinema
Emmer Marino Smith (MO)
Farenthold Massie Smith (NE)
Fincher McCarthy Smith (NJ)
Fitzpatrick McCaul Smith (TX)
Fleischmann MecClintock Stefanik
Fleming McHenry Stewart
Flores McKinley Stivers
Forbes McMorris Stutzman
Fortenberry Rodgers Thompson (PA)
Foxx McSally Thornberry
Franks (AZ) Meadows Tiberi
Frelinghuysen Meehan Tipton
Garrett Messer Trott
Gibbs Mica Turner
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Upton Webster (FL) Woodall
Valadao Wenstrup Yoder
Wagner Westerman Yoho
Walberg Westmoreland Young (AK)
Walden Whitfield Young (TA)
Walker Williams Young (IN)
Walorski Wilson (SC) Zeldin
Walters, Mimi Wittman X
Weber (TX) Womack Zinke
NOES—175
Adams Grayson Napolitano
Aguilar Green, Al Neal
Bass Green, Gene Nolan
Beatty Grijalva Norcross
Becerra Gutiérrez O’Rourke
Bera Hahn Pallone
Beyer Hastings Pascrell
Blumenauer Heck (WA) Payne
Bonamici Higgins Pelosi
Boyle (PA) Himes Peters
Brady (PA) Hinojosa Pingree
Brown (FL) Honda Pocan
Brownley (CA) Hoyer Polis
Bustos Huffman Price (NC)
Butterfield Israel Quigley
Capps Jackson Lee Rangel
Capuano Jeffries Rice (NY)
Cardenas Johnson (GA) Richmond
Carney Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Carson (IN) Kaptur Ruiz
Cartwright Keating Ruppersberger
Castor (FL) Kelly (IL) Rush
Castro (TX) Kennedy Sanchez, Linda
Chu (CA) Kildee T.
Cicilline Kilmer Sanchez, Loretta
Clark (MA) Kind Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kirkpatrick Schakowsky
Clay Kuster Schiff
Clyburn Langevin Scott (VA)
Cohen Larsen (WA) Scott, David
Connolly Larson (CT) Serrano
Conyers Lawrence Sewell (AL)
Cooper Lee Sherman
Courtney Levin Sires
Crowley Lewis Slaughter
Cummings Lieu (CA) Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lipinski Speier
Davis, Danny Loebsack Swalwell (CA)
DeFazio Lofgren Takai
DeGette Lowenthal Takano
Delaney Lowey Thompson (CA)
DeLauro Lujan Grisham Thompson (MS)
DelBene (NM) Titus
DeSaulnier Lujan, Ben Ray  Tonko
Deutch (NM) Torres
Dingell Lynch Tsongas
Doggett Maloney, Van Hollen
Doyle (PA) Carolyn Vargas
Edwards Maloney, Sean Veasey
Ellison Matsui Vela
Engel McCollum Velazquez
Eshoo McDermott Visclosky
Esty McGovern Walz
Farr McNerney Wasserman
Fattah Meeks Schultz
Foster Meng Waters, Maxine
Frankel (FL) Moore Watson Coleman
Fudge Moulton Welch
Gabbard Murphy (FL) Wilson (FL)
Gallego Nadler Yarmuth
NOT VOTING—38
Barton Garamendi Ryan (OH)
Cleaver Gowdy
Duckworth Nunnelee
Perlmutter

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE

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

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———
GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. FARENTHOLD. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
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marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 185.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FLEISCHMANN). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Texas?

There was no objection.

————

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 25

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that REID RIBBLE
be removed as a cosponsor of H.R. 25.

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

There was no objection.

———

ELECTING MEMBERS TO CERTAIN
STANDING COMMITTEES OF THE
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

Mr. BECERRA. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Democratic Caucus, I
offer a privileged resolution and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 30

Resolved, That the following named Mem-
bers be and are hereby elected to the fol-
lowing standing committees of the House of
Representatives:

(1) COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS.—Mr.
Kilmer.

(2) COMMITTEE ON AGRICULTURE.—Mr. David
Scott of Georgia, Mr. Costa, Mr. Walz, Ms.
Fudge, Mr. McGovern, Ms. DelBene, Mr.
Vela, Ms. Michelle Lujan Grisham of New
Mexico, Ms. Kuster, Mr. Nolan, Mrs. Bustos,
Mr. Sean Patrick Maloney of New York, Mrs.
Kirkpatrick, Mr. Aguilar, and Ms. Plaskett.

(3) COMMITTEE ON ARMED SERVICES.—MSs.
Loretta Sanchez of California, Mr. Brady of
Pennsylvania, Mrs. Davis of California, Mr.
Langevin, Mr. Larsen of Washington, Mr.
Cooper, Ms. Bordallo, Mr. Courtney, Ms.
Tsongas, Mr. Garamendi, Mr. Johnson of
Georgia, Ms. Speier, Mr. Castro of Texas, Ms.
Duckworth, Mr. Peters, Mr. Veasey, Ms.
Gabbard, Mr. Walz, Mr. O’Rourke, Mr. Nor-
cross, Mr. Gallego, Mr. Takai, Ms. Graham,
Mr. Ashford, Mr. Moulton, and Mr. Aguilar.

(4) COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET.—Mr. Pas-
crell, Mr. Ryan of Ohio, Ms. Moore, Ms. Cas-
tor of Florida, Mr. McDermott, Ms. Lee, Mr.
Pocan, Ms. Michelle Lujan Grisham of New
Mexico, Mrs. Dingell, and Mr. Lieu of Cali-
fornia.

(5) COMMITTEE ON EDUCATION AND THE WORK-
FORCE.—Mr. Hinojosa, Mrs. Davis of Cali-

fornia, Mr. Grijalva, Mr. Courtney, Ms.
Fudge, Mr. Polis, Mr. Sablan, Ms. Wilson of
Florida, Ms. Bonamici, Mr. Pocan, Mr.

Takano, Mr. Jeffries, Ms. Clark of Massachu-
setts, Ms. Adams, and Mr. DeSaulnier.

(6) COMMITTEE ON ETHICS.—Ms. Linda T.
Sanchez of California.

(7) COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS.—Mr.
Sherman, Mr. Meeks, Mr. Sires, Mr. Con-
nolly, Mr. Deutch, Mr. Higgins, Ms. Bass, Mr.
Keating, Mr. Cicilline, Mr. Grayson, Mr.
Bera, Mr. Lowenthal, Ms. Meng, Ms. Frankel
of Florida, Ms. Gabbard, Mr. Castro of Texas,
Ms. Kelly of Illinois, and Mr. Brendan F.
Boyle of Pennsylvania.

(8) COMMITTEE ON HOMELAND SECURITY.—
Ms. Loretta Sanchez of California, Ms. Jack-
son Lee, Mr. Langevin, Mr. Higgins, Mr.
Richmond, Mr. Keating, Mr. Payne, Mr.
Vela, Mrs. Watson Coleman, Miss Rice of
New York, and Mrs. Torres.

(9) COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY.—Mr. Nad-
ler, Ms. Lofgren, Ms. Jackson Lee, Mr.
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Cohen, Mr. Johnson of Georgia, Mr.
Pierluisi, Ms. Chu of California, Mr. Deutch,
Mr. Gutiérrez, Ms. Bass, Mr. Richmond, Ms.
DelBene, Mr. Jeffries, Mr. Cicilline, and Mr.
Peters.

(10) COMMITTEE ON NATURAL RESOURCES.—
Mrs. Napolitano, Ms. Bordallo, Mr. Costa,
Mr. Sablan, Ms. Tsongas, Mr. Pierluisi, Mr.
Huffman, Mr. Ruiz, Mr. Lowenthal, Mr. Cart-
wright, and Mr. Beyer.

(11) COMMITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOVERN-
MENT REFORM.—Mrs. Carolyn B. Maloney of
New York, Ms. Norton, Mr. Clay, Mr. Lynch,
Mr. Cooper, Mr. Connolly, Mr. Cartwright,
Ms. Duckworth, Ms. Kelly of Illinois, and
Mrs. Lawrence.

(12) COMMITTEE ON SCIENCE, SPACE, AND
TECHNOLOGY.—Ms. Lofgren, Mr. Lipinski, Ms.
Edwards, Ms. Wilson of Florida, Ms.
Bonamici, Mr. Swalwell of California, Mr.
Grayson, Mr. Bera, Ms. HEsty, Mr. Veasey,
and Ms. Clark of Massachusetts.

(13) COMMITTEE ON SMALL BUSINESS.—MSs.
Chu of California, Ms. Hahn, Mr. Payne, and
Ms. Meng.

(14) COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND IN-
FRASTRUCTURE.—MSs. Norton, Mr. Nadler, Ms.
Brown of Florida, Ms. Eddie Bernice Johnson

of Texas, Mr. Cummings, Mr. Larsen of
Washington, Mr. Capuano, Mrs. Napolitano,
Mr. Lipinski, Mr. Cohen, Mr. Sires, Ms.

Edwards, Mr. Garamendi, Mr. Carson of Indi-
ana, Ms. Hahn, Mr. Nolan, Mrs. Kirkpatrick,
Ms. Titus, Mr. Sean Patrick Maloney of New
York, Ms. Esty, Ms. Frankel of Florida, Mrs.
Bustos, Mr. Huffman, and Ms. Brownley of
California.

(15) COMMITTEE ON VETERANS’ AFFAIRS.—
Mr. Takano, Ms. Brownley of California, Ms.
Titus, Mr. Ruiz, Ms. Kuster, and Mr.
O’Rourke.

Mr. BECERRA (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that the resolution be considered as
read and printed in the RECORD.

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

There was no objection.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

———

SUBMISSION OF MATERIAL EX-
PLANATORY OF H.R. 240, DE-
PARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECU-
RITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2015

Pursuant to section 4 of House Reso-
lution 27, the chairman of the Com-
mittee on Appropriations submitted
explanatory material relating to H.R.
240. The contents of this submission
will be published after the statement of
Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky, chairman of
the House Committee on Appropria-
tions.

———

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SE-
CURITY APPROPRIATIONS ACT,
2015

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
I ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have 5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on H.R. 240 and that I may include tab-
ular material on the same.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Texas?
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There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 27 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 240.

The Chair appoints the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HULTGREN) to preside
over the Committee of the Whole.

0 1732
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
consideration of the bill (H.R. 240)
making appropriations for the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security for the fis-
cal year ending September 30, 2015, and
for other purposes, with Mr. HULTGREN
in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the
bill is considered read the first time.

The gentleman from Texas (Mr. CAR-
TER) and the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY) each will control 60
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

Today, I am privileged to present to
the House this bipartisan-bicameral
agreement providing appropriations to
the Department of Homeland Security,
DHS, for fiscal year 2015.

Before I describe the details of this
agreement, I want to thank everyone
who has worked on this bill here today
because, despite its importance to na-
tional security and public safety, its
path to the floor has been far from cer-
tain.

First, to the Speaker and majority
leader and your staffs, thank you for
doing what is necessary to get this bill
to this stage of the legislative process.

To Mr. ROGERS and the full com-
mittee staff, thanks for fighting for
this bill. It wouldn’t be on the floor
without you.

To the House and Senate sub-
committee staffs and to my personal
staff—Darek Newby, Kris Mallard, Cor-
nell Teague, Laura Cylke, Anne Wake,
Steve Gilleland, Bill Zito, Jonas Mil-
ler, and Val Baldwin—thank you for
your advice and counsel in crafting
this agreement. Your work takes you
away from home and from your fami-
lies, and I appreciate your efforts.

Finally, to the Honorable DAVID
PRICE, who is the ranking member of
the subcommittee, much thanks to
DAvID. Our partnership is critical to
this bill’s success. His experience and
measured approach makes this agree-
ment even better.

Thank you, DAVID, for your service
and, more importantly, for your friend-
ship.

As everyone Kknows, several amend-
ments will be proposed to stop the
President’s recent executive actions on
immigration. I plan to vote for these
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amendments because, like many Amer-
icans, I believe the President’s actions
exceed the authority provided to the
Executive in the Constitution.

We need to have this debate, but
after all of the arguments have been
presented, the underlying appropria-
tions bill must be enacted because it is
critical to the Nation’s security and to
public safety.

Mr. Chairman, last week, we watched
a terrible tragedy unfold in Paris as
armed  terrorists Kkilled innocent
French citizens who were doing noth-
ing more than going about their daily
lives. Like 9/11, this event and others
that have occurred this year remind us
that our democratic values are under
constant attack, and they serve as a
warning that we must remain vigilant.

Make no mistake, what happened in
Paris can happen anywhere, including
in the United States, and we must pro-
vide the resources necessary to find
and to root out the seeds of terrorism.
Therefore, passing the Homeland Secu-
rity Appropriations bill is an impera-
tive we cannot fail to meet.

Mr. Chairman, this agreement is very
good, and I am proud of it. It supports
DHS’ frontline personnel and its essen-
tial security operations and maintains
fiscal discipline.

Specifically, for Customs and Border
Protection: this agreement adds $42
million above the request to assure the
24/7 surveillance of all land, sea, and air
approaches; it increases air and marine
flight hours from 74,000 to 95,000 per
year; this agreement fully funds 23,775
CBP officers to continue efforts to re-
duce the wait times of passengers ar-
riving at the Nation’s international
airports without resorting to burden-
some user fees as proposed by the
President; funds are included for 21,370
Border Patrol agents, the highest oper-
ational force in DHS history; funds for
tactical communications equipment
and border security technology are in-
creased by $20 million above the re-
quest; substantial increases are in-
cluded for targeting systems and data
analysis to support counterterrorism
efforts.

For Immigration and Customs En-
forcement: custody and deportation op-
erations are increased by $862 million
above the request to ensure the full
funding of 34,000 legislatively-man-
dated detention beds and to detain, de-
port, and deter the influx of families
and children illegally crossing the
southwest border. Included in this
amount are 3,732 new family detention
units to deter the illegal migration of
families. Also included are 207 new en-
forcement officers to expedite the proc-
ess of returning illegal immigrants to
their countries of origin.

ICE’s investigative capability is in-
creased by $82.4 million over the re-
quest, which will result in more convic-
tions of child pornographers, drug
smugglers, human traffickers, and
other criminals; full funding is pro-
vided for E-Verify and all existing
287(g) agreements.
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For the Transportation Security Ad-
ministration: TSA screeners are capped
at 45,000—1,000 below last year’s level;
privatized screening is increased by
$12.1 million over the request; funds are
reduced from TSA’s current request
and prior year balances, saving the tax-
payers almost $300 million.

For the U.S. Coast Guard: oper-
ational hours in critical source and
transit zones are increased by $16.7 mil-
lion over the request; depot level main-
tenance, which is crucial for the Coast
Guard’s readiness, is increased by $52.7
million over the request; the eighth
National Security Cutter is fully fund-
ed; and $95 million over the request is
added for an additional C-130J aircraft.

For the United States Secret Service:
$25 million in additional funds are pro-
vided to address training shortfalls
highlighted by the White House fence
jumper and to enhance perimeter secu-
rity, including for additional K-9
teams.

For the National Protection and Pro-
grams Directorate: funds are provided
so DHS can effectively manage the col-
lection of biometrics and protect and
enhance the resilience of the Nation’s
physical and cyber infrastructure.

For the Federal Emergency Manage-
ment Agency: $7 billion is provided to
fully fund operational needs for dis-
aster relief; first responder grants are
increased by $300 million above the
President’s request to sustain funding
for State and local grants, firefighter
assistance grants, and Emergency Man-
agement Performance Grants.

For Science and Technology: $23.7
million above the request is provided
for vital research efforts, including bio-
logical defense, cybersecurity, border
security, and first responder tech-
nology; $300 million is included to com-
plete the construction of the National
Bio and Agro-Defense Facility.

Finally, this agreement provides ab-
solutely no discretionary funds or man-
datory funds to implement the Presi-
dent’s executive actions on immigra-
tion.

As you know, the costs of processing
immigration applications are paid en-
tirely by individual applicants when
they submit their supporting docu-
mentation. Fees from those trans-
actions are collected in a specific
amount in the Treasury, as mandated
by the Immigration and Nationality
Act.

The hard-earned income of American
taxpayers does not subsidize the costs
of immigration applications, and the
spending bill under consideration today
has no funding for these purposes.

In closing, Mr. Chairman, this Home-
land Security bill meets the security
needs of our Nation and the fiscal stew-
ardship expected by the taxpayers. I
believe it is worthy of every Member’s
vote, and I urge my colleagues to sup-
port it.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

At the outset, I want to thank Chair-
man CARTER and Ranking Member
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PRICE for their very hard work in put-
ting the original bill together, which
was negotiated by the House and the
Senate and could be law right now.

As my colleagues are aware, our com-
mittee has not officially organized for
the new Congress, which means we
technically do not yet have a ranking
minority member for the Department
of Homeland Security Appropriations
Subcommittee.

Again, I want to say to my col-
leagues that we could have completed
action on this bill in the last Congress
with the other 11 appropriations bills
considered in the omnibus package.
Unfortunately, the House majority
kicked the can down the road and put
these important programs under a con-
tinuing resolution in a misguided at-
tempt to protest the President’s execu-
tive order on immigration.

Today, instead of putting a clean bill
on the floor, my majority colleagues
have decided to further inject partisan
politics into the appropriations proc-
ess. We all know the outcome of this
very dangerous game. The legislation
in this form will not be enacted.

All we are doing is further delaying
the enactment of a very good full-year
bill. I am deeply disappointed that Re-
publicans insist on making Congress
play out this farce at the expense of
our Nation’s security. It has taken less
than 2 weeks for the Republican Con-
gress to prove that it cannot govern re-
sponsibly.

The Republican majority has already
delayed this bill enough. With more
than a quarter of this fiscal year al-
ready gone, we continue to play games
with the funding for an agency that
was created to protect the Nation from
terrorist attacks.
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Last week, terrorists brutally mur-
dered 12 people at the office of a French
satirical magazine, a police officer, and
four individuals at a Kkosher grocery
store. That is a tragic example of the
kind of out-of-the-blue attack that the
Department of Homeland Security,
along with its other law enforcement
partners, is working hard to prevent
here in the United States.

Partisan games on immigration will
delay grants to States and major urban
areas, funding that is critical for sup-
porting local first responders in our de-
fense against homegrown terrorism and
for fusion centers, where the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security gathers,
shares, and analyzes threat informa-
tion with its State and local law en-
forcement partners.

The failure to enact a full-year bill
will slow down efforts for the Secret
Service to begin addressing problems
with security at the White House.

The Department will be limited in its
ability to move forward with the Sec-
retary’s Unity of Effort initiative to
make the Department more strategic
and improve coordination among its
components.

Resources to detain truly dangerous
criminal aliens and to manage another
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rapid influx of unaccompanied children
and families across the southwest bor-
der are in jeopardy.

Acquisition of the final National Se-
curity Cutter and other Coast Guard
assets will be delayed, as will construc-
tion of the National Bio and Agro-De-
fense Facility.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my Republican
colleagues to give up the partisan
games that threaten our national secu-
rity and allow the House to act today
on the clean bill—again, that was nego-
tiated by Democrats and Republicans,
House and Senate, a good bill—funding
the Department of Homeland Security.
We have already wasted enough time.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. CARTER of Texas. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Kentucky,
Mr. HAL ROGERS, the chairman of the
full committee

Mr. ROGERS of Kentucky. I thank
Chairman CARTER for his great work in
putting this bill together and for yield-
ing the time.

Mr. Chair, I rise in support of this
bill that funds the Department of
Homeland Security.

In December, the House passed, on a
bipartisan basis, an aggregated appro-
priations bill that funded most of the
Federal Government, 11 of the 12 an-
nual appropriations bills, and today we
consider the last remaining of those
bills.

The security of our homeland is one
of our highest priorities. This bill pro-
vides $39.7 billion for that purpose: to
protect our borders, defend against the
threats of terrorism, and enforce our
Nation’s laws.

Today we will also consider amend-
ments to the bill that will reverse the
President’s declaration of executive
amnesty for illegal aliens. One of these
amendments would change existing law
to prohibit any funding, including fees,
from being used to implement the
order. As the chairman of the sub-
committee has said, there are no ap-
propriations in this bill for the illegal
amnesty decree—that is being funded
by fees—and this amendment would get
at that problem.

The American people have spoken
loud and clear. They want our immi-
gration laws enforced rather than uni-
laterally changed by executive decree
in an unlawful way that undermines
our Constitution and the integrity of
our laws. I will vote for these amend-
ments because the Presidential am-
nesty decree grossly exceeds this au-
thority and violates the Constitution.

The base legislation before us ensures
that our immigration laws are upheld,
that our border is fortified, and that
the men and women on our front line
remain well-equipped and trained. The
bill provides $10.7 billion for Customs
and Border Protection. That is an in-
crease of $118-plus million above last
year to support the largest operation
force levels in the history of the coun-
try and to ensure around-the-clock bor-
der surveillance.
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Funding for Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement, ICE, is also boosted
above last year, totaling $5.96 billion,
including significant increases to de-
tention bed capacity for both individ-
uals and families, and full funding for
E-Verify to ensure companies are hir-
ing employees who can legally work in
the U.S.

In addition, the legislation provides
funding to ensure the safety of our
skies and our coasts. The Transpor-
tation Security Administration is
funded at $4.8 billion, targeting funding
to passenger security, cargo inspec-
tions, and intelligence.

The Coast Guard receives $10 billion,
denying the President’s proposed cuts
that would have gutted vital oper-
ations of the Coast Guard.

The security of this Nation is also de-
pendent on a secure cyber network, and
recent headlines have only underscored
our need to be prepared against new
and advanced cyber attacks and foreign
espionage. To improve our cybersecu-
rity programs, the bill includes $753.2
million for these activities in the Na-
tional Protection and Programs Direc-
torate.

The bill also includes increased fund-
ing to address critical lapses in Secret
Service communications and training
at the White House and to start prep-
arations for the 2016 Presidential elec-
tion.

In addition to providing for these im-
portant security efforts, the Depart-
ment bill also provides funding for dis-
aster recovery and response. There is $7
billion in the bill for FEMA’s pro-
grams, fully funding their require-
ments. It also provides $2.5 billion for
important first responder grants that
help States and communities act in the
critical early moments following a dis-
aster.

And finally, Mr. Chair, in all, this
legislation before us takes the nec-
essary steps to ensure the responsible,
transparent use of taxpayer dollars, in-
cluding streamlining DHS operations,
reducing overhead costs, and trimming
funds for lower priority programs.

I want to thank the gentleman from
Texas, Chairman CARTER, and the en-
tire subcommittee and staff for their
hard work in reaching that bipartisan
agreement back in December which
now is reflected in this bill on the
floor, and to also thank the staff for
their many hours putting this legisla-
tion into final form.

Nearly halfway into the fiscal year,
it is high time we get this bill enacted
to strengthen our homeland security
efforts, ensure our personnel are well-
equipped and trained, and maintain our
readiness for any threats that may
come our way. We cannot put our secu-
rity at risk with outdated funding lev-
els and the uncertainty of a continuing
resolution.

So I urge my colleagues to vote re-
sponsibly for the security of our coun-
try and the security of our borders. I
urge Members to vote ‘‘yes’” on the
bill.



January 13, 2015

EXPLANATORY STATEMENT SUBMITTED
BY MR. ROGERS OF KENTUCKY, CHAIR-
MAN OF THE HOUSE COMMITTEE ON
APPROPRIATIONS, REGARDING H.R. 240

DEPARTMENT OF HOMELAND SECURITY
APPROPRIATIONS ACT, 2015

The following is an explanation of the ef-
fects of this Act, which makes appropria-
tions for the Department of Homeland Secu-
rity for fiscal year 2015. Unless otherwise
noted, references to the House and Senate re-
ports are to House Report 113-481 and Senate
Report 113-198, respectively. The language
and allocations contained in the House and
Senate reports warrant full compliance and
carry the same weight as language included
in this explanatory statement, unless specifi-
cally addressed to the contrary in the bill or
this explanatory statement. While repeating
some language from the House or Senate re-
port for emphasis, this explanatory state-
ment does not intend to negate the language
referred to above unless expressly provided
herein. When this explanatory statement re-
fers to the Committees or the Committees on
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Appropriations, this reference is to the
House Appropriations Subcommittee on
Homeland Security and the Senate Appro-
priations Subcommittee on the Department
of Homeland Security.

In cases where this explanatory statement
directs the submission of a report or a brief-
ing, such report or briefing shall be provided
to the Committees not later than April 15,
2015, unless otherwise directed in the state-
ment. Reports and briefings required by the
House or Senate report are due on the dates
specified; in instances where the date speci-
fied occurred prior to the date of enactment
of this Act, the report or briefing shall be
due not later than April 15, 2015.

This explanatory statement refers to cer-
tain laws and organizations as follows: the
Implementing Recommendations of the 9/11
Commission Act of 2007, Public Law 110-53, is
referenced as the 9/11 Act; the Robert T.
Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency As-
sistance Act, Public Law 93-288, is referenced
as the Stafford Act; the Department of
Homeland Security is referenced as DHS or
the Department; the Government Account-
ability Office is referenced as GAO; and the
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Office of Inspector General of the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security is referenced as
OIG. In addition, ‘full-time equivalents”
shall be referred to as FTE; the DHS ‘“Work-
ing Capital Fund” shall be referred to as
WCF; ‘‘program, project, and activity’ shall
be referred to as PPA; and any reference to
‘“‘the Secretary’’ shall be interpreted to mean
the Secretary of Homeland Security.

Classified Programs

Recommended adjustments to classified
programs are addressed in a classified annex
accompanying this explanatory statement.

TITLE I—-DEPARTMENTAL
MANAGEMENT AND OPERATIONS

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY AND EXECUTIVE
MANAGEMENT

A total of $132,573,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of the Secretary and Executive Manage-
ment (OSEM). The funding provided address-
es the Unity of Effort realignment requested
by the Department.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill

Immediate Office of the Secretary $3,950 $7,939
Immediate Office of the Deputy Secretary 1,751 1,740
Office of the Chief of Staff 2,112 2,182
Executive Secretary 7,719 5,589
Office of Policy 38,470 38,073
Office of Public Affairs 8,741 5,591
Office of Legislative Affairs 5,583 5,403
Office of Intergovernmental Affairs/Partnership and E t 2,429 9,848
Office of General Counsel 21,310 19,950
Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties 22,003 21,800
Citizenship and Immigration Services Ombud 6,428 5,825
Privacy Officer 8,273 8,033

Total, Office of the Secretary and Executive M $128,769 $132,573

DHS Unity of Effort

Throughout the bill, funds have been re-
aligned to support the Secretary’s Unity of
Effort initiative. The Department shall pro-
vide frequent updates on progress and adop-
tion of new policies, procedures, and guide-
lines related to this evolving effort.

Unaccompanied Alien Children

The President’s fiscal year 2015 budget re-
quest for DHS failed to include funds nec-
essary to address the arrival of children and
families who will be ferried to the Nation’s
borders by a network of illicit transnational
criminal organizations and to manage the
populations of these illegal migrants who
cross our border. This bill rectifies these
mistakes by adding $553,589,000 for costs re-
lated to deterring such illegal migration,
interdicting these migrants, caring for and
transporting an estimated 58,000 undocu-
mented children to the custody of the De-
partment of Health and Human Services
(HHS), and facilitating the movement of
thousands of undocumented families through
removal proceedings after they illegally
cross the U.S. border during this fiscal year.

Both the House and Senate reports contain
instructions relative to the humanitarian
crisis and law enforcement nightmare cre-
ated by the phenomenon of children crossing
the Southwest border. That guidance, which
is aimed at being prepared for another poten-
tial influx of children, remains as valid
today as it was in June 2014. To assure the
Committees that the directives are being
carried out, DHS is directed to coordinate an
interagency update with other responsible
Federal agencies, including the Departments
of State, HHS, and Justice, that addresses
the activities each agency is undertaking to
deter, prepare for, and manage a surge of il-
legally migrating children and families.
Quarterly briefings to the Committees are
required beginning January 15, 2015, to cover

operational statistics on all apprehensions,
including unaccompanied alien children
(UAC) and families, detention, non-detention
forms of supervision, and removals. Further-
more, DHS shall notify the Committees im-
mediately in the event that UAC are held in
U.S. Customs and Border Protection (CBP)
custody longer than 72 hours or if UAC ap-
prehensions surpass fiscal year 2013 levels.

A general provision is included in Title V
of this Act to ensure the President’s fiscal
yvear 2016 budget request addresses DHS
needs related to UAC and families.

Reporting of Operational Statistics

The Department shall continue quarterly
submission of the Border Security Status re-
ports, as required by the Senate. The re-
quirement for Detention and Removal Oper-
ations reports is discontinued, as further dis-
cussed under the U.S. Immigration and Cus-
toms Enforcement (ICE) heading later in this
statement.

In addition, the Department is directed to
continue improving its public reporting of
immigration enforcement and border secu-
rity operations statistics both in terms of
completeness and timeliness. The Depart-
ment shall ensure that immigration enforce-
ment data is collected and reported to re-
flect the entire lifecycle from encounter
through removal and return, not just start-
ing with apprehension and arrest. As di-
rected in the Senate report, the Department
and the relevant components shall brief the
Committees on these efforts.

Joint Requirements Council

An additional $4,000,000 is provided in the
Immediate Office of the Secretary for the
newly created Joint Requirements Council.
The Department shall brief the Committees
regularly on the status and activities of the
Council.

U.S. Customs and Border Protection and
Coast Guard Aviation Commonality

As referenced in the House report, the De-
partment shall continue to pursue joint avia-
tion requirements, as applicable, for the
Coast Guard and CBP. Both components
shall maximize commonality between their
aircraft fleets. Further, CBP shall develop a
flying hour program using the Coast Guard
program as a model.

Over-Classification of Information

When the Department submits a document
to the Committees that is classified for offi-
cial use only (FOUO), the document shall in-
clude specific reasons for the classification
based on requirements detailed in DHS Man-
agement Directive 11042.1, which provides
guidance for safeguarding sensitive but un-
classified FOUO information. The signatory
of each document will be held accountable
for verifying the classification.

International Costs Reduction

As referenced in the Senate report, the De-
partment is to develop a plan with the goal
of reducing international operations costs by
up to 10 percent in fiscal year 2015. DHS shall
brief the Committees not later than 60 days
after the date of enactment of this Act on
this plan, including efforts to reduce unnec-
essary overlap and redundancies in its
attaché laydown while maintaining a strong
presence internationally.

Expenditure Plans in Budget Justification

As part of the justification accompanying
the President’s budget proposal for fiscal
year 2016, the Secretary shall include ex-
penditure plans for fiscal year 2016 for the
Office of Policy, the Office of Intergovern-
mental Affairs/Partnership and Engagement,
the Office for Civil Rights and Civil Liberties
(OCRCL), the Citizenship and Immigration
Services Ombudsman, and the Office of Pri-
vacy.
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Situational Awareness of Illegal Border
Activity

As directed in both the House and Senate
reports, the Secretary shall submit to the
Committees the results of a review and draft
plan for situational awareness along the
Southwest border and in the associated mar-
itime environment not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act. The
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effort may include attaining a common oper-
ating picture but must include enabling
operational control through full and per-
sistent situational awareness.

OFFICE OF THE UNDER SECRETARY FOR
MANAGEMENT

A total of $187,503,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of the Under Secretary for Management
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(USM). The funding provided fully incor-
porates the Unity of Effort realignment re-
quested by the Department. Each office shall
prioritize efforts within the amount pro-
vided.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(/$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Immediate Office of the Under Secretary for M: t $2,751 $2,740
Office of the Chief Security Officer 63,597 64,308
Office of the Chief Pr Officer 64,036 60,107
Subtotal 130,390 127,155
Office of the Chief Human Capital Officer:
Salaries and Expenses 21,253 20,944
Human Resources Information Technology 9,878 6,000
Subtotal 31,131 26,944
Office of the Chief Readiness Support Officer:
Salaries and Expenses 29,272 28,911
Nebraska Avenue Complex 4,493 4,493
Subtotal 33,765 33,404
Total, Office of the Under Secretary for M t $195,286 $187,503

Headquarters Consolidation

Pursuant to a general provision in Title V
of this Act, $48,600,000 is provided for head-
quarters consolidation and associated oper-
ational support. Not later than 60 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the USM
shall submit to the Committees an expendi-
ture plan detailing how this funding will be
allocated, including revised schedule and
cost estimates for the headquarters consoli-
dation project. Quarterly briefings are re-
quired on headquarters and mission support
consolidation activities, which should high-
light any deviation from the expenditure
plan. The briefings shall also discuss
progress on lease replacement and consolida-
tion efforts.

Program Accountability and Risk
Management

In lieu of direction in the House report re-
garding a new PPA for the Office of Program
Accountability and Risk Management, the
Department shall display funding levels and
a program justification for this office within
the President’s budget proposal for fiscal
year 2016.

Comprehensive Acquisition Status Report

The Comprehensive Acquisition Status Re-
port shall be submitted as a part of the jus-
tification documents accompanying the
President’s budget proposal for fiscal year
2016 and shall contain all programs on the
major acquisition oversight list and others
of special interest. Funding amounts shall be
displayed by appropriation and PPA. Fur-
ther, the Department shall work with the
Committees to post a non-FOUO version to
the Department’s website not later than 180
days after the date of enactment of this Act.

Procurement of Secure Credentials

As described in the House report, there is
an ongoing GAO study regarding the produc-
tion of secure credentials across the govern-
ment. To that end, the Office of the Chief
Procurement Officer (OCPO) shall brief the
Committees within 90 days of the date of en-
actment of this Act on the Department’s
process for procuring secure credentials, in-
cluding how OCPO decides whether to pro-
cure such products from either a private en-
tity or a government agency and how it con-
siders both cost and the security features of

the products. Prior to the completion of the
GAO study, per section 507 of this Act, the
Department shall notify the Committees in
writing three days prior to contracting with
a private entity or signing an agreement
with a government agency to requisition se-
cure credentials and, if applicable, to provide
an analysis showing how the security of the
products will be equal to or greater than
that of products that could be procured from
private industry at a similar cost.
GAO Review of Major Acquisition Programs
As directed in the Senate report, GAO
shall develop a plan for ongoing reviews of
DHS’ major acquisition projects.
Procurement Process

As directed in the Senate report, the Under
Secretary shall outline the procurement
process from the beginning when a need is
identified through contract award, exten-
sion, or modification, including any protest
actions or other delays. The Under Secretary
shall provide a briefing on the effort to the
Committees not later than 120 days after the
date of enactment of this Act. As directed in
the Senate report, the role of the Component
Acquisition Executive shall also be ad-
dressed.

Hiring Delays

DHS shall report to the Committees not
later than 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on a strategy for reducing
the time required for hiring personnel, and
shall provide quarterly data on hiring
timelines by component, as directed in the
Senate report.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER

A total of $562,020,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of the Chief Financial Officer (OCFO),
which includes staffing and funds realigned
to support the Secretary’s Unity of Effort
initiative. It is assumed that any cost of liv-
ing adjustment for Federal employees di-
rected by the President for fiscal year 2015
will be funded from within the amounts pro-
vided for each appropriation in this Act.

Obligation and Expenditure Plans

The statement includes directives for spec-
ified components to brief the Committees on
obligation and expenditure plans. The brief-
ings shall reflect enacted appropriations; in-

clude the allocation of undistributed appro-
priations among and within PPAs; and speci-
fy completed transfer and reprogramming
actions (pursuant to section 503 of this Act
and previous appropriations Acts for DHS),
including funds that have been repro-
grammed below the notification threshold.

Funding in the briefs shall be designated
by PPA and cost code by quarter, and shall
include the amount of funds planned to be
carried over into the next fiscal year. For
multi-year appropriations, the briefs shall
detail the status of each appropriation by
source year. In addition, the briefs shall
identify the current numbers of onboard per-
sonnel by PPA, along with delineations of
the numbers of personnel newly hired or lost
to attrition since the beginning of the fiscal
year or since the most recent report, as ap-
propriate. These briefings shall be provided
not later than 45 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act and on a quarterly basis
thereafter to compare actual obligations
against the initial plans.

Financial Systems Modernization

The CFO is directed to maintain frequent
communications with the Committees on its
Financial Systems Modernization (FSM) ef-
forts, as directed in the House and Senate re-
ports. A general provision is included in
Title V of this Act to fund FSM activities,
enabling the Secretary to allocate resources
according to fluctuations in the FSM pro-
gram execution plan. In lieu of the direction
in the House report, the CFO shall submit a
detailed expenditure plan for FSM not later
than 45 days after the date of enactment of
this Act.

OFFICE OF THE CHIEF INFORMATION OFFICER

A total of $288,122,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of the Chief Information Officer (OCIO),
of which $189,094,000 is available until Sep-
tember 30, 2016. The funding provided fully
incorporates the realignment to support the
Secretary’s Unity of Effort initiative. An ad-
ditional $1,000,000 is provided for the DHS
Data Framework initiative, and an addi-
tional $500,000 is provided for cyber remedi-
ation tools, as outlined in the House report.
The amount provided for this appropriation
by PPA is as follows:
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(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Salaries and Expenses $95,444 $99,028
Information Technology Services 38,627 68,298
Infrastructure and Security Activities 52,140 52,640
Homeland Secure Data Network 70,132 68,156
Total, Office of the Chief Information Officer $256,343 $288,122

Unity of Effort

To support the Department’s Unity of Ef-
fort initiative, a total of $32,621,000 and 25
FTE are realigned from Analysis and Oper-
ations to OCIO for the Homeland Security
Information Network Program and the Com-
mon Operating Picture.

Sharing and Safeguarding Classified
Information

As directed in House and Senate reports
and not later than 90 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the CIO shall brief
the Committees on its program execution
and strategy to protect national security in-
formation held by DHS, including the cost
and schedule details of the Homeland Secure
Data Network, Identity Credential Access
Management programs, and other large or
multi-agency projects. The briefing shall
also include details on other steps the De-
partment is taking to safeguard classified in-
formation.

ANALYSIS AND OPERATIONS

A total of $255,804,000 is provided for Anal-

ysis and Operations, of which $102,479,000

shall remain available until September 30,
2016. The funding provided fully incorporates
the Unity of Effort realignment requested by
the Department. Other funding details are
included within the classified annex accom-
panying this explanatory statement.
Criminal Intelligence Enterprise

The Committees encourage Intelligence
and Analysis (I&A) to coordinate with the
Chiefs of Police and Sheriffs from the Na-
tion’s major urban areas to strengthen the
Criminal Intelligence Enterprise, which is
aimed at integrating state and local crimi-
nal intelligence and counterterrorism oper-
ations. I&A is to brief the Committees not
later than 60 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act on its efforts to date and
plans for fiscal year 2015.

OFFICE OF INSPECTOR GENERAL

A total of $142,617,000 is provided for the
OIG, including $118,617,000 in direct appro-
priations and $24,000,000 transferred from the
Federal Emergency Management Agency
(FEMA) Disaster Relief Fund (DRF) for au-
dits and investigations related to the DRF.

The level of OIG funding has been reduced
from the budget request for reasons outlined
in the Senate report as well as to reflect
more realistic expectations for hiring in fis-
cal year 2015. The OIG is directed to submit
an expenditure plan for all fiscal year 2015
funds not later than 30 days after the date of
enactment of this Act and, for fiscal year
2016 and future years, to submit an expendi-
ture plan within its annual budget justifica-
tion. The OIG is directed to include DRF
transfers in the CFO’s monthly budget exe-
cution reports submitted to the Committees,
which shall satisfy the requirements for no-
tification of DRF transfers under a general
provision in Title V of this Act.

TITLE II—SECURITY, ENFORCEMENT,
AND INVESTIGATIONS

U.S. CuSTOMS AND BORDER PROTECTION
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

A total of $8,459,657,000 is provided for Sala-
ries and Expenses. The amount provided for
this appropriation by PPA is as follows:

(/$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Headquarters, Management, and Administration:
Commissi $27,245 $27,151
Chief Counsel 45,663 45,483
Congressional Affairs 2,514 2,504
Internal Affairs 140,141 139,493
Public Affairs 13,064 13,009
Training and Development 71,926 71,585
Technology, Innovation, and Acquisition 25,374 25,277
Intelligence/Investigative Liaison 61,512 62,235
Administration 386,793 382,870
Rent 409,490 598,593
Subtotal, Headquarters, Management, and Administration 1,183,722 1,368,200
Border Security Inspections and Trade Facilitation:
Inspections, Trade, and Travel Facilitation at Ports of Entry 2,830,872 2,810,524
Harbor Maintenance Fee Collection (Trust Fund) 3,274 3,274
International Cargo Screening 69,173 68,902
Other International Programs 25,706 25,548
Customs-Trade Partnership Against Terrorism 40,841 41,619
Trusted Traveler Programs 5,811 5,811
Inspection and Detection Technology Investments 123,866 122,811
National Targeting Center 70,592 74,623
Training 33,906 33,880
Subtotal, Border Security Inspections and Trade Facilitation 3,204,041 3,186,992
Border Security and Control between Ports of Entry:
Border Security and Control 3,882,015 3,848,074
Training 08 91
Subtotal, Border Security and Control between Ports of Entry 3,938,623 3,904,465
Total $8,326,386 $8,459,657

Headquarters, Management, and
Administration

CBP’s Chief Financial Officer is directed to
brief the Committees on a plan for the obli-
gation and expenditure of funds for all CBP
accounts, as specified under Title I of this
statement, to include data previously pro-
vided in its financial plans. As proposed by
the House, $1,000,000 is provided to the Office
of Intelligence and Investigative Liaison
(OIIL) for additional analysts to support the
Air and Marine Operations Center’s (AMOC)
activities, particularly analysis of feeds from
unmanned aircraft systems (UAS). CBP shall
ensure that such activities are aligned with
other situational awareness efforts at CBP

and the DHS Unity of Effort initiative.
The total amount provided reflects a trans-
fer from the Construction and Facility Man-

agement account into the Rent PPA because
the Administration has determined that
GSA will not delegate authority to CBP to
manage certain land ports of entry.
Conduct and Integrity Oversight

The Secretary announced the delegation of
criminal misconduct investigative authority
on September 18, 2014. This authority per-
mits CBP to work side by side, as appro-
priate, with other Federal investigative
agencies looking into alleged criminal con-
duct by CBP employees, which should in-
crease workforce accountability and enable
CBP leadership to have greater awareness of
conduct and integrity issues. CBP is directed
to provide regular updates as it converts in-
ternal affairs investigators to criminal in-
vestigators as part of this transition. Fur-
ther, the Deputy Secretary shall continue to

oversee joint coordination of integrity over-
sight, as discussed in the Senate report.
Border Security Inspections and Trade
Facilitation

Border Security Inspections and Trade Fa-
cilitation is funded at $3,186,992,000, of which
$2,810,524,000 is for Inspections, Trade, and
Travel Facilitation at Ports of Entry, in-
cluding sufficient funding to support a base
of 23,775 CBP officers. The bill provides
$30,000,000 as two-year funding based on
CBP’s current hiring schedule. As requested,
$8,300,000 is provided for the CBP Mobile Pro-
gram and $3,000,000 is added for a Biometric
Exit Mobile application demonstration at
two airports. To expand the Arrival and De-
parture Information System, $9,900,000 is in-
cluded instead of $11,800,000 as proposed by
the House and $8,000,000 as proposed by the
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Senate. A total of $41,619,000 is provided for
the Customs-Trade Partnership Against Ter-
rorism (C-TPAT) program, which provides
sufficient funds to proceed with the web por-
tal project. As discussed in the Senate re-
port, of the total amount provided for CBP
Salaries and Expenses, $10,000,000 shall be
used for sustaining traveler process enhance-
ments initiated in Public Law 113-76. To sup-
port counter-network capabilities at the Na-
tional Targeting Center (NTC), $4,500,000 is
provided for advanced analysis and visualiza-
tion tools and requirements development in-
stead of $9,000,000 as proposed by the House.
While funded in the NTC PPA, this invest-
ment shall support strategic analysis capa-
bilities across CBP.

To deal with the fluctuations of facili-
tating trade and securing travel, CBP’s staff-
ing practices—to include hiring, training,
and assignments—must be flexible and nim-
ble. While the resource allocation model has
greatly improved CBP’s ability to make in-
formed staffing decisions, CBP shall update
its resource allocation model, taking into
account any newly identified gaps, the
onboarding of 2,000 CBP officers added by the
fiscal year 2014 Act, and the timeline for
training and deploying the new personnel to
their respective assignments. An updated
model shall specifically identify CBP officer
staffing requirements for the Northern bor-
der. Any modifications to the model shall be
described in the fiscal year 2016 budget sub-
mission.

Both the House and Senate reports include
extensive language about ways to reduce
wait times at ports of entry. As always, this
objective must be carefully balanced against
U.S. security interests and the need to safe-
guard travelers and the general public from
terrorism. To underscore the importance of
these missions, the agreement highlights the
following guidance in both the House and
Senate reports. CBP shall carry out the fol-
lowing within 90 days of the date of enact-
ment of this Act:

1) Develop a plan to accelerate the hiring
process for CBP officers, as directed in the
Senate report.

2) Brief the Committees on the implemen-
tation and execution of the public-private
partnership and donation authority pilots
authorized under section 560 of Public Law
113-6 and section 559 of Public Law 113-76 and
continued in this Act, with semi-annual
briefings thereafter.

3) Provide a report to the House and Sen-
ate Committees on Appropriations, the
House Committee on Homeland Security,
and the Senate Committee on Homeland Se-
curity and Governmental Affairs describing
the effects of business transformation initia-
tives on reducing passenger wait times, in-
cluding the impact of technologies that are
not dependent on the activity of CBP per-
sonnel. The report should provide an anal-
ysis of the effectiveness of such initiatives
and identify locations CBP would prioritize
for expansion.

4) Brief the Committees on efforts to im-
prove commercial vehicle wait time data col-
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lection and trade facilitation at land ports of
entry.

5) Brief the Committees on the status of
implementing section 571 of Public Law 113-
76, which requires the development of pas-
senger wait time performance metrics and
operational work plans to reduce passenger
wait times at ports of entry with the highest
passenger volume and wait times. The brief-
ing shall include an action plan and proposed
timelines for innovative activities, as pro-
posed in the Senate report.

6) Brief the Committees on the effect of the
Beyond the Border Action Plan on reducing
wait times at, and streamlining the flow of
trade across, the Northern border.

7) Brief the Committees on the status of
the Air Entry/Exit Re-engineering project,
its implications for land and sea ports in
urban and rural areas, and how CBP is work-
ing with the Office of Biometric Identity
Management (OBIM) to examine new tech-
nologies that can be integrated with DHS’
backend biometric system, IDENT.

8) Provide an update on the effectiveness of
non-intrusive inspection (NII) technology at
ports of entry, including seizures resulting
from NII exams, in the multi-year invest-
ment and management plan for inspection
and detection technology required by Public
Law 112-74 and continued in a general provi-
sion in Title V of this Act.

Trade Enforcement

The House and Senate reports contain
guidance on cargo inspection and commer-
cial fraud enforcement, including directives
related to circumvention of duties and
misclassification of entries of goods from
China; collection of outstanding duties; the
use of single entry transaction bonds; coordi-
nation with the Departments of the Treasury
and Commerce on the use of new shipper re-
views and improvement of liquidation in-
structions; membership on the Advisory
Committee on Commercial Operations; un-
collected antidumping and countervailing
duty orders on duties in excess of $25,000,000
assessed by single transaction bonds; and en-
hanced trade enforcement efforts. CBP shall
adhere to these directives and, to the extent
practicable, publish the required report on
the collection of outstanding duties on the
CBP website.

The Commissioner is directed to pursue,
through all possible means, the dispersal of
interest payments owed to injured parties
who have obtained funds under the Contin-
ued Dumping and Subsidy Offset Act. That
law states that ‘‘the Commissioner shall dis-
tribute all funds from assessed duties re-
ceived in the preceding fiscal year to af-
fected domestic producers,”” which has been
understood to mean interest accrued from
past duties identified and dispersed to in-
jured parties. CBP shall provide a report on
all interest payments owed to injured parties
between the beginning of 2001 and the end of
2014, along with a path forward for dispersing
such funds to the injured parties.

Jones Act

CBP is directed to brief the Committees on

the steps it is taking to adhere to the guid-
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ance in the Senate report with regard to the
Jones Act.

Border Security and Control between Ports
of Entry

Border Security and Control between Ports
of Entry is funded at $3,904,465,000, which in-
cludes $3,848,074,000 for Border Security and
Control and $56,391,000 for training. As pro-
posed by the House, $499,000 is included for
an additional Horse Patrol Unit. The total
funding level supports the legislatively-man-
dated floor of not less than 21,370 Border Pa-
trol agents. Because CBP is currently well
below the mandated level, CBP is directed to
take all possible steps to reach the funded
and operationally necessary staffing level.
Recognizing that the Administration failed
to request funds sufficient to care for UAC
and family units while in Border Patrol cus-
tody, CBP shall utilize excess funding cur-
rently allocated to Salaries and Expenses
within this PPA to support that need.

As proposed by the Senate, $10,000,000 is for
the development and operation of the Na-
tional Border Geo-Intelligence Strategy
(NBGIS). CBP must continue to improve its
situational awareness and analytic capabili-
ties to secure the border at and between the
ports of entry and along the approaches to
the United States by land, air, and sea. CBP
shall ensure that the investments made in
the NBGIS align with other critical invest-
ments in the NTC, AMOC, and OIIL, and
shall brief the Committees on how data col-
lected through the NBGIS will assist CBP
and other government entities.

As directed in the House report, CBP shall
continue to issue statistics on individuals
held in CBP custody and to publish such sta-
tistics in the DHS annual statistical year-
book.

Both the House and Senate reports in-
cluded direction to DHS to review ICE and
CBP repatriation policies and practices to
ensure deportations of vulnerable individuals
are conducted humanely and safely. The re-
view shall be completed within 150 days after
the date of enactment of this Act instead of
180 days as proposed by the House and 120
days as proposed by the Senate.

Recently, CBP initiated a pilot program to
determine whether using body-worn cameras
can reduce the use of unnecessary force and
protect officers and agents from allegations
of abuse that may be unfounded. As required
in the House report, CBP shall provide a re-
port to the Committees on the results of the
pilot within 60 days of its completion.

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION

A total of $808,169,000 is provided for Auto-
mation Modernization. CBP and ICE shall
brief the Committees semi-annually on
TECS modernization, and CBP shall brief the
Committees on Automated Commercial En-
vironment modernization semi-annually.
The amount provided for this appropriation
by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Information Technology $365,700 $362,094
Automated Targeting Systems 109,273 109,230
Automated Commercial Environment (ACE)/International Trade Data System (ITDS) 141,061 140,970
Current Operations Protection and Processing Support (COPPS) 196,376 195,875
Total $812,410 $808,169

BORDER SECURITY FENCING, INFRASTRUCTURE,
AND TECHNOLOGY

A total of $382,466,000 is provided for Border
Security Fencing, Infrastructure, and Tech-

nology (BSFIT). As requested, $12,200,000 is
provided for Northern border technology and
$35,600,000 is provided for tethered aerostat
radar systems. An additional $15,000,000 for

Development and Deployment and $5,000,000
for Operations and Maintenance is provided
for unfunded priorities cited in the House re-
port. Within the resources provided, CBP
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shall resume and complete the communica-
tions study referenced in the House report.
CBP shall also detail the allocation of
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BSFIT funds in its obligation and expendi-
ture plan briefings, as specified under Title I
of this statement.
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The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Development and Depl t $110,594 $125,594
Operations and Maint 251,872 256,872
Total $362,466 $382,466
AIR AND MARINE OPERATIONS
A total of $750,469,000 is provided for Air
and Marine Operations. The amount provided
for this appropriation by PPA is as follows:
(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Salaries and Expenses $293,016 $299,800
Operations and Mai 362,669 397,669
Pr 53,000 53,000
Total $708,685 $750,469

The amount provided for Salaries and Ex-
penses includes $5,900,000 to increase staffing
at the AMOC to levels sufficient to maintain
24/7 air and marine surveillance coverage of
the United States as well as $350,000 for In-
telligence Research Analysts; and $3,000,000
to support 95,000 flight hours. The Operations
and Maintenance PPA is increased by
$28,300,000 to support this number of flight
hours. In addition, $3,000,000 is for multi-role
enforcement aircraft (MEA) spare parts,
$2,000,000 is for upgrades to unmanned air-
craft system ground control stations, and
$1,350,000 is for enhancements to AMOC’s
Processing, Exploitation, and Dissemination
cell and Air and Marine Operating Surveil-
lance System. As requested, $43,700,000 is
provided for procurement of two MEA and
$9,300,000 is for sensor upgrades.

The bill continues a provision included in
the Senate bill requiring CBP to submit any
changes to its five-year Strategic Air and
Marine Plan not later than 90 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

Based on concerns addressed in both the
House and Senate reports, CBP initiated a
review of how to improve its air and marine
readiness posture to adequately support mis-
sion needs. In coordination with the Depart-
ment’s Aviation Governance Board (AGB),
CBP shall establish policies and define re-

sponsibilities for the development and man-
agement of a CBP aircraft flight hour and
marine vessel underway hour program,
which shall be finalized not later than De-
cember 31, 2015. In addition, CBP shall con-
tinue to work with the AGB to formalize and
institutionalize a joint requirements process
tailored to meet law enforcement oper-
ational needs and leverage existing capabili-
ties across the Department, including depot
level maintenance facilities. CBP shall pro-
vide quarterly progress reviews on this en-
deavor to the Committees beginning not
later than February 1, 2015.

CBP’s AMOC is a national asset, critical to
fulfilling the needs of the United States for
air and marine domain awareness. It is clear,
however, that the Department has not fully
utilized this critical resource. Therefore, the
DHS Deputy’s Management Action Group
(DMAG) shall review AMOC’s current mis-
sion and its roles and responsibilities to de-
termine whether they require modification
to support DHS’ strategic objective of pro-
tecting all approaches—air, land, and sea—to
U.S. borders. By December 1, 2015, the DMAG
shall make recommendations to the Sec-
retary on how to rectify identified gaps in
capability and provide guidance to all DHS
components on how best to leverage AMOC’s
existing capabilities so they enhance DHS’

operational Unity of Effort. The DMAG re-
view and recommendations shall also address
direction in the House report regarding per-
sonnel requirements and full staffing of
AMOC, as well as finalization of an AMOC
charter, although no report on the charter is
required. The Department and CBP are in-
structed to provide quarterly progress re-
views to the Committees beginning March 1,
2015, which shall include an update on
progress made to connect AMOC to SIPRnet,
as directed in the House report.

CONSTRUCTION AND FACILITIES MANAGEMENT

A total of $288,821,000 is provided for Con-
struction and Facilities Management, in-
cluding $5,100,000 for upgrading Border Pa-
trol facilities instead of $4,100,000 as proposed
by the Senate. No increase is provided for
the McAllen Border Patrol Station, as it has
already been reactivated for use in
transitioning UAC to HHS custody.

The amount provided reflects a transfer
from this account of $189,103,000 to the Rent
PPA in the Salaries and Expenses appropria-
tion because the Administration has deter-
mined that GSA will not be delegating au-
thority to CBP for management of certain
land ports of entry. The amount provided for
this appropriation by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Facilities Construction and Sustainment $385,137 $205,393
Program Oversight and M t 97,068 83,428
Total $482,205 $288,821

U.S. IMMIGRATION AND CUSTOMS
ENFORCEMENT

SALARIES AND EXPENSES

A total of $5,932,756,000 is provided for Sala-
ries and Expenses, which reflects significant
increases above the request totaling
$944,691,000. These increases are provided to
address excessive shortfalls in the Presi-

dent’s budget request due to poor budgeting
practices, deal with needs related to the
surge in unaccompanied children and fami-
lies with children coming across the South-
west border, and restore proposed cuts to
staffing, operations, investigations, and
other programs critical to national security.

ICE is directed to brief the Committees on
a plan for the obligation and expenditure of

funds and provide quarterly updates, as spec-
ified under Title I of this statement. As a
part of these briefings, ICE shall continue to
provide data on investigative activities and
expenditures.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Headquarters Management and Administration:
Personnel Compensation and Benefits, Services, and Other Costs $198,602 $197,002
Headquarters M d IT Investment 150,927 150,419
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(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Subtotal, Headquarters Management and Administration 349,529 347,421
Legal Proceedi 214,731 217,393
Investigations:
Domestic Investigations 1,644,552 1,699,811
International Investigations:
International Operations 101,228 110,682
Visa Security Program 31,854 49,526
Subtotal, International Investigations 133,082 160,208
Subtotal, Investigations 1,777,634 1,860,019
Intelli 77,045 76,479
Enforcement and Removal Operations:
Custody Operations 1,791,913 2,532,593
Fugitive Operations 131,591 142,615
Criminal Alien Program 322,407 327,223
Alternatives to Detention 94,106 109,740
Transportation and Removal Program 229,109 319,273
Subtotal, Enforcement and Removal Operations 2,569,126 3,431,444
Total, Salaries and Expenses $4,988,065 $5,932,756

Legal Proceedings

A total of $217,393,000 is provided for Legal
Proceedings, including funds to hire 12 full-
time personnel to process Freedom of Infor-
mation Act submissions, as requested. In ad-
dition, an increase of $4,500,000 is provided to
hire additional attorneys to expedite the im-
migration court docket.

Domestic Investigations

A total of $1,699,811,000 is provided for Do-
mestic Investigations, including an increase
of $5,700,000 to annualize the costs of inves-
tigative staffing enhancements funded in fis-
cal year 2014. The bill provides an increase of
$62,000,000 to hire additional agents and mis-
sion support staff to enhance ICE’s ability to
conduct investigations in high-priority mis-
sion areas, such as human smuggling and
trafficking, including Operation Torrent Di-
vide; child exploitation, including Operation
Angel Watch; antidumping and counter-
vailing duties, including illegally dumped
seafood; counter-proliferation; gang activity;
and drug smuggling. ICE shall submit a fis-
cal year 2016 budget request that includes
funds sufficient to annualize the costs of
prior year staff enhancements. In addition,
ICE is directed to develop a workforce model
to better inform requirements for investiga-
tive staffing, including the necessary bal-
ance of special agents and mission support
personnel.

ICE is directed to train at least two classes
of veterans through the Human Exploitation
Rescue Operative (HERO) Child-Rescue
Corps to support child exploitation inves-
tigations and to brief the Committees on its
efforts not later than 180 days after the date
of enactment of this Act, including efforts to
hire HERO graduates or to help place them
with other Federal, state, or local agencies
with related missions.

Within the total, the bill provides not less
than $15,000,000 for intellectual property
rights and commercial trade fraud investiga-
tions, including activities at the National In-
tellectual Property Rights Coordination
Center.

In lieu of the operational reporting re-
quirement in the House report, ICE is di-
rected to work with the Committees on a
format for submitting quarterly updates on
operations not later than 15 days after the
end of each quarter.

International Investigations

A total of $160,208,000 is provided for Inter-
national Investigations. Within the total, an
increase of $7,113,000 is included to fund in-
creased State Department service fees; an in-
crease of $12,000,000 is provided to expand the
Visa Security Program to high-threat coun-
tries; and an increase of $3,500,000 is provided
to support enhancements to the PATRIOT

information technology system for visa vet-
ting. In support of ICE’s international efforts
to counter the humanitarian crisis caused by
the influx of UAC, the bill also provides in-
creases of $1,764,000 to double the number of
vetted wunits in Central America and
$3,373,000 to expand human smuggling inves-
tigations.
Enforcement and Removal Operations

A total of $3,431,444,000 is provided for En-
forcement and Removal Operations (ERO),
including full funding to support all 287(g)
memoranda of understanding.

The bill does not include funds for ICE’s ef-
forts to establish a unified career path for
ERO frontline law enforcement positions and
ensure pay parity in the ERO workforce.
Such funds were not requested by the Presi-
dent and are not affordable due to other im-
migration enforcement and border security
budget shortfalls.

In lieu of the ERO quarterly data required
by the Senate report, ICE is directed to pro-
vide regular updates on the detained and
non-detained populations subject to removal
proceedings, including details on enforce-
ment priority level, and to work with the
Committees on the format and content of
such updates.

ICE is directed to continue to submit semi-
annual reports on the deportation of parents
of U.S.-born citizens.

Custody Operations

A total of $2,532,593,000 is provided for Cus-
tody Operations. Because the fiscal year 2015
budget request assumed an artificially low
cost per detention bed, it failed to propose
funding sufficient to support even the 30,539
beds included in the request, much less the
34,000 detention beds required in annual ap-
propriations Acts. This type of flawed budg-
eting practice is not credible, and forces the
Committees to rectify the shortfall at con-
siderable expense to other critical ICE and
DHS priorities. Consequently, an increase of
$385,103,000 above the request is required to
maintain 34,000 beds. DHS is directed to
present a fiscal year 2016 budget request for
ICE that uses accurate cost estimates, and
to include details in the budget justification
material that rigorously support those esti-
mates. The Department must stop employing
misleading and operationally harmful budg-
eting gimmicks.

The bill also provides an increase of
$362,155,000 to support additional staffing and
detention capacity secured by ICE in re-
sponse to the significant growth in family
units crossing the Southwest border illegally
during fiscal year 2014, which is intended to
serve as a deterrent to future illegal migra-
tion. ICE shall ensure these facilities meet
all ICE Family Residential Standards and
shall immediately notify the Committees of
any material violations of such standards.

Fugitive Operations

A total of $142,615,000 is provided for Fugi-
tive Operations, including $12,100,000 above
the request to hire additional officers and re-
store staffing to fiscal year 2013 levels.

Criminal Alien Program

A total of $327,223,000 is provided for the
Criminal Alien Program, including an in-
crease of $7,500,000 to mitigate the potential
public safety challenge posed by the growing
number of jurisdictions choosing not to
honor ICE detainers on illegal aliens in their
custody. Of primary concern is the release of
aliens subject to removal who may pose a
danger to the community, requiring ICE to
expend additional resources and putting ICE
personnel at greater risk when bringing the
aliens back into custody. ICE is directed to
publish on its website the list of jurisdic-
tions failing to honor ICE detainers and to
include details on individuals released as a
result of these decisions, segmented by juris-
diction and level of criminality.

Alternatives to Detention

A total of $109,740,000 is provided for the
Alternatives to Detention (ATD) program,
including an increase of $15,878,000 to support
the supervision of family units placed into
removal proceedings after illegally crossing
the border.

In recent years, ICE has taken steps to im-
prove ATD cost-effectiveness through better
guidance to ERO officers and agents on the
factors to consider when determining appro-
priate placements in ATD. This has included
guidance on when enrollment in ATD, transi-
tion to lower levels of supervision, or re-en-
rollment in ATD may be more or less effec-
tive depending on the particular stage in the
removal process. ICE has also established ad-
ditional performance measures to assess
compliance with program requirements.

Beginning 90 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, ICE shall provide semi-an-
nual briefings to the Committees on compli-
ance rates for both the full-service and the
technology-only ATD programs. These brief-
ings shall include evaluations of the ATD
program by field office; a description of any
plans for expansion of the program to addi-
tional field offices; and an update on the sta-
tus of responding to recommendations by
GAO (GAO-15-26) to collect additional com-
pliance data and make better use of col-
lected data to assess field office implementa-
tion of program guidance. In addition, in
order to increase transparency on the use of
ATD, ICE is expected to post on its website
any contractor evaluations or OIG reports
related to the program.

Transportation and Removal Program

A total of $319,273,000 is provided for the

Transportation and Removal Program. The



January 13, 2015

amount includes an increase of $26,000,000 to
support the requirement to maintain 34,000
detention beds, and an increase of $64,220,000
to support the transportation and removal
costs for UAC and family units anticipated
to enter the United States illegally in fiscal
year 2015.
License Plate Readers

ICE is directed to establish, in coordina-
tion with OCRCL, an internal review process
for any solicitation or request for proposal of
a National License Plate Recognition data-
base or other similar project, and to brief the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

Committees on this review process not later
than 30 days after the date of enactment of
this Act. ICE is directed to include in the re-
view process notification to the Committees
prior to obligation of any funds for such a
database or any similar project. Further, for
any such database being established, ICE
shall undertake the required privacy impact
assessment.

AUTOMATION MODERNIZATION

As requested, a total of $26,000,000 is pro-
vided for Automation Modernization.
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TRANSPORTATION SECURITY ADMINISTRATION
AVIATION SECURITY

A total of $5,639,095,000 is provided for
Aviation Security. In addition to the discre-
tionary appropriation for Aviation Security,
a mandatory appropriation totaling
$250,000,000 is available through the Aviation
Security Capital Fund. Statutory language
reflects the collection of $2,065,000,000 from
aviation security fees, as authorized.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(/$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill

Screening Partnership Program $154 572 $166,666
Screener Personnel, Compensation, and Benefits 2,952,868 2,923,890
Screener Training and Other 226,290 225,442
Checkpoint Support 103,469 88,469
EDS Pr Installation 84,075 83,933
S ing Technology Mai 294,509 294,509
Aviation Regulation and Other Enforcement 348,653 349,821
Airport Management and Support 591,734 587,657
Federal Flight Deck Officer and Flight Crew Training 20,000 22,365
Air Cargo 106,920 106,343
Federal Air Marshals 800,214 790,000
Aviation Security Capital Fund (Mandatory) (250,000) (250,000)

Total, Aviation Security $5,683,304 $5,639,095

Screening Partnership Program

A total of $166,666,000 is provided for the
Screening Partnership Program (SPP),
which reflects the estimated funding require-
ment for current and recently awarded SPP
airports. TSA is expected to more proac-
tively utilize the SPP, expeditiously approve
the applications of airports seeking to par-
ticipate in the program that meet legisla-
tively mandated criteria, plan and manage
toward a 12-month timeline for awarding ap-
plicable contracts for each new airport, and
notify the Committees if it expects to obli-
gate less than the appropriated amount.

TSA is directed to implement generally ac-
cepted accounting methodologies for cost
and performance comparisons. As detailed in
the House report, this includes, but is not
limited to, appropriate, comprehensive, and
accurate comparisons of Federal employee
retirement costs and the administrative
overhead associated with Federal screening
services.

As detailed in the Senate report, TSA is di-
rected to adjust its PPA lines and notify the
Committees within 10 days to account for
any changes in private screening contracts,
including new awards under the SPP or the
movement from privatized screening into
Federal screening. TSA is to provide the
Committees semi-annual reports on its exe-
cution of the SPP and the processing of ap-
plications for participation.

Screener Training and Other

A total of $225,442,000 is provided for
Screener Training and Other, including
$99,600,000 for Transportation Security Offi-
cer Training.

Checkpoint Support

A total of $88,469,000 is provided for Check-
point Support. The reduction below the re-
quest reflects the availability of balances
that have remained unobligated for over
seven years.

Explosives Detection Systems

A total of $83,933,000 is provided for Explo-
sives Detection Systems (EDS) Procurement
and Installation. Including the existing man-
datory Aviation Security Capital Fund ap-
propriation of $250,000,000, the total appro-
priation for fiscal year 2015 for EDS procure-
ment and installation is $333,933,000.

For airports that are more than 12 months
from construction and are able to dem-
onstrate that certain high-speed EDS for
checked baggage would be more efficient and
result in long term cost savings compared to
medium-speed systems, TSA shall consider
lifting the current prohibition on the use of
TSA funding for design and construction of
such systems not yet on TSA’s Qualified
Products List.

Investment Plans for Air Cargo, Checkpoint
Security, and EDS

As described in the Senate report and in
lieu of language in the House bill, TSA is di-
rected to brief the Committees, not later
than 60 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, on its fiscal year 2015 investment
plans for checkpoint security and EDS refur-
bishment, procurement, and installation on
an airport-by-airport basis. The briefing
shall address specific technologies intended
for purchase, program schedules and major
milestones, a schedule for obligation of the
funds, recapitalization priorities, the status
of operational testing for each passenger
screening technology under development,
and a table detailing current unobligated
balances and anticipated unobligated bal-
ances at the close of the fiscal year. The
briefing shall also include details on pas-
senger screening pilot programs that are in
progress or being considered for implementa-
tion in fiscal year 2015. Further, not later
than 60 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, TSA is directed to brief the Com-
mittees on its fiscal year 2015 investment
plans for air cargo security. The expenditure
plan briefings described under this heading
are separate and distinct from the obligation
and expenditure guidance noted in Title I of
this statement.

Aviation Regulation and Other Enforcement

A total of $349,821,000 is provided for Avia-
tion Regulation and Other Enforcement.
Within this total, $129,900,000 is provided for
the National Explosives Detection Canine
Team Program and $70,550,000 is provided for
Airport Law Enforcement and Assessments.

Federal Air Marshals

A total of $790,000,000 is provided for the

Federal Air Marshals (FAMS). The amount

provided under this heading reflects current
attrition rates, the consolidation of FAMS
into Aviation Security, and the realignment
of the remaining FAMS funding into the
Surface Transportation Security appropria-
tion.

The Department is required to deploy Fed-
eral Air Marshals on flights determined to
present high security risks, and to make
nonstop, long distance flights, including in-
bound international flights, a priority, as per
49 U.S.C. 44917. Therefore, TSA is expected to
utilize personnel and deployment patterns to
optimize coverage of flights to address
known threats, minimize risk, and com-
plement the full range of security resources
deployed by the U.S. government. TSA is to
brief the Committees on the optimal mix of
FAMS personnel and the types and frequency
of flights for which coverage should be pro-
vided. Other details are included within the
classified annex.

As detailed in the Senate report, FAMS is
to brief the Committees, not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of this Act,
on its efforts to implement recommenda-
tions made in a recent study of operations
and staffing by the Homeland Security Stud-
ies and Analysis Institute.

SURFACE TRANSPORTATION SECURITY

A total of $123,749,000 is provided for Sur-
face Transportation Security. Within the
amount appropriated, $94,519,000 is for the
Surface Inspectors and Visible Intermodal
Prevention and Response (VIPR) PPA, in-
cluding a reduction of $3,000,000 below the re-
quest to reduce the number of VIPR teams
to 31, compared to the 33 requested in the
budget.

INTELLIGENCE AND VETTING

A total of $219,166,000 is provided for Intel-
ligence and Vetting. To facilitate oversight,
TSA shall brief the Committees not later
than 60 days after the date of enactment of
this Act on efforts to modernize vetting and
credentialing infrastructure.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:
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(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Direct Appropriations:
il $51,801 $51,545
Secure Flight 112,543 99,569
Other Vetting Programs 68,182 68,052
Subtotal, Direct Appropriations 232,526 219,166
Fee Collections:
Transportation Worker Identification Credential Fee 34,832 34,832
Hazardous Material Fee 12,000 12,000
General Aviation at DCA Fee 350 350
Commercial Aviation and Airport Fee 6,500 6,500
Other Security Threat A Fee 50 50
Air Cargo/Certified Cargo Screening Program Fee 1,173 1,173
TSA Pre-Check Application Program Fee 13,700 13,700
Alien Flight School Fees 5,000 5,000
Subtotal, Fee Collections 79,605 79,605
Total, Intelligence and Vetting $312,131 $298,771
Secure Flight TRANSPORTATION SECURITY SUPPORT
A total of $99,569,000 is provided for Secure A total of $917,226,000 is provided for Trans-
Flight. Due to delays in implementing the portation Security Support.
Large Aircraft and Charter Screening Pro- The amount provided for this appropria-
gram, the funding requested is not provided. tion by PPA is as follows:
( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Headquarters Administration $275,891 $269,100
Information Technology 451,920 449,000
Human Capital Services 204,215 199,126
Total, Transportation Security Support $932,026 $917,226

The bill withholds $25,000,000 from obliga-
tion until TSA submits to the Committees a
report providing evidence that behavioral in-
dicators can be successfully used to identify
passengers who may pose a threat to avia-
tion security, as well as a report addressing
GAO’s concerns with TSA’s Advanced Imag-
ing Technology program. TSA shall also
brief the Committees on the specific actions
being taken to address recent allegations of
unethical activity involving the purchase
and sale of firearms within FAMS.

COAST GUARD
OPERATING EXPENSES

A total of $7,043,318,000 is provided for Op-

erating Expenses, including $553,000,000 for

defense activities, of which $213,000,000 is des-
ignated for overseas contingency operations
(OCO) and the global war on terrorism
(GWOT). Funds provided in support of GWOT
and OCO under this heading may be allo-
cated without regard to section 503 in Title
V of this Act. Pending the submission of the
Capital Investment Plan (CIP) with the
President’s budget, the bill withholds from
obligation $85,000,000 of the appropriation.
The appropriated amount includes the fol-
lowing increases to the budget request:
$50,000,000 to reduce the backlog in critical
depot level maintenance; $7,800,000 to main-
tain one of the two High Endurance Cutters
proposed for decommissioning; $15,000,000 to

restore operational hours and critical depot
maintenance reductions; $4,200,000 for
counterdrug surge operations; $2,200,000 to
restore a Bravo Zero response capability;
$7,500,000 to restore unjustified cuts to mili-
tary special pays; $1,000,000 to restore cuts to
vessel boarding teams; $2,500,000 to restore
cuts to information technology programs;
and $2,740,000 to address an anticipated
shortfall in small boat purchases. The appro-
priated amount also includes the request for
the 2015 military pay increase.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill

Military Pay and All $3,433,594 $3,449,782
Civilian Pay and Benefits 181,372 781,517
Training and Recruiting 197,800 198,279
Operating Funds and Unit Level Mai 991,919 1,008,682
Centrally M d Accounts 335,262 335,556
Intermediate and Depot Level Mai 1,003,786 1,056,502
Overseas Contingency Operations/Global War on Terrorism ——— 213,000

Total, Operating Expenses $6,749,733 $7,043,318

Overseas Contingency Operations and Global
War on Terrorism Funding

The bill includes funding for OCO/GWOT
within the Coast Guard Operating Expenses
appropriation instead of within funding pro-
vided to the Department of Defense. The
Coast Guard is directed to brief the Commit-
tees not later than 30 days after the date of
enactment of this Act on any changes ex-
pected in the funding requirement for OCO/
GWOT activities during fiscal year 2015. Fur-
ther, the Coast Guard is directed to include
details of its current and future support to
Central Command in the classified annex of
the fiscal year 2016 budget request.

Coast Guard Yard
The Coast Guard Yard located at Curtis

Bay, Maryland, is recognized as a critical
component of the Coast Guard’s core logis-

tics capability that directly supports fleet
readiness. Sufficient industrial work should
be assigned to the Yard to sustain this capa-
bility.

The Coast Guard shall provide a report on
drydock facilities at the Coast Guard Yard,
as directed in the Senate report.

National Housing Assessment

The Coast Guard shall submit, as part of
the fiscal year 2016 budget request, the infor-
mation directed in the Senate report con-
cerning the National Housing Assessment.

Mission Needs Statement

Not later than July 1, 2015, the Com-
mandant shall submit to the Committees a
new Mission Needs Statement (MNS), which
will be used to inform the out-year CIP. The
MNS should assume that the Coast Guard re-

quires the capability to continue to carry
out all of its eleven statutory missions.

Not later than September 30, 2016, the
Commandant shall submit to the Commit-
tees a revised Concept of Operations
(CONOPS), which, in conjunction with the
MNS, will be used as a planning document
for the Coast Guard’s re-capitalization needs.
The CONOPS shall determine the most cost
effective method of executing mission needs
by addressing gaps identified in the MNS, ad-
dressing the funding requirements proposed
in the five-year CIP, and providing options
for reasonable combinations of alternative
capabilities of air and surface assets, to in-
clude icebreaking resources and fleet mix.
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Small Boat Purchases

The Department shall submit a report on
fiscal year 2015 small boat purchases, as de-
tailed in the Senate report. For fiscal year
2016, such information shall be included
within the congressional budget justifica-
tion. Further, the Coast Guard shall work
with industry partners to outline annual
small boat requirements and to better under-
stand the cost implications of indefinite de-
livery/indefinite quantity purchase agree-
ments.
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Command and Control Aircraft
As directed in the Senate report, the Coast
Guard shall notify the Committees of any
changes in the type or number of its com-
mand and control aircraft. Further, not later
than 90 days after the date of enactment of
this Act, the Coast Guard shall brief the
Committees on the path forward for future
leases or purchases of such aircraft.
ENVIRONMENTAL COMPLIANCE AND
RESTORATION
A total of $13,197,000 is provided for Envi-
ronmental Compliance and Restoration.
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RESERVE TRAINING

A total of $114,572,000 is provided for Re-
serve Training.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, AND
IMPROVEMENTS

A total of $1,225,223,000 is provided for Ac-
quisition, Construction, and Improvements.
The amount provided for this appropriation
by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Vessels:
Survey and Design—Vessel and Boats $500 $500
In-Service Vessel Sustainment 24,500 49,000
National Security Cutter 638,000 632,847
Offshore Patrol Cutter 20,000 20,000
Fast Resp Cutter 110,000 110,000
Cutter Boats 4,000 ,000
Polar Ice Breaking Vessel 6,000 ——-
Polar Icebreaker Preservation -——- 8,000
Subtotal, Vessels 803,000 824,347
Aircraft:
H-60 Airframe Replacement ——— 12,000
HC-144 Conversion/Sustainment 15,000 15,000
HC-27) Conversion/Sustainment 15,000 20,000
HC-130J Acquisition/Conversion/Sustainment 8,000 103,000
HH-65 Conversion/Sustainment 30,000 30,000
Subtotal, Aircraft 68,000 180,000
Other Acquisition Programs:
Program Oversight and M: t 18,000 18,000
CAISR 36,300 36,300
CG—Logistics Information M t System 3,000 5,000
Subtotal, Other Acquisition Programs 57,300 59,300
Shore Facilities and Aids to Navigation:
Major Construction: Housing; ATON; Survey & Design 19,580 19,580
Major Acquisition Systems Infrastructure 16,000 16,000
Minor Shore 5,000 5,000
Subtotal, Shore Facilities and Aids to Navigation 40,580 40,580
Military Housing ——— 6,000
Direct Personnel Costs 115,313 114,996
Total, Acquisition, Construction, and Imp ts $1,084,193 $1,225,223

National Security Cutter

A total of $632,847,000 is provided for the
National Security Cutter (NSC) program.
The total reflects a reduction of $7,500,000
based upon previous production cost savings
and updated execution data from the Coast
Guard and $3,953,000 for close out and other
costs requested well ahead of need. Within
the NSC total, $6,300,000 is included for small
unmanned aircraft systems.

Polar Icebreaker Preservation

As detailed in the Senate report, $8,000,000
is included for the preservation of the Polar
Sea in anticipation of a potential, future
year reactivation.

Polar Ice Breaking Vessel

No additional funding is provided for the
polar icebreaking program. Current program
efforts for fiscal year 2015 are fully funded
from prior year appropriations.

H-60 Airframe Replacement
A total of $12,000,000 is provided to allow
for the continued work on the remanufacture
of H-60 helicopters.
HC-130J Aircraft

An additional $95,000,000 is provided for one
fully missionized HC-130J aircraft.

HC-27J Conversion/Sustainment

A total of $20,000,000 is provided for the HC—
27J Spartan aircraft program, to include an
additional $5,000,000 for aircraft spares.

Military Housing

A total of $6,000,000 is provided for the re-
capitalization, improvement, and acquisition
of housing to support military families. The
Coast Guard shall provide to the Committees
an expenditure plan for these funds in the
shore facilities report required to be sub-
mitted not later than 45 days after the date
of enactment of this Act.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, TEST, AND
EVALUATION
A total of $17,892,000 is provided for Re-
search, Development, Test, and Evaluation.
RETIRED PAY

A total of $1,450,626,000 is provided for Re-
tired Pay. The Coast Guard’s Retired Pay ap-
propriation is a mandatory budget activity.

UNITED STATES SECRET SERVICE
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

A total of $1,615,860,000 is provided for Sala-
ries and Expenses. Included in the amount is
$21,500,000 to begin preparation and training
for presidential candidate nominee protec-
tion for the 2016 presidential election, includ-
ing for protective vehicles and communica-
tions technology; and $4,000,000 to establish
the protective detail for the next former
President.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Protection:
Protection of Persons and Facilities $874,885 $892,685
Protective Intelli Activities ,234 K
National Special Security Event Fund 4,500 4,500
Presidential Candidate Nominee Protection 25,500 25,500
Subtotal, Protection 973,119 990,221
Investigations:
Domestic Field Operations 332,395 338,295
International Field Office Administration, Operations and Training 34,361 34,195
Support for Missing and Exploited Children -——- 8,366
Subtotal, Investigations 366,756 380,856
Headquarters, Management and Administration 189,191 188,380
Rowley Training Center 55,868 55,378
Information Integration and Technology Transformation 1,036 1,025
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($000)
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Budget Estimate Final Bill

Total, Salaries and Expenses

$1,585,970 $1,615,860

White House Complex Security

Recent incidents at the White House have
raised serious concerns about the leadership
and management of the Secret Service. In its
Security Report on the White House Incur-
sion Incident of September 19, 2014, the De-
partment highlighted critical failures in in-
formation sharing and communications, con-
fusion about operational protocols, and gaps
in training at the White House Complex.
While some of these problems can be attrib-
uted to insufficient resources requested by
DHS and the Office of Management and
Budget, others are systemic and appear to
reflect broader cultural challenges within
the Secret Service. To begin addressing some
of these shortfalls, the bill provides an addi-
tional $25,000,000 in the Protection of Persons
and Facilities PPA. These resources shall be
used in part to support additional tactical
canine units and staff, assess and bolster se-
curity infrastructure at both the White
House Complex and Vice President’s Resi-
dence, and fund overtime and training. The
Secret Service is directed to brief the Com-
mittees not later than 60 days after the date
of enactment of this Act on its plans for
using these additional resources to provide
the necessary security enhancements and
training.

Professionalism within the Workforce

As described in the House report, recurring
allegations of misconduct within the Secret
Service are deeply disappointing. The Secret
Service is expected to take all steps nec-
essary to ensure that it has in place the
proper training and protocols to prevent
similar incidents and to hold violators ac-
countable for their actions. Accordingly, the
bill withholds $10,000,000 from obligation for
Headquarters, Management and Administra-
tion until the Secret Service submits to the
Committees, not later than 90 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, a report pro-
viding evidence that the Secret Service has
sufficiently reviewed its professional stand-
ards of conduct; issued new guidance for the
procedures and conduct of employees when
engaged in overseas operations and protec-
tive missions; and instituted a professional

standards policy consistent with the agen-
cy’s critical missions and unique position of
public trust.

Electronic Crimes Investigations and State

and Local Cybercrime Training

As detailed in the House and Senate re-
ports, a total of $108,437,000 is provided for
the Secret Service’s various cyber activities,
including electronic crimes investigations
and state and local cybercrime training.
Within this total, not less than $12,000,000 is
provided for the robust support and expan-
sion of basic and advanced training for state
and local law enforcement personnel, judges,
and prosecutors to combat cybercrime.

National Special Security Event Fund

A total of $4,500,000 is provided to defray
costs associated with the Secret Service’s
statutory responsibility to direct the plan-
ning and coordination of National Special
Security Events (NSSEs). As described in the
House report, the Secret Service shall pro-
vide periodic updates on NSSEs planned for
fiscal year 2015 prior to and following each
event.

Technology Activities

The bill provides a total of $1,025,000 for In-
formation Integration and Technology
Transformation activities of the Secret
Service. The Secret Service is directed to
brief the Committees on all Secret Service
information technology activities to include
the information previously required in the
multi-year investment plan.

Strategic Human Capital Plan

Not later than 60 days after the date of en-
actment of this Act, the Secret Service is di-
rected to provide a strategic human capital
plan for fiscal years 2015 through 2019 that
aligns mission requirements with resource
projections and delineates between protec-
tive and investigative missions. The plan
shall address how projected resources can
provide the appropriate combination of spe-
cial agents and Uniformed Division officers
to avoid routine leave restrictions, enable a
regular schedule of mission-critical training,
and provide appropriate levels of support
staffing.

ACQUISITION, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

A total of $49,935,000 is provided for Acqui-
sition, Construction, Improvements, and Re-
lated Expenses, including $5,380,000 for facili-
ties and $44,555,000 for investments in Infor-
mation Integration and Technology Trans-
formation programs.

TITLE III—-PROTECTION, PREPARED-
NESS, RESPONSE, AND RECOVERY

NATIONAL PROTECTION AND PROGRAMS
DIRECTORATE

MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

A total of $61,651,000 is provided for Man-
agement and Administration (M&A) of the
National Protection and Programs Direc-
torate (NPPD). The request to transfer 18
FTE from OBIM to the NPPD M&A PPA is
denied; therefore, the $2,914,000 for these FTE
is included in the total provided for OBIM.
The bill includes a new provision requiring
NPPD to submit its fiscal year 2016 budget
request by office and PPA. All information
shall be submitted in the congressional budg-
et justification and clearly demonstrate
funding levels and projected program out-
comes. NPPD is directed to brief the Com-
mittees quarterly on a plan for the obliga-
tion and expenditure of funds for all ac-
counts, as specified under Title I of this
statement.

INFRASTRUCTURE PROTECTION AND
INFORMATION SECURITY

A total of $1,188,679,000 is provided for In-
frastructure Protection and Information Se-
curity (IPIS), of which $225,000,000 is avail-
able until September 30, 2016.

A provision is included permitting the use
of funds for Next Generation Networks ac-
tivities if there are delays due to contract
actions in other programs. The provision is
provided to promote the best use of funds
only if there are unavoidable delays in other
critical activities.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Infrastructure Protection:
Infrastructure Analysis and Planning $63,999 $64,494
Sector Management and Governance 63,136 64,961
Regional Field Operations 57,034 56,550
Infrastructure Security Compli 86,976 85,027
Subtotal, Infrastructure Protection 271,145 271,032
Cybersecurity and Communications:
Cybersecurity:
Cybersecurity Coordination 4,330 4311
US Computer Emergency Readiness Team (US-CERT) Operations 98,794 98,573
Federal Network Security 171,500 171,000
Network Security Depl 377,690 377,000
Global Cybersecurity M t 17,613 25,873
Critical Infrastructure Cyber Protection and Awaren 70,963 70,919
Busil Operations 5,554 5,524
Subtotal, Cybersecurity 746,444 753,200
Communications:
Office of Emergency C ication 36,480 37,335
Priority Tel ications Services 53,381 53,324
Next Generation Networks 69,571 53,293
Programs to Study and Enhance Tel ication 10,106 10,092
Critical Infrastructure Protection Programs 10,439 10,403
Subtotal, C ications 179,977 164,447
Subtotal, Cybersecurity and C ications 926,421 917,647
Total, Infrastructure Protection and Information Security $1,197,566 $1,188,679
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Infrastructure Protection

It is critical that NPPD maintain a robust
infrastructure information and analysis ca-
pability to guide decision-making that helps
prevent and respond to incidents. Within the
amount provided for Infrastructure Analysis
and Planning, $17,150,000 is for the National
Infrastructure Simulation and Analysis Cen-
ter; $15,500,000 is for Vwulnerability Assess-
ments; and $9,000,000 is for the Office of
Bombing Prevention.

NPPD shall expand its efforts to strength-
en the ability of government and private sec-
tor critical infrastructure partners to assess
risks, coordinate programs and processes,
and execute risk management programs and
activities. Accordingly, a total of $64,961,000
is provided for Sector Management and Gov-
ernance, which includes $2,000,000 above the
request to define agency needs, identify re-
quirements for community-level critical in-
frastructure protection and resilience, and
rapidly develop, test, and transition to use
technologies that address needs and require-
ments.

As described in the Senate report, NPPD
shall provide semi-annual reports on the im-
plementation of the Chemical Facility Anti-
Terrorism Standards (CFATS) program that
include the numbers of facilities covered; in-
spectors; completed inspections; inspections
completed by region; pending inspections;
days inspections are overdue; enforcement
actions resulting from inspections; and en-
forcement actions overdue for resolution.

As described in the House and Senate re-
ports, NPPD’s excessive use of administra-
tively uncontrollable overtime (AUO) was in-
appropriate. As a result, the President’s
budget request for Infrastructure Security
Compliance has been reduced. NPPD shall
brief the Committees on implementation of
its new overtime policies and on overtime
year-to-date and anticipated expenditures,
not later than May 1, 2015.

Federal System Cybersecurity

The process of instituting base capabilities
to secure the .gov domain remains onerous,
prohibiting efficient implementation and the
opportunity to make protections more
broadly available to critical infrastructure
operators and state and local governments.
NPPD is directed to move as expeditiously as
possible, working with the Tier I internet
service providers, other partners, and Fed-
eral departments and agencies, to deploy in-
trusion prevention security systems and con-
tinuous diagnostics capabilities. As part of
NPPD’s quarterly briefings on obligations
and expenditures, NPPD shall keep the Com-
mittees apprised of the deployment sched-
ules associated with its major cybersecurity
programs.

DHS has made progress through its col-
laborative efforts with Federal agencies in
overcoming obstacles and implementing cy-
bersecurity tools while safeguarding sen-
sitive information. A recent agreement with
the Census Bureau to use EINSTEIN services

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

and the U.S. Computer Emergency Readiness
Team should be used as a template for other
Federal agencies that have been reticent to
take advantage of EINSTEIN services be-
cause of concerns about protecting sensitive
data.

Cybersecurity Workforce

A total of $25,873,000 is provided for Global
Cybersecurity Management, of which no less
than $15,810,000 is for cybersecurity edu-
cation. As described in the Senate report,
NPPD is directed to conduct a review of the
feasibility and benefit (including cost sav-
ings and security) of using cybersecurity per-
sonnel and facilities outside of the National
Capital Region to serve Federal and national
needs. Findings of this review shall be re-
ported to Congress not later than 120 days
after the date of enactment of this Act.

FEDERAL PROTECTIVE SERVICE

A total of $1,342,606,000 is provided for the
Federal Protective Service (FPS), as re-
quested. This amount is fully offset by col-
lections of security fees. Pursuant to the
Senate report, the Secretary is directed to
certify, not later than 30 days after the date
of enactment of this Act that FPS will col-
lect sufficient revenue and fees to fully fund
operations and 1,371 FTE, including no less
than 1,007 in law enforcement, as requested
in the budget. A provision is included requir-
ing that a strategic human capital plan be
submitted with the President’s fiscal year
2016 budget proposal.

OFFICE OF BIOMETRIC IDENTITY MANAGEMENT

A total of $252,056,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of Biometric Identity Management
(OBIM). The request to transfer 18 FTE from
OBIM to the NPPD M&A PPA is denied;
therefore, the $2,914,000 for these FTE is in-
cluded in the total provided for OBIM. Not
less than $25,382,000 is provided for IDENT
system improvements and modernization ef-
forts. OBIM is directed to brief the Commit-
tees on a plan for the obligation and expendi-
ture of funds, as specified under Title I of
this statement.

OBIM is directed to continue to brief the
Committees semi-annually on its workload
and service levels, staffing, modernization
efforts, and other operations, with the first
briefing not later than 90 days after the date
of enactment of this Act. These briefings
shall include an update on the estimated
costs and schedule for replacing the current
IDENT system and the schedule for enrolling
TSA’s special vetted populations and DHS
employees and contractors into IDENT.

OBIM shall also continue semi-annual
briefings on interagency coordination with
the Departments of Justice, Defense, and
State, and progress towards integrating the
various biometric systems, including Unique
Identity.

OFFICE OF HEALTH AFFAIRS

A total of $129,358,000 is provided for the Of-
fice of Health Affairs (OHA). Of the total
amount, $86,891,000 is for BioWatch; $824,000
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is for the Chemical Defense Program;
$10,500,000 is for the National Biosurveillance
Integration Center (NBIC); $4,995,000 is for
Planning and Coordination; and $26,148,000 is
for Salaries and Expenses.

Biosurveillance Activities

The bill provides an increase of $2,240,000 to
begin replacement of aging BioWatch equip-
ment to maintain current biodetection capa-
bilities. OHA and the Science and Tech-
nology Directorate are directed to brief the
Committees not later than 60 days after the
date of enactment of this Act on the path
forward for BioWatch and biosurveillance
programs.

National Biosurveillance Integration Center

The bill provides $10,500,000 for NBIC,
$2,500,000 above the amount requested, in-
cluding a total of $3,400,000 to operationalize
successful pilots funded in prior years. Prior
to obligating this operationalization fund-
ing, OHA shall brief the Committees on its
evaluation of the NBIC pilot projects and its
proposal to operationalize successful pilots,
including the resulting capability enhance-
ments and funding requirements for those
activities in fiscal year 2015 and future years.

FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY
SALARIES AND EXPENSES

A total of $934,396,000 is provided for Sala-
ries and Expenses. Within the total, not less
than: $2,000,000 is for the Emergency Manage-
ment Assistance Compact; $4,199,5615 is for
the National Hurricane Program; $8,500,000 is
for the National Earthquake Hazards Reduc-
tion Program; $9,100,000 is for the National
Dam Safety Program; and $4,000,000 is for au-
tomation modernization. Of the total,
$30,000,000 is for capital improvements to the
Mount Weather Emergency Operations Cen-
ter. A provision is included providing fund-
ing related to modernization of automated
systems.

It is noted that the reprogramming notifi-
cation requirements delineated in section 503
of this Act apply to the movement of funds
between and among programs, projects, or
activities (PPAs). In that regard, while the
funding table included at the end of this
statement provides guidance on reprogram-
ming control levels, section 503 notification
requirements also apply to funding amounts
referenced in budget justification materials,
Committee reports, and ‘“‘new starts,” de-
fined as any significant new activity that
has not been explicitly justified to the Con-
gress in budget justification material and
appropriated by the Congress during the nor-
mal budget process. When determining which
movements of funds are subject to section
503, FEMA is reminded to follow GAQ’s defi-
nition of ‘‘program, project, or activity” as
detailed in the GAO’s A Glossary of Terms
Used in the Federal Budget Process.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(/$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Administrative and Regional Offices $245218 $244,183
Office of National Capital Region Coordination ——— (3,400)
Preparedness and Protection 185,000 180,797
Resp 167,376 175,986
Urban Search and Rescue Resp System (27,513) (35,180)
Recovery 56,030 55,789
Mitigation 25,782 28,876
Mission Support 141,809 145,316
Centrally M d Accounts 103,449 103,449
Total, Salaries and Expenses $924,664 $934,396
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Budget Justification
As directed in Title I of this explanatory
statement, FEMA shall include funding and
FTE information in the budget justifications
for fiscal year 2016, to include the prior year
actual funding level, an estimate for current
year funding, and the request for the budget
year for all PPAs, programs, and sub-pro-
grams.
Training Assessment
As directed in the Senate report under the
State and Local Programs appropriation,
FEMA shall brief the Committees on the re-
sults of the review of its training programs
when completed. The briefing shall include
the requirements for attaining the personnel
qualification levels dictated in the recent
20142018 FEMA Strategic Plan.
Automation Modernization

A total of $4,000,000 is provided for automa-
tion modernization. In lieu of the direction
by the Senate, the Administrator of FEMA
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and the DHS CIO shall brief the Committees
on the expenditure plan for automation mod-
ernization to include the prior year actual
funding level, an estimate for current year
funding, and the request for the budget year.
Roles and Missions Review of Regional
Offices

The FEMA Administrator is encouraged to
conduct an assessment that shall provide ad-
vice and recommendations regarding the ap-
propriate roles and missions of the FEMA
Regional Offices for the purpose of maxi-
mizing the Agency’s ability to carry out au-
thorized activities and determining budg-
etary requirements. The assessment will
seek to identify and distinguish, in consider-
ation of each region’s unique requirements
due to geography, demographics, and other
factors, which FEMA Regional Office roles,
missions, and functions might be added or
enhanced; maintained at current levels of
performance; reduced, eliminated, or moved;
or better performed by private organizations
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(by contract or otherwise), public authori-
ties, local or state governments, or other
Federal agencies. The assessment will be
completed not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act.

DHS Unity of Effort

Associated with the Department’s Unity of
Effort initiative, $1,138,000 is realigned from
the DHS Office of Policy to the Mitigation
PPA for the Resilience STAR program;
$900,000 is realigned from the DHS Office of
Operations Coordination and Planning (OPS)
to the Response PPA for the Very Small Ap-
erture Terminal (VSAT) project; and $500,000
is realigned from OPS to the Response PPA
for the Interagency Modeling and Atmos-
pheric Center.

STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS

A total of $1,500,000,000 is provided for
State and Local Programs, to be distributed
by PPA as follows:

( $000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
State Homeland Security Grant Program -—= $467,000
Operation Stonegarden -—= (55,000)
Urban Area Security Initiative - 600,000
Nonprofit Security Grants -——- (13,000)
Public Transportation Security Assistance and Railroad Security Assistance —-—= 100,000
Amtrak Security -—= (10,000)
Over-the-Road Bus Security -—- (3,000)
Port Security Grants -—= 100,000
Subtotal, Discretionary Grants -——= 1,267,000
Education, Training, and Exercises:
Emergency M t Institute -——= 20,569
Center for Domestic Preparedness -——= 64,991
National Domestic Prep: Consortium -——= 98,000
National Exercise Program -——= 19,919
Continuing Training -—= 29,521
Subtotal, Education, Training, and Exercises -——- 233,000
National Preparedness Grant Program $1,043,200 -——=
First Responder Assistance Program:
Emergency Management Performance Grants 350,000 —---1
Fire Grants 335,000 —-—--1
Staffing for Adequate Fire and Emergency Response (SAFER) Act Grants 335,000 —-—--1
Training Partnership Grants 60,000 -——=
Education, Training, and Exercises 102,269 -
Subtotal, First Responder Assistance Program 1,182,269 -
Total, State and Local Programs $2,225,469 $1,500,000

1Funds appropriated in separate accounts.

Provisions are included specifying time-
frames for grant awards, limiting grantee ad-
ministrative costs to five percent of the
total amount of each grant, permitting the
construction of communication towers under
certain conditions, requiring reports from
grantees as necessary, and permitting the
use of certain funds for security buffer zones
at FEMA facilities.

Education, Training, and Exercises

A total of $233,000,000 is provided for Edu-
cation, Training, and Exercises. Within the
total, $29,521,000 is for Continuing Training,
including $3,500,000 for rural first responder
training and not less than $2,000,000 for haz-
ardous materials training.

Urban Area Security Initiative

Consistent with the 9/11 Act, FEMA shall
conduct risk assessments for the 100 most
populous metropolitan areas prior to making
Urban Area Security Initiative (UASI) grant
awards. Because most of the cumulative na-
tional terrorism risk to urban areas is fo-
cused on a relatively small number of cities,
it is expected that UASI funding will be lim-
ited to urban areas representing up to 85 per-
cent of such risk and that resources will con-
tinue to be allocated in proportion to risk.

FIREFIGHTER ASSISTANCE GRANTS

A total of $680,000,000 is provided for Fire-
fighter Assistance Grants, including
$340,000,000 in grants for firefighter equip-
ment, protective gear, emergency vehicles,

training and other resources, and $340,000,000
for firefighter staffing grants.
EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT PERFORMANCE
GRANTS

A total of $350,000,000 is provided for Emer-
gency Management Performance Grants.

RADIOLOGICAL EMERGENCY PREPAREDNESS

PROGRAM

Statutory language is included providing
for the receipt and expenditure of fees col-
lected, as authorized by Public Law 105-276.

UNITED STATES FIRE ADMINISTRATION

A total of $44,000,000 is provided for the

United States Fire Administration.
DISASTER RELIEF FUND
(INCLUDING TRANSFER OF FUNDS)

A total of $7,033,464,494 is provided for the
Disaster Relief Fund (DRF), of which
$6,437,792,622 is designated as being for dis-
aster relief for major disasters pursuant to
section 251(b)(2)(D) of the Balanced Budget
and Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985. A
provision is included transferring $24,000,000
to the OIG for audits and investigations re-
lated to all disasters.

A general provision is included in Title V
of this Act rescinding $375,000,000 from
amounts provided for non-major disaster re-
sponse in prior years due to the significant
balances carried over from fiscal year 2014
and amounts recovered from previous disas-
ters during project closeouts. The remaining

balances, combined with the amount appro-
priated in this bill, fully fund all known re-
quirements, to include recovery from Hurri-
cane Sandy, the Colorado wildfires, the OKkla-
homa tornadoes, and other previous disas-
ters, as well as an estimate of relief efforts
for future disasters.

In lieu of direction in the House report di-
recting FEMA to provide a report on the
Public Assistance Alternative Procedures
Program to certain committees, FEMA shall
provide the report to Congress.

As directed in Title I of this statement,
FEMA shall include in the budget justifica-
tion for fiscal year 2016 a detailed justifica-
tion for all categories funded with base dis-
cretionary funding, including a detailed obli-
gation plan for the Disaster Readiness Sup-
port (DRS) program. Additionally, FEMA
shall provide briefings on the obligation and
expenditure of DRS funding not later than 30
days after the date of enactment of this Act
and semi-annually thereafter.

FEMA is directed to continue rigorous ef-
forts to prevent improper payments to citi-
zens seeking disaster assistance. Reclaiming
funds from individuals during a financially
fragile time is destructive and can leave
families in ruin. If an improper payment is
made, FEMA shall implement the appeals
process efficiently and pay diligent attention
to overpayments made due to FEMA’s error.
If the improper payment cannot be forgiven,
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FEMA shall work with individuals based on
ability to make the repayment.

FEMA shall make every effort to assist
Federal agencies, including HUD, to find ac-
ceptable proof of work for completion of
home elevations.

FLOOD HAZARD MAPPING AND RISK ANALYSIS

PROGRAM

A total of $100,000,000 is provided for Flood

Hazard Mapping and Risk Analysis.
NATIONAL FLOOD INSURANCE FUND

A total of $179,294,000 is provided for the
National Flood Insurance Fund, for which
administrative costs shall not exceed four
percent.

FEMA is encouraged to promote more ex-
tensive use of the Community Rating Sys-
tem (CRS) nationwide. FEMA is directed to
dedicate resources for robust implementa-
tion of CRS and to continue working with in-
stitutions with expertise in floodplain man-
agement and disaster risk management that
can provide direct technical assistance to
communities to develop applications.

NATIONAL PREDISASTER MITIGATION FUND

A total of $25,000,000 is provided for the Na-
tional Predisaster Mitigation Fund, to re-
main available until expended.

EMERGENCY FOOD AND SHELTER

A total of $120,000,000 is provided for the
Emergency Food and Shelter (EFS) program,
of which administrative costs shall not ex-
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ceed 3.5 percent. A provision, as proposed in
the budget request, is not included for the
FEMA Administrator to transfer the funding
and administrative responsibility for EFS to
the Department of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment (HUD). While the proposal to trans-
fer EFS to HUD has merits, outreach with
appropriate stakeholders is required to en-
sure a successful transition. Should such a
transfer be proposed in future budget re-
quests, it is expected that FEMA and HUD
will have a comprehensive outreach strategy
as well as a full transition plan as part of
such proposal.
TITLE IV—RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT,
TRAINING, AND SERVICES

UNITED STATES CITIZENSHIP AND IMMIGRATION
SERVICES
E-Verify
A total of $124,435,000 is provided in discre-
tionary appropriations for E-Verify.
FEDERAL LAW ENFORCEMENT TRAINING
CENTER
SALARIES AND EXPENSES
A total of $230,497,000 is provided for Sala-
ries and Expenses. The amount available for
official reception and representation ex-
penses, $7,180, reflects recent historic ex-
penditures for this purpose. FLETC is di-
rected to brief the Committees on a plan for
the obligation and expenditure of funds, as
specified under Title I of this statement.
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ACQUISITIONS, CONSTRUCTION, IMPROVEMENTS,
AND RELATED EXPENSES

A total of $27,841,000 is provided for Acqui-
sition, Construction, Improvements, and Re-
lated Expenses. FLETC shall submit, not
later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, an updated five-year com-
prehensive master plan for its four training
centers.

SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY
MANAGEMENT AND ADMINISTRATION

A total of $129,993,000 is provided for Man-
agement and Administration. This amount
includes funds realigned from the DHS Office
of Operations Coordination and Planning for
the S&T NextGen Air Transportation Sys-
tem, as part of the Secretary’s Unity of Ef-
fort initiative.

RESEARCH, DEVELOPMENT, ACQUISITION, AND
OPERATIONS

A total of $973,915,000 is provided for Re-
search, Development, Acquisition, and Oper-
ations. In lieu of quarterly reports, the
Science and Technology Directorate (S&T) is
directed to provide semi-annual briefings to
the Committees on the review and
prioritization of each S&T-funded R&D
project, including documentation on how
each newly-funded project meets S&T’s
prioritization and funding criteria.

The amount provided for this appropria-
tion by PPA is as follows:

(1$000)
Budget Estimate Final Bill
Research, Development, and Innovation $433,788 $457 499
Laboratory Facilities 435,180 434,989
Acquisition and Operations Support 41,703 41,703
University Programs 31,000 39,724
Total, Research, Development, Acquisition, and Operations $941,671 $973,915

Research, Development, and Innovation

A total of $457,499,000 is provided for Re-
search, Development, and Innovation. S&T is
directed to brief the Committees not later
than 30 days after the date of enactment of
this Act on the proposed allocation of funds
by project and thrust area, and to provide
quarterly status briefings on the plan and
any changes from the original allocation.

Cybersecurity Research

The House and Senate reports both empha-
sized cybersecurity research as a strong pri-