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

———

DESIGNATION OF SPEAKER PRO
TEMPORE

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

WASHINGTON, DC,
March 7, 2018.

I hereby appoint the Honorable ROGER W.
MARSHALL to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

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

MORNING-HOUR DEBATE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the order of the House of Janu-
ary 8, 2018, the Chair will now recog-
nize Members from lists submitted by
the majority and minority leaders for
morning-hour debate.

The Chair will alternate recognition
between the parties. All time shall be
equally allocated between the parties,
and in no event shall debate continue
beyond 11:50 a.m. Each Member, other
than the majority and minority leaders
and the minority whip, shall be limited
to 5 minutes.

———

TURNING ABUNDANCE INTO
SCARCITY

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

Mr. MCcCLINTOCK. Mr. Speaker,
Frederic Bastiat, the great 19th cen-
tury economist, posed a simple ques-
tion that we need to think about care-
fully as we consider tariffs and trade
wars.

What is better: abundance or scar-
city?

The answer might seem self-evident,
but protectionists down through his-
tory just don’t seem to grasp it.

Suppose widgets cost $1 in Canada,
but $2 in America. That means you can
buy twice as many Canadian widgets
by importing them. That is called
abundance.

But some say that is not fair. We
need to slap a $1 tariff on Canadian
widgets to level the playing field. That
means we can only afford to buy half as
many. There is no more perfect way to
turn abundance into scarcity than by
levying a tariff on imports.

Yet that is what was precisely pro-
posed for steel and aluminum. By slap-
ping a tariff on foreign steel imports,
the amount of steel Americans can af-
ford will diminish as the price rises, so,
too, the price of everything we make
from steel, from cans to cars.

We are told this is necessary to save
American steel jobs. Well, Bastiat
would tell us that what we cannot see
is just as important as what we can.
We see the American steel jobs the tar-
iff has saved by blocking foreign com-
petitors. What we don’t see as clearly
are the jobs that disappear in every
American industry that uses steel as
their prices rise and demand for their
products falls.

Remember, every producer in a soci-
ety is also a consumer. No consumer
benefits from higher prices, and no pro-
ducer benefits from scarcer materials.

Every country that has cried protec-
tionism has suffered terribly, including
ours. Thomas Jefferson thought high
tariffs could fund the government and
promote domestic manufacturing. That
caused a devastating recession that
nearly destroyed our fledgling econ-
omy. Herbert Hoover responded to the
recession of 1929 with the Smoot-
Hawley Tariff Act. It didn’t end well.

Trade is simply the exchange of
goods, and both parties have to benefit
from the trade or it just doesn’t hap-
pen. If I pay you $1 for a cup of coffee,
I am telling you that your coffee is
worth more to me than my dollar, and
you are telling me that my dollar is

worth more to you than your cup of
coffee. When we make that exchange,
we both take away something of great-
er value than we had.

But what happens if we slap a $1 tar-
iff on that cup of coffee. Only two pos-
sible things: I am either going to buy
less coffee, or I am going to buy less of
other things to afford the tariff. Nei-
ther is good for the economy.

True, some governments subsidize
their exports, and that puts our pro-
ducers at a great disadvantage. In ef-
fect, these governments are picking up
part of the tab for the stuff that we
buy. As Milton Friedman observed,
that is simply foreign aid to American
factories and consumers, paid for by
the unfortunate taxpayers in the ex-
porting countries. The appropriate re-
sponse for us is to say, ‘‘thank you.”

Yes, that hurts the 140,000 American
jobs that produce steel. But the other
6.5 million Americans who manufac-
ture products using steel can make
more of their products, causing their
producers to hire more workers and to
pay them more. Jobs will disappear in
the steel mills, but they will reappear
as better jobs in industries that can
now obtain more steel at lower prices.

What would happen if we had a war?

Bastiat answered that question 150
years ago. He said trade, by its very
nature ‘‘is a reciprocal dependence. We
cannot depend on the foreigner unless
the foreigner depends on us.” If war
clouds should gather between Canada—
our biggest foreign supplier of steel—
and the United States, we might face
the prospect of losing their steel, but
Canada would lose all of the American
resources and products that their steel
exports buy. Trade reduces the risk of
war because it increases the value of
peace.

Bastiat marveled at how much we
spend to build ports and harbors, rail-
roads and highways, all for the sole
purpose of surmounting the obstacles
to trade that nature has created. What
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sense does it make to erect artificial
barriers to replace the natural ones
that we have overcome?

By that same token, President
Trump has set the stage for rapid eco-
nomic expansion by reducing the tax
and regulatory burdens that were
crushing our economy, and the econ-
omy is responding. What sense does it
make to ruin that progress by replac-
ing the taxes and regulations we have
shed, with new ones?

——————

BLOCKING IMMIGRATION
LEGISLATION

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

Mr. GUTIERREZ. Mr. Speaker, yes-
terday, I talked about immigrants
Donald Trump doesn’t really care for,
like the Dreamers who were raised in
the United States and are now vulner-
able to deportation. Then there are the
refugees from war and religious perse-
cution. He doesn’t really care for them
either.

Let’s see, there are the people from
El Salvador, Haiti, or Africa—the peo-
ple from shithole countries. Trump
would rather deport than protect them.
And he doesn’t want them coming here
legally either.

No, as we all know by now, Trump
prefers immigrants from snowhole
countries like Norway. Yep, you take a
look at the Winter Olympics
leaderboard of the countries that won
medals and that is a pretty good list of
who Trump wants to have here. Nor-
way, check. Canada, great. Nether-
lands, okay. And we better add Russia
to that, too.

President Trump has been blocking
any kind of immigrant legislation be-
cause he will only agree to protect
Dreamers from deportation if he can
eliminate whole categories of legal im-
migration. And not just any immigra-
tion, but specifically the programs that
are filled with people who want to
come to the United States legally from
Asia, Africa, and Latin America.

He is especially opposed to diversity
in our immigration system, and among
the programs he insists we eliminate is
the one most often used by immigrants
from Africa.

So Trump’s immigration approach is
pretty simple: If you are White, you
are all right. If you are Brown, you are
a little lower down. And if you are
Black, just go back.

The other group of people Trump is
particularly angry about are family
members of U.S. citizens—yes—and
those who are on the path to becoming
U.S. citizens. He insists that we need
to take away the rights of U.S. citizens
to petition for their family members.
Nope, Trump thinks U.S. citizens can-
not be trusted to petition for their own
family members, which is kind of
strange because he doesn’t have to look
very far to find an immigrant Amer-
ican citizen who petitioned—Ilegally—
for Melania’s parents to come to the
United States.
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According to The Washington Post:

“The parents of First Lady Melania
Trump have become legal permanent
residents of the United States and are
close to obtaining their citizenship, ac-
cording to people familiar with their
status. . . .

“Immigration experts said”’—they—
“very likely relied on a family reunifi-
cation process that President Trump
has derided as ‘chain migration’ and
proposed ending in such cases.”

Remember, the in-laws are from Slo-
venia, and that country won two med-
als at the Winter Olympics, so I guess
they are okay. It is okay, apparently.

Now, let us remember that the First
Lady of the United States is here in
this country because she applied for,
and received, an ‘‘extraordinary ability
visa,” which is often called the Ein-
stein visa because we give it to Nobel
Prize winners. But I guess we also give
the Einstein visa to musicians and art-
ists and runway models.

The First Lady’s extraordinary abili-
ties are many, I am sure. Now, I want
you to recall that one of the issues in
Jared Kushner’s security clearance was
that he owes so much money to for-
eigners, that some people might be able
to leverage that debt into an applica-
tion for another visa program just for
millionaires and fat cats. Yes, in Amer-
ica, if you have $1 million, or you look
like $1 million, you can get a visa. But
if you look like a parking attendant or
a busboy or a field hand or the king of
Wakanda, in the eyes of our President,
you are just not welcome in the United
States of America.

Look, let me break it down from my
perspective. This is not the country we
aspire to be. My mother came from
Puerto Rico with a fifth grade edu-
cation, and Puerto Rico has never won
a gold medal at the Winter Olympics.
But guess what? Her daughter—my sis-
ter—is a great public school teacher
and her son is a Member of Congress,
and I think that is what the American
story should always be about. Not spe-
cial treatment, not special programs
just for the rich and the beautiful, and
not, apparently, fast-tracking for the
President’s family, especially when he
is going after so many other people’s
families who look just like mine.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in profanity in debate.

Members are reminded to refrain
from engaging in personalities toward
the President.

———

VENEZUELA HUMANITARIAN
SITUATION

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise this morning to bring attention to
the sad and tragic truth of what is
going on in Venezuela today under a
cynical socialist thug, the Maduro re-
gime.
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Even though this administration has
stepped up and has taken a strong
stance against Maduro—we have sanc-
tioned a lot of individuals—there is
still much more that needs to be done.

And the first step is getting more ac-
tion by making sure that my fellow
colleagues are aware of the ongoing
crisis in Venezuela and helping those
who refuse to believe that Maduro can
be that bad. Yes, he really can be that
bad. And we need to understand the
suffering and the frustration of the
Venezuelan people.

The second step is urging the admin-
istration to increase the pressure, to
use the tools that are available to us,
to hold Maduro and his evil cronies ac-
countable. We have already seen how
some of these tools are working, Mr.
Speaker.

Our sanctions are working, so much
so that Maduro is actively looking at
ways to circumvent our sanctions, like
this crazy idea of launching his own
cryptocurrency. We are hitting him
where it hurts, and we need to build on
that momentum.

But we must also not forget to advo-
cate on behalf of the people of Ven-
ezuela who are suffering, who are mal-
nourished, and who are sick and poor.
They lack the most basic medical and
food supplies that they need—again, all
as a result of Maduro’s policies. Who
would have ever thought 30 years ago
that Venezuela, that was a breadbasket
for South America, is now having food
shortages throughout the country.

So I call on the international com-
munity to try to see what we can do to
ease this humanitarian crisis that Ven-
ezuelans are going through, because
this situation is terrible, but I fear
that it will get worse.

Maduro and his thugs are taking ad-
vantage of the worsening humanitarian
situation, defrauding organizations
that are looking to bring much-needed
food and medicine into the country,
and making it much harder to deliver
aid to those who desperately need it.

This is why my dear friend, Ranking
Member ELIOT ENGEL of our Foreign
Affairs Committee, and I have intro-
duced the Venezuela Humanitarian As-
sistance Act. This bill calls attention
to the food shortages, to the water
shortages, to the severe lack of medi-
cine, to the severe lack of medical sup-
plies, and to the lack of other vital
goods and services. But, more impor-
tantly, it directs our great agencies—
the USAID, especially, and the Depart-
ment of State—to develop a plan to de-
termine how the U.S. can help send in
some humanitarian assistance through
credible and independent nongovern-
mental organizations that are oper-
ating in Venezuela or in neighboring
countries. It is very difficult to get
that aid to the people who need it be-
cause Maduro does not want to help
the suffering Venezuelan people.

This bill passed the House last year,
and it sends a strong message that we
see the millions of people of Venezuela
who are suffering and that we want to
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help. As the political situation con-
tinues to deteriorate because socialism
does not work, communism does not
work, with Maduro announcing his
sham of elections, another round of
elections that only the opposition is
shut out and only the cronies can win,
political leaders are still in prison, and
protestors continue to be met with vio-
lence, we must do what we can until
this grave humanitarian crisis is re-
solved.
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That is why I urge the international
community to take notice of what is
going on in Venezuela, see how we can
come together and pass these impor-
tant measures so that we can help the
Venezuelan people. We must not stop
working until we see once again a free
and open, democratic Venezuela, free
from this socialist and communist re-
gime.

——————

RECOGNIZING ZOO DIRECTOR
MICHAEL BLAKELY

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

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, today I rise
to remember Michael Blakely of Little
Rock, who passed away at the age of 67
just before the new year.

Mike served as the director of the
Little Rock Zoo for 17 years prior to
his death. Next to his family, Mike’s
greatest love was for animals, from the
smallest of snakes to the largest of ele-
phants.

As a teenager, Mike began working
as a zoologist in Portland, Oregon, and
Oklahoma City before finally joining
our community in Little Rock.

In Little Rock, he became the direc-
tor of the Little Rock Zoo and held
that position from 1999 until 2016. His
work at our zoo enriched the lives of
the thousands who visited each year, as
well as the staff that he mentored so
well.

He was dearly loved by his wife,
Nancy, with whom he shared 34 years
of marriage, and his two kids, Thomas
and Elizabeth.

Martha and I thank him and his fam-
ily for their dedication to animals and
to the natural state of Arkansas.
RECOGNIZING BRYANT CITY COUNCILMAN JERRY

HENSON

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to recognize the life of a man who had
an indelible impact on central Arkan-
sas, Mr. Jerry Henson, who passed
away last month after a long battle
with health issues that culminated in a
sudden diagnosis of stage 4 liver can-
cer.

Jerry Henson dedicated his life to an-
swering the call to serve others. From
serving as an alderman for the city of
Bryant, to volunteering his time at the
Boys & Girls Club, Jerry lived his life
to serve others.

In 2016, Jerry was honored with the
Boys & Girls Club Hometown Hero
Award and, in December, he received
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the Charles Broadway Community Ex-
cellence Award.

Jerry’s example is one all Americans
and Arkansans can admire.

I extend my deepest condolences to
Jerry’s wife, Star; his children, Steph-
anie and Gerald; and I pray for the
well-being of his family and loved ones
during this very difficult time.

——————

RECOGNIZING LIEUTENANT JAMES
A. MAZZUCHELLI

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

Mr. YOHO. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to honor Lieutenant James A.
Mazzuchelli of Orange Park, Florida, a
naval flight surgeon who passed away
on February 24 as the result of a tragic
accident that occurred while he was on
duty.

Lieutenant Mazzuchelli graduated
from Clay High School in 2003, where
he served in the Naval JROTC pro-
gram. Upon graduation, he received a
full scholarship to Drexel University in
Pennsylvania, where he studied com-
merce and engineering.

After graduation from Drexel, he de-
cided to follow in his parents’ footsteps
and join the Navy. He did so while at-
tending medical school at Lake Erie
College of Osteopathic Medicine, and
received his naval officer’s commission
while finishing his studies.

Lieutenant Mazzuchelli served as a
flight surgeon with the Marine Light
Attack Helicopter Squadron 267 sta-
tioned out of Camp Pendleton, Cali-
fornia, and was deployed to Japan as
part of the Marines’ Unit Deployment
Program in 2016.

Over his 7 years of service, Lieuten-
ant Mazzuchelli provided exemplary
medical care to the brave men and
women who protect America. In fact, 2
weeks before his death, he completed
his aircrew syllabus and received his
aerial observer/aircrew wings, making
him one of the very few naval doctors
to have them.

He is survived by his parents and
stepparents, as well as two sisters. I
know his family, his community, and
his squadron will miss him dearly.

Hailed by his fellow soldiers for his
enthusiasm and dedication, Lieutenant
Mazzuchelli’s example of leadership
through service will continue to inspire
others.

We as a nation thank James and his
family for his dedication and service to
our great Nation. He will be missed,
but not forgotten.

———

LET’S NOT INCREASE TAXES AS A
WAY OF PROTECTING JOBS AND
CAPITAL IN THIS COUNTRY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
South Carolina (Mr. SANFORD) for 5
minutes.

Mr. SANFORD. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
encourage folks at home, folks in this
body, folks wherever they may be scat-
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tered across this country to speak out
against what the administration has
proposed with regard to raising tariffs
on steel and aluminum. At the end of
the day, I believe it would be disas-
trous not just for the economy at
large, but, frankly, for every one of us
in the way that it would impact our
pocketbook or our wallet.

In short, what I guess I am saying is
that you don’t have to do stupid to find
that stupid is indeed stupid.

What I am getting at here is that we
have had real-world experiments about
once every 100 years in this country on
these kinds of policies.

It was in 1828 that you had the so-
called tariffs of abomination, and it
was designed to supposedly protect jobs
and protect industry. It proved to do
neither. It actually proved to be disas-
trous for the South and, in particular,
South Carolina, where I am from.

About 100 years later, you had the
Smoot-Hawley tariffs that were equal-
ly disastrous in not producing what
they were supposedly designed to do.
They didn’t protect jobs, didn’t protect
industry, and, in fact, world trade de-
clined by about two-thirds during that
time period.

So as a country, what I am sug-
gesting is that we need to take a
breath, we need to look before we leap.

In life, I would say there is a value to
listening to the advice and counsel of
others. In this case, Gary Cohn, the
President’s chief economic person, who
is actually leaving based on this dis-
pute, has said this is not a good idea.
Steelworkers unions have said this is
not a good idea for the way it will im-
pact Canadian steel and, by virtue,
American steel. The markets, which
are sort of the collective opinion of
what we all think is going to come
next economically, dropped 600 points
on Thursday and Friday, saying this is
not a good idea. In fact, the Prime Min-
ister of Sweden was here yesterday,
and he was saying it was not a good
idea.

A lot of folks have spoken out and
said: This is a genuinely bad idea. Let’s
not move forward.

I would say further that, in negotia-
tions, rescue teams shouldn’t be the
ones shooting the hostage.

In this case, we have our Cs mixed
up. The administration talks about
doing something about China, but, in
fact, the group—the country—most im-
pacted would be the Canadians. The Ca-
nadians have to be some of our
staunchest allies over a long period of
time, with us in war, with us in trade,
with us culturally; yet the bulk of all
steel that is imported to the United
States comes from Canada and 50 per-
cent of what we export in steel goes to
Canada.

Let me put it this way: what I am
saying is that what we need to do here
is to trust our allies. If you walk into
a bar and somebody says, ‘‘If you take
one step closer, I am going to hit you
in the face,” we need to trust them
that they are telling the truth. And
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what they said is: If you do this to us,
we are going to do it to you.

In short, a trade war will ensue.

I remember watching a movie back
when I was in high school or college,
somewhere along there, called ‘“War
Games,” and basically what it said
was: the only way to win was not to
play.

If we move forward, we are going to
get hurt. Nobody wins in a trade war.

Finally, I would say this: in life, it is
easier to burn down than to build up.
You can take years constructing some-
thing and have it gone as a con-
sequence of a match in a matter of mo-
ments or hours.

As we look at this, this administra-
tion, in conjunction with the Congress,
has worked hard to construct a better
environment for jobs, capital, and way
of life with the tax cuts, with regu-
latory reform; but all that could be
erased if we move forward with these
tariffs.

More telling is the 70-year apparatus
that has been created—over 70 years,
since the time of World War II—that
had us engage with the rest of the
world, and we see movement in the
wrong direction.

Do we want better trade?

Yes.

Can there be changes that are made?

Yes. But this is not the answer.

A tariff, at the end of the day, is a
tax.

My simple presumption and my sim-
ple ask of this administration, the ask
of everybody in talking about what is
occurring here, is to say: Let’s not in-
crease taxes as a way of ‘“‘protecting
jobs and capital in this country.”

———————

RECOGNIZING THE LIFE OF
MARVIN R. EDWARDS

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

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise today to celebrate the life of Mr.
Marvin R. Edwards, who was a veteran,
a hero, and a predominant member of
the Jacksonville community.

Mr. Edwards served his country dur-
ing World War II flying missions with
the Office of Strategic Services, which
was the precursor of the CIA. He often
flew into enemy territory, collecting
information that changed the course of
the war. For his bravery with the OSS,
Mr. Edwards was awarded the Congres-
sional Gold Medal in 2016.

Following the war, he returned to
Jacksonville, where he became an
economist and a fixture in our commu-
nity, starting organizations such as the
Economic Roundtable of Jacksonville,
which brings together businesses and
community leaders to discuss eco-
nomic trends.

In addition to his passion for busi-
ness and economics, Mr. Edwards was a
champion of public schools and fought
for accountability in local and State
governments. He was active in the
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community and never shy about shar-
ing his opinion on major projects in
Jacksonville.

Mr. Edwards passed away at 96 years
of age. He is survived by his wife, He-
lene Edwards; and his children, Jeffrey,
Douglas, and Carolyn.

On behalf of a thankful city and
country, I stand today to thank Mr.
Edwards for his years of dedication to
his community and public service.

CONGRATULATING PETTY OFFICER 1ST CLASS

GENESIS MARIANO

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to honor and congratulate
Petty Officer 1st Class Genesis Mariano
for being named the 2017 Sea and Shore
Sailor of the Year.

Growing up, Petty Officer Mariano’s
father served in the Navy until 1994,
when he retired as a chief petty officer.
Genesis credits his father’s service as
the source of his inspiration for joining
the Navy.

After his father’s retirement,
Mariano’s family continued to reside in
Jacksonville, where he attended school
at Florida State College, pursuing his
associate’s degree until he joined the
Navy in 2004, following in his father’s
footsteps.

He went to boot camp in April of
2004, and upon completion, went to
Field Medical Service School in Camp
Lejeune, North Carolina.

He worked at duty stations all over
the world and is now the medical lead-
ing petty officer for Expeditionary
Warfare Training Group Pacific.

He aspires to make chief petty officer
and to eventually become a master
chief.

When asked about him, Mariano’s
commanding officers have only the
highest regard for him. They speak of
his integrity and his loyalty to his fel-
low soldiers and sailors, as well as his
exceptional medical program expertise.

One of Mariano’s primary goals is to
have an impact on all the sailors and
marines he encounters. He wants to
provide them with the same
mentorship and leadership that he was
shown during his early years in the
Navy.

Outside of his service, Mariano is ac-
tively pursuing his bachelor’s of
science in healthcare administration
from Kaplan University. He currently
maintains a 4.0 GPA and plans to re-
ceive his master’s degree.

So today, Mr. Speaker, I salute Petty
Officer 1st Class Genesis Mariano for
being named Sea and Shore Sailor of
the Year. He exemplifies the Navy’s
core values in every aspect of his life,
and I admire Petty Officer Mariano’s
commitment to the military and our
Nation. I congratulate him on receiv-
ing this honor and I thank him for his
service.

———
J 1030

RECOGNIZING THE GENEROSITY
AND COMMITMENT OF PENN
COMMUNITY BANK
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The

Chair recognizes the gentleman from
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Pennsylvania (Mr. FITZPATRICK) for 5
minutes.

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to recognize the generosity
and commitment to community service
of Penn Community Bank in my dis-
trict in Bucks County, Pennsylvania.

Over the course of the last year, 325
bank employees, executives, and direc-
tors raised nearly $78,000 for a variety
of programs and activities in our com-
munity, which they generously do-
nated to the United Way of Bucks
County. Todd Hurley, Penn Commu-
nity Bank’s executive vice president
and chief relationship officer, ex-
plained it best. He said: ‘‘Each of our
team members is proud of Penn Com-
munity Bank’s continued support of
United Way of Bucks County. We’'re
dedicated to improving our local com-
munities and helping United Way al-
leviate poverty, support education, and
increase self-sufficiency across Bucks
County.”

Mr. Speaker, this gift will ensure
that the United Way of Bucks County
can continue their important mission,
better serve the needs of the commu-
nity, and reach even more of our neigh-
bors in need. I applaud Penn Commu-
nity Bank and encourage everyone
throughout our community to follow
their lead in helping those in need.

CONGRATULATING PENNSBURY HIGH SCHOOL

STUDENTS FOR THEIR FUNDRAISING EFFORTS

Mr. FITZPATRICK. Mr. Speaker, I
rise today to congratulate Pennsbury
High School students on raising more
than $50,000 to fight childhood cancer
during their fourth annual Mini-THON.

Students raised the $50,000, which
benefits the Four Diamonds fund at the
Penn State Health Milton S. Hershey
Medical Center by hosting a football
game fundraiser, through smoothie
sales, and Mini-THON Thursdays.
These efforts culminated in an 8-hour
dance marathon on a Saturday. Mini-
THON, which raised $18,000 in its inau-
gural year, has grown, according to the
students involved, because of the
group’s ability to try different ideas
each year. This keeps students engaged
in fundraising and allows them to fig-
ure out ways and different methods
that work best.

The program is run by students, with
the help of two faculty advisers. This
year’s student co-chairs who helped
make Mini-THON a success were Char-
lie Bluestein and Kate Goldinger. As a
Penn Stater myself and a member of
our community, I could not be more
proud of what these students have
done, and I encourage everyone in our
community to follow their lead to
serve others in need.

———
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 31
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. HOLLINGSWORTH) at noon.

——————

PRAYER

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

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

The prophet Isaiah warns us: O Lord,
unless we acknowledge You as Lord
with living faith and lasting reverence,
we go adrift.

You have raised us and reared us. Our
pets know their owners, our appetites
know where to be fed, yet there are
times when we do not know where to
turn unless we truly belong to You.

As Your people, should we hear You
call us: ‘. . . a sinful nation, a people
laden with wickedness, an evil race,
corrupt children,” should we run away
from You? Or toward You?

In those times, is it You we fear and
cannot face? Or is it the truth about
ourselves? Strengthen us that we may
be drawn into the truth by You, now
and always.

May all we do in the people’s House
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.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Tennessee (Mr. DUN-
CAN) come forward and lead the House
in the Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee led the
Pledge of Allegiance as follows:

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

————

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.

————

MANUFACTURING EXTENSION
PARTNERSHIPS ARE GOOD FOR
BUSINESS

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

Mr. WILSON of South Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, this week we have representa-
tives from the South Carolina Manu-
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facturing Extension Partnership, MEP,
visiting for their annual legislative
day. MEPs are public-private partner-
ships that help small- and medium-size
manufacturers grow their business.
There are MEP centers in all 50 States
and Puerto Rico.

Manufacturing is one of America’s
major economic drivers, comprising
over 12 percent of our annual GDP,
with most manufacturing firms in the
United States having 500 employees or
less. MEPs provide much-needed assist-
ance for manufacturers to become
more successful. MEPs help manufac-
turers grow their global market with
export guidance on where to eliminate
waste.

Last year, MEPs across the country
generated $1.7 billion in cost savings,
$3.5 billion in new client investments,
and helped create and retain over
100,000 jobs. You can see these benefits
firsthand in the Second Congressional
District, where the South Carolina
Manufacturing Extension Partnership,
led by Chuck Spangler, served over 40
companies last year, resulting in $25
million in new sales and 25 retained
jobs.

I am grateful for the MEP’s positive
impact in communities across the
country.

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

————

BIPARTISAN ACTION ON GUNS

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

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the students, fac-
ulty, staff, families, and community
around Marjory Stoneman Douglas
High School who lost 17 of their own 3
weeks ago today.

I rise to join the entire community of
Parkland and millions of Americans all
across the country, Democrats and Re-
publicans, who are saying enough is
enough. The time for action is now.

We cannot allow partisan politics to
get in the way of taking meaningful ac-
tion in areas where both parties agree
and that have the support of most
Americans across this country. Here
are a few examples:

Both Democrats and Republicans
support legislation I have cosponsored
to ban bump stocks.

Both Democrats and Republicans
support legislation to close the loop-
hole exploited by the Sutherland
Springs, Texas, shooter last year.

Both Democrats and Republicans
support legislation to uphold Second
Amendment rights and strengthen the
National Instant Criminal Background
Check System.

Now is the time for us to come to-
gether and to take meaningful action
towards responsible, commonsense gun
safety reform.
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FEARS OF A TRADE WAR ARE
BEING GREATLY EXAGGERATED

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

Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee. Mr.
Speaker, in his column yesterday, Pat
Buchanan wrote that, through most of
its history, the Republican Party was
the high tariff party, favoring tariffs
rather than income taxes. He wrote
that those tariffs helped the U.S. to be-
come the strongest industrial power in
the world.

In the 1950s and 1960s, 53 percent of
American jobs were industrial based,
many of them white collar. Now only
around 10 percent are in manufac-
turing, and many thousands of college
graduates are working as waiters and
waitresses or in other low-paying jobs
and living with their parents.

Fears of a trade war are being great-
ly exaggerated. We have been in a trade
war for many years, and we have been
losing. With only 4 percent of the
world’s population, we buy almost 23
percent of the world’s goods.

Every country wants into our mar-
kets, and we have tremendous leverage
on trade that we haven’t been using.
President Trump’s proposed tariffs
apply only to two products. I commend
him for his effort to try to protect
American jobs.

———

GOP TAX BREAK FOR
BILLIONAIRES

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

Mr. CICILLINE. Mr. Speaker, despite
their best efforts, my Republican
friends have not fooled the American
people.

They provided a modest, temporary
tax cut for some Americans, but their
tax bill raised taxes on 86 million mid-
dle class families. Eighty-three percent
of the tax cuts go to the top 1 percent.
It creates $2.3 trillion in debt and pays
for it with deep cuts to Medicare and
Medicaid.

It also provides a huge tax break, $1.3
trillion, for the biggest corporations in
this country and further incentivizes
shipping American jobs overseas. Cor-
porations have announced more than
$200 billion in stock buybacks in just 3

months, more than 30 times what
workers received.
Corporations 1like Walmart and

Pfizer, at the same time, are laying off
thousands of workers as they pocket
massive tax breaks for themselves, and
we gave them incentives to ship more
jobs overseas.

Democrats want real bipartisan tax
reform that starts with a real perma-
nent tax break for the middle class
that will produce better jobs and better
wages for a better future. The Amer-
ican people deserve A Better Deal than
this raw deal that they got from the
Republicans in this tax bill.
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IN MEMORY OF DEPUTY
LOCKLEAR

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

Mr. PITTENGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in memory of Scotland County,
North Carolina, Deputy Alexis ‘“‘Thun-
der Eagle’”’ LocKklear, who was killed in
the line of duty last Thursday while
rushing to the aid of a fellow officer.

Deputy Locklear was just 23 years
old and had only been on the force for
10 months, yet those who knew him
best said he died doing what he loved.

My friend, Scotland County Sheriff
Ralph Kersey, said that Deputy
Locklear made friends everywhere he
went. Sheriff Kersey said: ‘“‘He wanted
to be a law enforcement officer, and he
chose the Scotland County Sheriff’s Of-
fice. It did not take a long time spend-
ing with Thunder to know that he
would fit right in with this family.”

Deputy Locklear leaves behind a 4-
year-old daughter as well as his par-
ents, grandparents, and six sisters.

Last week, Scotland County lost a
hero, but a hero remembered never dies
in our hearts. Please join me in offer-
ing condolences to the Locklear fam-
ily, Sheriff Kersey, and the Scotland
County Sheriff’s Office.

———

ELECTION SECURITY

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

Mr. SCHNEIDER. Mr. Speaker, the
threat of foreign interference in our
elections is real. Our intelligence
chiefs are sounding the alarm that
Russia views the 2018 election as a tar-
get for additional interference. And fi-
nally, yesterday, President Trump at
last acknowledged Russian meddling
and vowed to guard against it, saying:
“We won’t allow that to happen.”

But, Mr. Speaker, actions speak loud-
er than words, and time and time
again, this administration has proven
unwilling to confront this threat. We
learned this week that the State De-
partment is not using any of the re-
sources they have been given to
counter election interference. TU.S.
Cyber Command Chief Admiral Mike
Rogers said the President has not
granted him authority to disrupt Rus-
sian hacking operations. And we are
still waiting on the administration to
impose sanctions on Russia passed by
an overwhelming bipartisan majority
in this Congress.

This isn’t a future concern. Ameri-
cans voted in Texas primaries yester-
day, and they are already heading to
the polls in my State, Illinois, where
early voting began on Monday.

I urge the administration to get seri-
ous about this threat and support fund-
ing for the Election Assistance Com-
mission and resources for State elec-
tion officials on the front lines of this
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battle. This is not a partisan issue. It is
about protecting our democracy and
ensuring the integrity of every Ameri-
can’s vote.

——
VETERANS AFFAIRS EMPLOYEES
SPENDING 100 PERCENT OF

THEIR TIME ON UNION ACTIVI-
TIES

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

Mr. ARRINGTON. Mr. Speaker, I
came to the floor today to speak about
my cotton farmers, but my heart is
heavy after a conversation with our
veterans—our VFW, to be exact—about
this issue of union time, union activi-
ties on the taxpayer dole.

There was a GAO report a year ago
that said there were hundreds of VA
employees spending 100 percent of their
time on union activity, not the job
they were hired to do, not in service to
our veterans who wait in line to get
healthcare, who sometimes get sicker
and sometimes even die.

The law says that the only way to do
official time is it must be administered
in a way that is reasonable, necessary,
and in the public’s best interests.
Somebody spending 100 percent of their
time on anything other than what they
were hired to do, and especially in serv-
ice to our veterans, is not reasonable;
it is not necessary, and it certainly
isn’t in the best interests of the Amer-
ican people. It is outrageous.

SUPPORTING HMONG VETERANS
WHO FOUGHT DURING THE VIET-
NAM WAR

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

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I rise today
to call for the support of the Hmong
Veterans’ Service Recognition Act.

This bipartisan legislation extends
veterans’ burial benefits to Hmong and
Laotian-American veterans who fought
in the United States Armed Forces dur-
ing the Vietnam war. These brave men
and women risked their lives fighting
alongside American servicemen and
-women as soldiers in the Special Gue-
rilla Units, otherwise known as SGUs.

The SGUs were covertly trained by
the CIA during the Vietnam war and
then led into direct combat support for
American forces, yet they have never
been recognized for their service, which
is why I introduced the legislation with
Congressman PAUL COOK, himself a
decorated Vietnam veteran, who was a
colonel in the United States Army and
knows their story well.

There are only an estimated 5,000
Hmong veterans still alive today, with
thousands of them in the San Joaquin
Valley that I represent.

We extended this honor to Filipino
soldiers years ago. I ask that we honor
these courageous individuals with their
choice of being laid to rest next to
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their brothers in arms. It is the right
thing to do.

———
GUN VIOLENCE

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

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Speaker, as
Congress fails to advance commonsense
gun safety legislation, I would like to
share a letter from a young constituent
of mine, Bella, from Skokie, Illinois.

Bella recently had a lockdown at her
school. She writes: ‘“While my peers
and I crowded in the corner of my
classroom, my mind instantly thought
about the rise in school shootings in
2018. I thought, ‘Am I going to be part
of that statistic?’. . . . This lockdown
made me realize that something like
that could happen to anyone anywhere.
Please do something.”

Well, Bella, we have solutions that
are supported by an overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans: banning assault
weapons, passing comprehensive back-
ground checks.

Students and parents around the
country are telling us to do something.
It is time, now, for Congress to listen.

————
0 1215
YOUNG VOICES ON GUN VIOLENCE

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

Mrs. DAVIS of California. Mr. Speak-
er, I would like to share excerpts from
a letter I received from a 15-year-old in
my district of San Diego. It shows the
impact the Parkland, Florida, school
shooting is having on our young peo-
ple.

This young person writes: ‘I have
never been in a school shooting nor do
I know anyone who has, yet I feel every
time I think about it or have a dream
about it, I experience it.

“I’'m only 15 years old, why am I ter-
rified to go to places I used to love be-
cause someone could shoot me?

“Why is it so easy to buy and make
guns in this country?

“Why can nobody seem to do the
right thing and put a stop to this?

“Why does nobody pay attention to
the kids in this country who have
never been in a shooting but live in
constant fear and do not feel safe?

“I am asking you to do something
about the gun policies in this country
s0 people stop dying and younger gen-
erations of people can feel safe.

“Put us first, not guns.”

Mr. Speaker, what is the Chair’s an-
swer to this young voice?

———

MEDICARE FOR ALL

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

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I come
before the House today and the people
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of the United States because America
needs universal, single-payer
healthcare. We spend more—over $9,000
per person—on healthcare than any
other nation in the world.

But for all that money, Mr. Speaker,
we still have tens of millions of unin-
sured. We have the highest infant mor-
tality rate of any wealthy nation on
Earth, and we are last, last, in life ex-
pectancy among wealthy countries.

Mr. Speaker, in a few moments I ex-
pect to ask for unanimous consent that
I may hereafter be considered the first
sponsor of H.R. 676, the Expanded & Im-
proved Medicare For All Act. The bill
was originally introduced by my friend,
John Conyers. I have his support in
picking up the mantle where he left it
and for the purposes of adding cospon-
sors and requesting reprintings. I will
do that in a moment.

But, Mr. Speaker, the money that we
are spending on healthcare isn’t going
to the patients; it isn’t going to the
surgeons. It is going to the pharma-
ceutical industry and the insurance in-
dustry, who are raking in record prof-
its every day and are the major bene-
ficiaries of our policy.

———

PERMISSION FOR MEMBER TO BE
CONSIDERED AS FIRST SPONSOR
OF H.R. 676

Mr. ELLISON. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that I may here-
after be considered to be the first spon-
sor of H.R. 676, the Expanded & Im-
proved Medicare For All Act, a bill
originally introduced by Representa-
tive John Conyers from Michigan, for
the purposes of adding cosponsors and
requesting reprintings pursuant to
clause 7 of rule XII.

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

There was no objection.

———

TAKE ACTION TO ABATE THE GUN
EPIDEMIC

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

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, in a
few moments I will manage today’s
rules; but right now, I would like to
thank the staff of the Rules Committee
on both sides for the hard work that
they do, especially the staff director
for the Democrats, Don Sisson.

I would like to also take a moment
to recognize Ms. Kira Sisson, a senior
from Albion High School in western
New York. Kira is here with us today,
along with classmates from her school.
Don is her uncle.

Today we will not address Dreamers.
Today we will not address the gun epi-
demic. I encourage all adult Americans
to work with the students on March 24
that are coming here to Washington in
a march for what they describe as our
future. I hope adult Americans will en-
courage massive attendance at this
march, and that this Congress will
take action to abate the gun epidemic.
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ENOUGH IS ENOUGH

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

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, in
my district, over the past couple of
days, a baby, 8 years old, has been shot.
A baby, 5 years old, has been shot.
Other individuals have been shot and
killed. And, of course, the death and
the pillage of mass murders continue,
and those in Florida are still suffering,
and no gun action at all, no debate.

Additionally, young people are in the
streets, their families are fearful be-
cause the DACA fix promised by this
President has not been done.

We need to do our work, if we are
Americans; we need to do it for good
for all of those who live within the con-
fines of this Nation.

Then, finally, we had an election yes-
terday in Texas full of mistakes and
closed polls and nonworking machines.
Yet, the President of the United States
has $120 million to safeguard our elec-
tions in 2018 and he has done absolutely
nothing.

It is a demand that we begin to look
at the Russian intrusion, faulty voting
polls and machines, and begin to ad-
dress the American people’s right and
civil liberty of voting—one vote, one
person—without the fear and the ap-
prehension of Russians intruding into
an election in 2018 in order to skew the
Federal elections.

Enough is enough. It is time for us to
act.

———

RECOGNIZING REPRESENTATIVE
MARCY KAPTUR FOR WOMEN’S
HISTORY MONTH

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

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, as
we celebrate Women’s History Month
and the resilient women who have chal-
lenged the status quo, I am honored to
recognize my congressional colleague
and dear friend, Representative MARCY
KAPTUR.

In 1981, MARCY defeated the incum-
bent in an upset that gained national
attention, leading her to become the
longest-serving woman in the TU.S.
House of Representatives and a senior
member of the powerful and highly
coveted Appropriations Committee.

I met MARCY during my first tenure
in the House back in 1989, and at that
time there were only 31 women serving
in all of Congress. MARCY welcomed me
with open arms, and I quickly realized
that MARCY embodies what any legis-
lator should be: principled, truthful,
and a fierce fighter for her constitu-
ents.

It was because of MARCY’s vision and
tireless advocacy that Americans from
all over the country are now able to
visit the World War II Memorial here
in D.C. and honor the dedication and
sacrifice of the brave men and women
who defended our country.
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MARCY, you are an inspiration to
women everywhere, and I want to
thank you for your commitment to ad-
vocate for so many important issues
that matter to all Americans. Con-
gratulations on this honor, the longest-
serving woman in U.S. history.

————

DEMAND SERIOUS TREATMENT OF
THE GUN VIOLENCE PROBLEM

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

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, one of the
great things about our job is we have
all these wonderful young people come
to us from all over the world. And in
school, they read about the social con-
tract. They read John Locke. They
read Thomas Hobbes. They read Rous-
seau. The whole premise of the social
contract is that we will be safer in civil
society together than we would be if we
stay in the state of nature, which
Hobbes described as solitary, poor,
nasty, brutish, and short.

But we are failing the elemental test
and obligation of civil government be-
cause we are not keeping our people
safe when a teenager can access an AR-
15, go into a school, and assassinate at
point-blank range 17 teachers and stu-
dents.

And what are we doing here in Con-
gress?

Nothing. Here in the House of Rep-
resentatives, we have not had a single
hearing on gun violence. We have not
had a single hearing on a universal
criminal and mental background
check, which is supported by 97 percent
of the American people. It is almost
unanimous, and we can’t even have a
hearing about it.

We are demanding a hearing, and we
are demanding, with the young people
who are coming to Washington on Sat-
urday, March 24, serious treatment of
the gun violence problem which does
not belong in a civil society.

—————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1119, SATISFYING EN-
ERGY NEEDS AND SAVING THE
ENVIRONMENT ACT, AND PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
H.R. 1917, BLOCKING  REGU-
LATORY INTERFERENCE FROM
CLOSING KILNS ACT OF 2017

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, I call
up House Resolution 762 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 762

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 1119) to establish the
bases by which the Administrator of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency shall issue,
implement, and enforce certain emission
limitations and allocations for existing elec-
tric utility steam generating units that con-
vert coal refuse into energy. All points of
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order against consideration of the bill are
waived. The amendment in the nature of a
substitute recommended by the Committee
on Energy and Commerce now printed in the
bill shall be considered as adopted. The bill,
as amended, shall be considered as read. All
points of order against provisions in the bill,
as amended, are waived. The previous ques-
tion shall be considered as ordered on the
bill, as amended, and on any further amend-
ment thereto, to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce; and (2) one
motion to recommit with or without instruc-
tions.

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it
shall be in order to consider in the House the
bill (H.R. 1917) to allow for judicial review of
any final rule addressing national emission
standards for hazardous air pollutants for
brick and structural clay products or for
clay ceramics manufacturing before requir-
ing compliance with such rule. All points of
order against consideration of the bill are
waived. An amendment in the nature of a
substitute consisting of the text of Rules
Committee Print 115-62 shall be considered
as adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be
considered as read. All points of order
against provisions in the bill, as amended,
are waived. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill, as amend-
ed, and on any further amendment thereto,
to final passage without intervening motion
except: (1) one hour of debate equally divided
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Energy
and Commerce; and (2) one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from Wyoming is recognized
for 1 hour.

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

GENERAL LEAVE

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from Wyoming?

There was no objection.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of
House Resolution 762, which provides
for the consideration of H.R. 1119, the
Satisfying Energy Needs and Saving
the Environment—or SENSE—Act, and
provides for consideration of H.R. 1917,
the Blocking Regulatory Interference
from Closing Kilns—or BRICK—Act of
2017.

Mr. Speaker, for many years our do-
mestic energy industry has suffered
under unnecessary and politically mo-
tivated regulations and burdensome,
bureaucratic red tape, prohibiting
growth and innovation. President
Trump and his administration have
been working hard, along with this
Congress, to undo the policies which
have so harmed our domestic energy
industry.
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Today’s rule allows for the consider-
ation of two bills, which will further
those efforts and reform our regulatory
framework so our energy producers can
do their jobs more efficiently and eco-
nomically, along with safeguards that
will still be in place to protect health
and safety. These bills provide a com-
monsense solution to tailor EPA emis-
sion standards, and they provide rea-
sonable compliance timelines for the
specific regulated industries.

The first bill, H.R. 1119, the SENSE
Act, is sponsored by my colleague, Mr.
ROTHFUS from Pennsylvania. This bill
would provide for targeted modifica-
tions to the EPA’s Mercury and Air
Toxics Standards, MATS, as it applies
to coal refuse-to-energy facilities. The
EPA has included certain emissions
limits in the new standards that are
just simply not achievable for these
refuse plants.

These specialized power plants have
been developed to recycle coal refuse
by using it as an energy source to gen-
erate affordable, reliable electricity.
These facilities have thus far removed
214 million tons of coal refuse from the
environment, at no expense to tax-
payers.

In addition to helping address coal
refuse, these facilities have created an
estimated 1,200 direct jobs and 4,000 in-
direct jobs in areas that have been eco-
nomically distressed for many years.
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There are 19 of these coal refuse-to-
energy facilities, many of which are at
direct risk of being shut down absent
passage of the SENSE Act.

The SENSE Act would create a way
for coal refuse-to-energy facilities to
continue their much-needed work by
allowing these plants to demonstrate
compliance with EPA’s hydrochloric
acid standard by using sulfur dioxide as
a proxy and assuming that a 93 percent
reduction in sulfur dioxide dem-
onstrates compliance with the hydro-
chloric acid emissions reduction stand-
ard.

The bill would still require these coal
refuse-to-energy facilities to be subject
to emissions limitations and to achieve
substantial declines in emissions; but
it would do so in a way that these fa-
cilities can achieve while also remain-
ing operational, recognizing the crucial
role they play in providing energy, and
helping to clean up coal refuse sites.

Mr. Speaker, our rule also provides
for consideration of H.R. 1917, the
Blocking Regulatory Interference from
Closing Kilns, or BRICK, Act of 2017
sponsored by my colleague from Ohio
(Mr. JOHNSON). This bill will help pre-
serve America’s brickmaking industry
and its 7,000 jobs and protects them
from an EPA rule that created a far
too rushed compliance timetable for
businesses across the Nation.

The emissions standards in this rule
apply to kilns at brick and structural
clay products manufacturing facilities
and at clay ceramic manufacturing fa-
cilities. Industry has estimated the
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cost of this rule, if allowed to go into
effect, would potentially exceed $100
million annually, which is four times
higher than what the EPA initially es-
timated. This is yet one more example
of how poorly thought-out and mis-
guided regulations are harming indus-
tries and have been a severe hindrance
to the kind of job creation we know we
can now see unleashed across our Na-
tion.

We have got to ensure businesses
have time to comply and that regula-
tions make sense. We should not force
them into arbitrary time lines that
will make them shut down. H.R. 1917
provides that needed time and makes
compliance possible.

The BRICK Act also includes the text
of the Relief from New Source Per-
formance Standards. This legislation
was authored by my Democratic col-
league from Minnesota (Mr. PETERSON).
The provision in this bill will help both
manufacturers and users of wood heat-
ers by providing relief from overly bur-
densome and arbitrary time lines that
have been imposed by the EPA’s New
Source Performance Standards. Spe-
cifically, this bill provides an addi-
tional 3 years for businesses to comply
with this rule.

Wood heaters are an affordable
source of home heating, especially in
rural America, and it is critically im-
portant that we protect this low-cost
source of heating. The New Source Per-
formance Standards for wood heaters,
which took effect in 2015, include a pro-
vision that is proving nearly impos-
sible, once again, for manufacturers to
comply with as they are struggling to
design compliant models in the short
timeframe allowed by the agency. As a
result, we have seen workers laid off
and other companies fearing that they
will not be able to stay in business
after 2020.

Wood heater users in many low-in-
come households across the country
face the likelihood of having to pay
more and having a reduced product
choice. This is one more example of
Federal overreach in which the agency
failed to take into account the real im-
pact of these regulations on everyday
Americans across our country.

It is crucial that we pass the BRICK
Act, which would extend the deadline
for the second phase of the wood heater
standards from 2020 to 2023, and provide
time for meaningful judicial review of
the Brick and Structural Clay Prod-
ucts: National Emission Standards for
Hazardous Air Pollutants before the
owners and operations of these facili-
ties are required to make significant
and potentially irreversible decisions
regarding capital investments, or driv-
ing them out of business altogether.

Mr. Speaker, we must ensure emis-
sions standards are reasonable and do
not unnecessarily cripple small busi-
nesses, which we know are the drivers
of our economy.

Mr. Speaker, therefore, I encourage
support for the rule for these impor-
tant bills, and I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I would like first to
thank the gentlewoman from Wyoming
(Ms. CHENEY), my friend, for yielding
me the customary 30 minutes for de-
bate.

Today’s bills would modify Clean Air
Act regulations, or the act itself, to
give a handout to specified industries
to emit more pollution into the air.
These bills, in my view, would result in
more smog, more fine particle pollu-
tion, and more toxic air pollution. The
effects would be worse, resulting in
more asthma attacks, more Kkids in
emergency rooms, more bronchitis,
more cancer diagnoses, and more birth
defects.

Mr. Speaker, these bills represent a
fundamentally unfair and deeply trou-
bling approach to regulation. In bring-
ing up these bills, the Republican-con-
trolled Congress is granting favors to
special interests at the expense of pub-
lic health. Shocking, but not sur-
prising. By bringing up these bills, the
majority intends to overturn evidence-
based, scientific decisions made by the
Environmental Protection Agency,
States, and courts after a transparent
and extensive process.

To date, the Trump administration,
with the help of the Republican-con-
trolled Congress, has targeted 67 envi-
ronmental rules. One of those rules was
the requirement that mining compa-
nies prove they have the financial
wherewithal to clean up their pollu-
tion. Another is the rule regulating
airborne mercury emissions from fossil
fuel power plants. And most recently,
the administration announced it was
targeting oil rig safety regulations,
regulations that were implemented
after the 2010 Deepwater Horizon explo-
sion and oil spill, a spill that burned
for 36 hours, released 4.9 billion barrels
of crude oil into the Gulf of Mexico,
spread 3,850 square miles, and resulted
in billions of dollars of losses to the
U.S. fishing industry and the Gulf
Coast tourist industry.

Mr. Speaker, since passage of the
Clean Air Act in 1970, America has
made substantial progress in cleaning
up this Nation’s air. We have done this
by following a fundamental principle:
holding polluters accountable for their
pollution.

Instead of following this common-
sense, bedrock principle, my colleagues
on the other side of the aisle insist on
creating loopholes for a few favored in-
dustries: waste coal plants, brick man-
ufacturers, and those who manufacture
residential wood heaters.

Mr. Speaker, the first of these bills,
the ironically titled SENSE Act, weak-
ens the critical Mercury and Air Toxics
Standards rule, which established the
first national standards to address
power plant emissions of toxic air pol-
lutants. This Mercury and Air Toxics
Standards rule requires coal-fired
power plants to meet emissions stand-
ards for mercury, other metals, and
acid gases.
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Has the majority engaged in any in-
depth analysis of what will happen
when this rule is weakened? Has the
majority filled its ranks with experts,
scientists, and doctors who will be able
to put forth a case for why under-
mining this rule is good policy? Of
course not.

Mr. Speaker, here is what we know:
The Environmental Protection Agency
estimates that for every dollar spent to
reduce pollution under this rule Amer-
ican families receive up to $9 in health
benefits. In fact, the EPA estimated
that, in 2016, the MATS rule would
avoid up to 11,000 premature deaths,
2,800 cases of chronic bronchitis, 4,700
heart attacks, 130,000 cases of aggra-
vated asthma, 5,700 hospital and emer-
gency room visits, 6,300 cases of acute
bronchitis, 140,000 cases of respiratory
symptoms, and 540,000 days when peo-
ple miss work. My Republican col-
leagues want to do away with those
health benefits and, instead, permit fa-
vored industries to pollute more.

Mr. Speaker, the second measure
combines two bills: H.R. 1917, the
BRICK Act; and H.R. 453, the Relief
from New Source Performance Stand-
ards Act. The BRICK Act unjustifiably
delays reductions in toxic air pollution
from brick manufacturers by allowing
them to continue to pollute until all
their lawsuits are exhausted. The bill
throws out existing judicial process by
providing a blanket extension for any
compliance deadline, regardless of the
merits of the case.

Under well established legal norms,
the court of appeals for the district cir-
cuit may stay a rule during litigation
if it finds that the party seeking the
stay has demonstrated that there is a
likelihood of success on the merits, the
prospect of irreparable harm to the
party requesting the stay, and, most
importantly, whether granting the
stay is in the public interest. To date,
not one of the industry litigants have
even asked the court to stay the Brick
and Structural Clay Products rule. Not
one. Presumably it is because they rec-
ognize that they cannot meet this legal
standard.

Mr. Speaker, the existing judicial
process is the appropriate method to
seek a stay of the rule and is the pref-
erable method to unnecessary congres-
sional intervention proposed by the
BRICK Act.

This brings me to H.R. 453, the Relief
from New Source Performance Stand-
ards Act, which delays cleaner burning
wood stoves until 2023, on top of the 5
years manufacturers already had to
comply, exposing communities to addi-
tional years of unhealthy fine particle
pollution, carbon monoxide, and vola-
tile organic compounds.

In 2015, the EPA strengthened the
pollution control requirements for new
residential wood heaters. The new
standards would cut fine particle pollu-
tion and volatile organic compounds
from new wood heaters by almost 70
percent and will cut carbon monoxide
pollution by 62 percent. The EPA even
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included provisions in the rule to help
manufacturers achieve the new stand-
ards, giving the manufacturers 5 years
to comply.

Mr. Speaker, these pollutants com-
bine with other pollutants in the air
from smog, black carbon, and benzene,
harming the health of the American
people, particularly our Kids and sen-
iors, who will have to pay for these spe-
cial interest breaks with their health
and, in some cases, with their lives.
These three bills sacrifice Americans’
health with additional years of unnec-
essary pollution.

Mr. Speaker, it is as disappointing as
it is frustrating that we come here
today to debate bills that will increase
pollution in our country and also have
very little hope—let me underscore
that: very little hope—of ever becom-
ing law. We have real work to do in
this place, and these bills are not that
work.

This body must turn its attention to
finally addressing the gun violence epi-
demic that has taken over our country.
Most recently at Marjory Stoneman
Douglas High School in Parkland, Flor-
ida, in a district adjacent to the dis-
trict that I am privileged to serve, less
than a month ago, a 19-year-old legally
purchased a semiautomatic AR-15 and
used it to methodically murder 14 of
his former classmates and three teach-
ers.

What was the response of this body?
Well, we did prayers and thoughts,
which is good. But did my Republican
colleagues bring to the floor a bill that
would ban assault weapons? Did they
bring to the floor legislation to close
the gun show loophole? Did they bring
to the floor legislation that would raise
the minimum purchase age for rifles?
Or mandatory comprehensive back-
ground checks for gun buyers and ban
bump stocks? Or allow the Centers for
Disease Control and Prevention to
study gun violence?
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No, Mr. Speaker. Instead this body
offered, as I said, its thoughts and
prayers.

And I have said it before and I will
say it again today: those who stand in
the way of legislation that will address
our country’s gun violence epidemic
are increasingly culpable for its need-
less continuation.

So what we choose to talk about is
pollution. What we should be talking
about is the gun epidemic, and I will
get to DACA a little bit later in my
closing.

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

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. ROTHFUS), my colleague
and the sponsor of the SENSE Act.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I thank
the gentlewoman for yielding time to
me.

Mr. Speaker, just listening to the
other side’s comments about the
SENSE Act, I am wondering if they
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have read the same bill or if they have
ever visited the hills of western Penn-
sylvania where we see the environ-
mental damage that waste coal piles
have done and the tremendous progress
that we have seen over the last number
of decades in actually cleaning up the
environment.

Mr. Speaker, I am happy to rise in
support of H. Res. 762, the rule that is
under consideration, and I want to talk
about the SENSE Act, which is in-
cluded within this rule, H.R. 1119.

This is a pro-environment bill. The
purpose of the bill is to ensure that
coal refuse-to-energy facilities can be
held to strict but achievable standards.

To be clear, these plants comply with
nearly all standards as it is, including
mercury emissions. We are talking
about a modification, a customization,
as it were, in recognition of the tre-
mendous benefit that these plants have
made to the environment.

I have introduced versions of this bill
during prior Congresses, and I am hope-
ful that this bill can become law. It en-
joys bipartisan support.

As many of you know, coal refuse is
a by-product of historic coal mining
operations. Throughout many parts of
coal country, towering black mounds
of this material loom beside cities and
towns, especially in Pennsylvania and
in West Virginia.

I would invite my colleague from
Florida to come up to western Pennsyl-
vania and take a look at the scarred
landscape and polluted rivers we have
there as a result of these coal refuse
piles.

Many of these piles can smoulder,
can spontaneously combust, giving off
emissions with no controls, zero con-
trols. They catch fire, burning uncon-
trollably, sending hazardous smoke
into the air and into surrounding com-
munities. Local governments are then
forced to spend increasingly scarce tax-
payer resources fighting these fires.

Rainwater leaches terrible chemicals
from these mounds, polluting nearby
rivers and streams.

Fortunately, the coal refuse-to-en-
ergy industry turns this material into
energy, while cleaning up and remedi-
ating many polluted sites, at no cost to
the taxpayer.

These power plants are really the
only practical solution to this massive
environmental problem that we have in
Pennsylvania and West Virginia that
could cost, in Pennsylvania alone, an
estimated $2 billion to remediate. This
is being done without taxpayer funding
right now, the cleanup, because of
these plants.

For several years, I have spoken
about the tremendous work being done
by hardworking folks in this industry,
which I have seen firsthand. I have
stood on coal refuse piles in the process
of remediation, and I have also walked
on restored sites, many of which are
parks and meadows, now regarded as
community assets rather than liabil-
ities. I have seen the streams that were
once dead that now have fish.
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Despite all the good that this indus-
try does for Pennsylvania and West
Virginia, five coal refuse-to-energy fa-
cilities are under threat from Federal
regulations, seemingly incapable of
needed flexibility to accommodate pri-
vate sector work that is actually im-
proving the environment.

If rigid EPA orthodoxy makes no ex-
ceptions for this pro-environment in-
dustry, it is not just the environment
that will continue to suffer. These
plants support family-sustaining jobs,
and thousands of jobs are at stake if
these plants are regulated out of busi-
ness, both direct and indirect.

I should note that many of these jobs
are in localities that have already been
hit exceptionally hard by both the last
recession and the ongoing opioid crisis.

The people expect us to stand for
them, especially when their livelihoods
come under threat from heavy-handed,
one-size-fits-all Washington policies.
So as we debate the SENSE Act, please
keep in mind what the bill’s supporters
are fighting for.

Here is what is going to happen if
this law doesn’t pass: rivers and
streams aren’t going to come back to
life; hillsides aren’t going to be re-
stored; and these piles, they can spon-
taneously combust, again, with no
emissions control whatsoever.

The SENSE Act is about protecting
family-sustaining jobs and ensuring
the continuation of the environmental
success story of the coal refuse-to-en-
ergy industry. Mr. Speaker, I urge
Members to support the rule and the
SENSE Act.

Again, are we capable of making
judgments in this House? Are we capa-
ble of customizing one-size-fits all.

The EPA, frankly, has recognized the
work of this industry. ‘‘Coal refuse
piles,” the EPA has said, ‘‘are an envi-
ronmental concern because of acid
seepage and leachate production, spon-
taneous combustion, and low soil fer-
tility. Units that burn coal refuse pro-
vide multimedia environmental bene-
fits by combining the production of en-
ergy with the removal of coal refuse
piles and by reclaiming land for pro-
ductive use. Consequently, because of
the unique environmental benefits that
coal refuse-fired EGUs provide,”’” the
EPA said, ‘‘these units warrant special
consideration. . . .”

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

Ms. CHENEY. I yield an additional 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. ROTHFUS. Mr. Speaker, I hope
my colleagues will see the benefits
that can come from this. This isn’t a
special interest carveout, unless you
consider cleaning up the environment
in western Pennsylvania to be a special
interest.

Again, are we capable of making
judgments about what this town puts
out, one size fits all, seemingly with
blinders on, not having the ability to

The

recognize that in certain cir-
cumstances customization is appro-
priate?
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That is what this underlying bill, the
SENSE Act, does. It does make sense:
satisfying energy needs and saving the
environment. I hope my colleagues
would see the sense in that and work
with us to allow the environmental
cleanup to continue and to protect
hundreds of family-sustaining jobs
across western Pennsylvania and West
Virginia.

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

Mr. Speaker, 6 months ago, Donald
John Trump decided to end the DACA
program, a program which gave hun-
dreds of thousands of hardworking
young people hope for the future. He
gave Congress until March 5—that was
2 days ago—to pass a bill. Since then,
House Democrats have tried 23 times to
pass bipartisan legislation to fix this
problem. Donald John Trump even
tweeted: ‘‘Total inaction on DACA by
Dems. Where are you?”’

Well, Mr. President, where we are is
right here, waiting for this deal that
you say can be made. Yet, on 23 occa-
sions, it was our friends on the other
side of the aisle who refused to make a
deal and rejected even considering the
bipartisan Dream Act that was
deadlined by you, Donald John Trump,
on March 5.

We need to address this vital issue
now. Approximately 120 Dreamers lose
their status each day. Over 22,000 have
lost their status since the administra-
tion ended the program.

Mr. Speaker, I implore my col-
leagues: Let’s do something now to lift
the cloud that hangs over these young
people who are American in every way
except on paper.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I am going to offer for
the 24th time an amendment to the
rule to bring up H.R. 3440, the Dream
Act. This bipartisan, bicameral legisla-
tion will help solve the problem cre-
ated by Donald John Trump’s decision
to end the DACA program.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my 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 Florida?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to address their re-
marks to the Chair, not to a perceived
viewing audience.

Mr. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
4 minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. COSTA), my good friend, a
member of the Agriculture and Natural
Resources Committees of this Con-
gress, who will discuss our proposal.

Mr. COSTA. Mr. Speaker, I thank my
friend, the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. HASTINGS), for yielding me this
time.

Mr. Speaker, the United States, as
we know, is a nation of immigrants,
past and present. For hundreds of
years, people have come to our shores
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in search of a better life for themselves
and for their children.

Immigrants from across the world
have made incredible contributions to
our country. We know that as fact.
From starting businesses to healing
the sick, to harvesting our fields and
putting food on America’s dinner table,
to ensuring safety and pursuing jus-
tice, immigrants have made America a
great nation because of their contribu-
tions. Yet there have been times when
our Nation has struggled to live up to
our own ideals, and right now, I think,
is one of those times.

This week, the President’s deadline,
March 5, 2 days past, to end the DACA
program took effect, threatening hun-
dreds of thousands of lives of Dream-
ers. Now, let us remember, this is be-
cause of President Trump’s unilateral
action last September to repeal DACA
that we are in the position that we are
in today.

Mr. Speaker, I am standing here with
the Dreamers, with over 80 percent of
Americans, and with many of my col-
leagues who believe we ought to fix
this problem. I ask Speaker RYAN and
I call upon this Chamber to vote now
on the bipartisan, bicameral Dream
Act.

This bill would provide permanent
legislative protections for our Dream-
ers, immigrants who were brought to
the United States’ shores as children at
the average age of 6 years. For them,
America is the only country they have
ever known. The Dream Act will pro-
vide these young people with legal sta-
tus and, ultimately, a path to citizen-
ship.

In my district, there are thousands of
DACA recipients, thousands of Dream-
ers, currently, over 600 at the Univer-
sity of California, Merced, and more
than that at my alma mater, Fresno
State.

President Castro at Fresno State and
I had a meeting with a group of Dream-
ers recently. Let me tell you about one
student whom I met, who would be
helped by the Dream Act, Rodolfo.
What a story he had to tell, along with
the other students.

Rodolfo came to the United States
with his mother and siblings when he
was 4 years old, at great risk. He is set
to graduate from Fresno State with a
degree in chemistry this year.

DACA gave him the ability to work
through school and help his family.
And after all, isn’t that the immigrant
way?

Just last week, Rodolfo got some
great news. He learned that he was ad-
mitted to the University of California,
San Francisco’s School of Pharmacy,
one of the best schools in the Nation.
His dream as a Dreamer is to use his
education and skills to give back to

our communities by providing
healthcare to wunderserved commu-
nities.

Rodolfo, we want Dreamers like you
here in the United States. There are
over 800,000 of you, all contributing and
giving. Many of you serve in our armed
services today.
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Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
bring the Dream Act to the floor for a
vote. Support this legislation. They
should not be held hostage for other
agendas that are out there, and clearly
this is the case.

This is common sense. I ask my col-
leagues to do the right thing. Let’s
bring the Dream Act to the floor as
soon as we can.

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. JOHNSON), the sponsor of the
BRICK Act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
I appreciate the opportunity to speak.

Mr. Speaker, I am actually a little
bit confused. I thought this was sup-
posed to be a debate on a rule dealing
with overturning onerous EPA regula-
tions. Instead, our colleagues on the
left want to talk about something to-
tally nongermane and change the sub-
ject. And then we wonder why the
American people get so frustrated that
this institution can’t seem to address
its big issues.
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I also heard a little bit ago an impas-
sioned claim by my colleague on the
left over here that the legislation that
we are talking about today somehow
flies in the face of the courts. That is
not true because the courts have al-
ready overturned this regulation one
time and set it aside, and it has cost
the industries millions and millions of
dollars that they shouldn’t have had to
spend.

I also heard it claimed that it flies in
the face of commonsense, science-based
evidence. That is not true because, if it
were, then the courts wouldn’t have
made the decision to set it aside in the
first place.

H.R. 1917, the BRICK Act, is about
regulatory common sense, Mr. Speak-
er, but it is also about preserving good-
paying jobs in rural communities
across America. Brickmakers and tile
manufacturers are primarily small
businesses, and their product is critical
for our infrastructure. They have built
some of the most iconic towns and
buildings across America, and this bill
will help ensure that these small busi-
nesses are able to continue to do ex-
actly that.

The EPA’s current Brick MACT rule,
finalized in 2015, would impose millions
of dollars in costs on these small busi-
nesses, all before judicial review of the
rule is complete. And while the EPA,
under the former administration, esti-
mates that the annual costs to comply
with the rule will be about $25 million,
other estimates have projected the an-
nual costs to be up to $100 million or
greater.

For a facility with two kilns, which
is the industry average, the costs are
estimated to be $4.4 million. Securing
capital for these projects will be very
difficult, and some worry that it will
simply not be available considering
that these compliance costs will not
improve plant productivity nor help its
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bottom line. What is worse is that
these costs are over and above the tens
of millions of dollars spent by the in-
dustry to comply with an earlier
version of the rule vacated by the D.C.
Circuit Court in 2007.

H.R. 1917 simply allows for the con-
sideration and completion of any judi-
cial review regarding the 2015 regula-
tion before requiring compliance. For
an industry that has faced so much
regulatory uncertainty, through rules,
vacated rules, and now new regulation,
H.R. 1917 will help inject a bit of much-
needed regulatory certainty back into
this industry.

Additionally, this bill provides regu-
latory relief for our wood heater manu-
facturers, which helps provide an af-
fordable source of heat for many low-
income and rural households. EPA reg-
ulations set to take effect in 2020 are
causing some manufacturers to already
lay off workers. This industry needs
more time to comply, and a provision
within H.R. 1917 will simply extend
that compliance deadline from 2020 to
2023. If left unchanged, product choice
will diminish, prices will rise, and
more jobs will be lost.

Mr. Speaker, we must ensure our
Federal agencies are not needlessly
regulating companies out of business.
Brick manufacturers have suffered
heavy losses since the recession, losing
about 45 percent of jobs between 2005
and 2012. Increased compliance costs
from these EPA regulations will only
lead to more job losses and consolida-
tions within this primarily family-
owned business industry.

We owe this industry regulatory cer-
tainty. I urge my colleagues to support
this rule and to support H.R. 1917 be-
cause, if we don’t, if the brick industry
gets shut down because of these oner-
ous rules, we are going to start build-
ing buildings, Mr. Speaker, out of
straw and sticks instead of bricks.

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

Mr. Speaker, I have watched this last
year as members of the Republican ma-
jority worked diligently to eliminate
Federal environmental regulations
that serve to keep the American people
safe from harmful toxins in their air
and water.

I couldn’t help but be amused by my
colleague on the right’s comments at
the end that we will be using sticks in-
stead of bricks. Very clever. But the
real truth of the matter is, in certain
parts of the world—and I would urge
him to visit some of them—there are
examples of things other than brick for
construction. I have no quarrel with
the brick industry. I just urge—and in
many instances they are already doing
it—that they do everything they can
not to pollute the environment.

I have watched members in the Re-
publican majority work relentlessly for
special interest groups instead of work-
ing for all of the American people. I
have watched members of the Repub-
lican majority put the wish list of the
powerful corporate gun lobby ahead of
the safety of the American people.
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On Monday, we all watched a self-im-
posed Republican deadline slip by, to
the detriment of thousands upon thou-
sands of young people in our country
who we have identified as Dreamers,
young people who know no other coun-
try as home than the United States of
America. Every day of inaction on the
part of my friends across the aisle
means another day that families are
needlessly and cruelly made to live
under the threat of being torn asunder.

My colleague, LoOIS FRANKEL, and I
were at a men’s club before a couple of
hundred of men in the Valencia Cove in
Boynton Beach. The question was put
to both of us: Why do we support ille-
gal immigrants in this country?

We tried to make the distinction for
him with reference to Dreamers and
the fact that all of these young people
were brought here against their voli-
tion by their parents. So it is the
Dreamers that we are supporting. I
think he finally understood the impor-
tance of our doing comprehensive im-
migration reform in this country.

Democrats have offered to bring the
Dream Act to the floor now 24 times.
We are going to give them one more
chance. We have done it 23, and every
single time this effort has been blocked
by the majority.

To address my friend who correctly
cited that we were bringing this up: It
is not so much to change the topic of
the day. We don’t have that preroga-
tive. But we do have embedded in this
rule the prerogative to bring a previous
question, and that can be on any sub-
ject that we choose. What we choose to
do is to prioritize things that we con-
sider to be important. It would not
have blocked this particular measure.

But the fact is, enough is enough.
The President says he wants to fix this
problem. The Speaker says he wants to
fix this problem. We on this side of the
aisle clearly want to fix this problem.
So let’s do it now.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘“‘no’” vote on
the rule, on the previous question, and
on the underlying bills.

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

Ms. CHENEY. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I enjoy very much serv-
ing on the Rules Committee with all of
my colleagues on the committee. One
of the things that I am often asked be-
cause I am a new Member of this body
is: What has surprised me most about
being a Member of Congress?

My answer is: Often you see on the
outside what looks like a lot of vitriol
between the parties, but, in actuality, I
believe that every Member of this body
is here for the right reasons. They are
here because they want to serve the
people of their districts, the people of
their States, and the people of this Na-
tion.

I think it is crucially important, Mr.
Speaker, particularly when we are
talking about something as sacred as
the safety of our children, that we not
engage in the kind of partisan attacks,
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that we not exploit tragedy, that we
not engage in the kind of questioning
of motives that I just heard my col-
league on the other side of the aisle do.

I know my colleague, Mr. HASTINGS,
knows that we may have disagree-
ments, but the reason that I, as a
mother, feel so strongly about the Sec-
ond Amendment is because I want to
keep our kids safe. I know he knows
that my beliefs about the Second
Amendment, though they are different
from his, are not based upon any cam-
paign donations and any campaign con-
tributions. I know he knows that they
are based very firmly on a fundamental
commitment to the importance of the
Second Amendment as part of what
makes this Nation safe, as part of what
makes our individuals secure, and how
important it is for us not to use this
tragedy to take steps—that may make
people feel better—that fundamentally
violate our constitutional rights and
that won’t keep our kids safe.

When you go down the path that we
have heard so many on the other side
of the aisle suggest we go down, wheth-
er they are talking about banning en-
tire classes of weapons, whether they
are talking about expanding back-
ground checks so that they are some-
how universal—our background check
system right now is broken. It doesn’t
work.

We have a situation in which States
are not reporting in the way that they
ought to report. So when I hear my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle
suggest that what we ought to do,
frankly, is expand a system that is fail-
ing and call that progress, I can’t help
but think that that is pretty much
their standard operating procedure: No
matter what the policy is, let’s expand
the broken system, let’s ignore wheth-
er or not it is really working, and let’s
call it progress.

Mr. Speaker, I will not be a party to
that. I will not be a party in a situa-
tion in which we have had tragedy
after tragedy, a situation in which in
this most recent tragedy law enforce-
ment fundamentally at all levels failed
our children. When you have individ-
uals inside of a school who were killed
because armed officers outside the
school failed to enter, when you have
children who are Kkilled because call
after call after call to the Federal Bu-
reau of Investigation and to the local

law enforcement officials went
unheeded because specific tips about
this particular individual went
unheeded, that is not a time, Mr.

Speaker, for us to say: What we ought
to do then is prevent law-abiding
Americans from having access to the
firearms that they need to defend and
protect themselves.

I think, Mr. Speaker, if you look at
what those on the other side of the
aisle are attempting to do with respect
to the debate about guns and the de-
bate about school safety, it is critically
important for all of us to stand up and
say: No, we will not go down a path
that is going to violate constitutional
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rights, that will not keep our children
safe, and find some kind of false com-
fort in that.

When you are talking about the bills
that are before us today, Mr. Speaker,
we are in a similar situation. We have
had 8 years in the Obama administra-
tion where they imposed regulation
after regulation after regulation in the
name of somehow protecting the envi-
ronment.

Mr. Speaker, President Obama’s own
EPA Administrator testified in front of
Congress that the Clean Power Plan
would, in fact, not have any sort of
positive impact on the environment or
on global temperatures, yet they im-
posed it anyway, imposing massive
costs on our industry in the name, I
suppose, of trying to feel better and
trying to feel like they are doing some-
thing. But what they are really doing
is actually putting ourselves in a situa-
tion where we are harming small busi-
nesses, where we are strangling them,
and where we are preventing their abil-
ity to grow and to thrive. We know we
can do that, Mr. Speaker, in a way that
also protects our environment.

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank my col-
leagues, Mr. ROTHFUS and Mr. JOHNSON,
for their work on these very important
bills.

In Wyoming, Mr. Speaker, we know
that our coal and our fossil fuels are
national treasures. They are absolutely
crucial to providing the power that
runs this Nation. I am proud of all that
we in this body and President Trump
together have done to roll back dan-
gerous and ill-advised Obama-era regu-
lations that have been aimed at Killing
our fossil fuel industry.

We can no longer go down the path of
allowing these regulations to exist in a
way that devastates industry, puts the
fundamental reliability of our elec-
tricity and of our energy grid at risk,
and achieves no measurable impact for
the environment. It is long past time
for that indefensible approach to end.
That is what we are doing here today.

These are good bills. They are impor-
tant bills. They will take this next step
in rolling back the kind of over-
whelming regulation that we have
seen, Mr. Speaker.

Mr. Speaker, I urge the adoption of
both the rule and the underlying bills.

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

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 762 OFFERED BY

MR. HASTINGS

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

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. 3440) to authorize the
cancellation of removal and adjustment of
status of certain individuals who are long-
term United States residents and who en-
tered the United States as children and for
other purposes. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. All points of order
against consideration of the bill are waived.
General debate shall be confined to the bill
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and shall not exceed one hour equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary. After general debate the bill
shall be considered for amendment under the
five-minute rule. All points of order against
provisions in the bill are waived. At the con-
clusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3440.

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
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

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

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

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled

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

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). 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. HASTINGS. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 229, nays
183, not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 96]

YEAS—229
Abraham Culberson Hensarling
Aderholt Curbelo (FL) Herrera Beutler
Allen Curtis Higgins (LA)
Amash Davidson Hill
Amodei Dayvis, Rodney Holding
Arrington Denham Hollingsworth
Babin Dent Hudson
Bacon DeSantis Huizenga
Banks (IN) DesJarlais Hultgren
Barletta Diaz-Balart Hunter
Barton Donovan Hurd
Bergman Duffy Issa
Biggs Duncan (SC) Jenkins (KS)
Bilirakis Duncan (TN) Jenkins (WV)

Bishop (MI) Dunn Johnson (LA)
Bishop (UT) Emmer Johnson (OH)
Black Estes (KS) Johnson, Sam
Blackburn Farenthold Jones

Blum Faso Jordan

Bost Ferguson Joyce (OH)
Brady (TX) Fitzpatrick Katko

Brat Fleischmann Kelly (MS)
Bridenstine Flores Kelly (PA)
Brooks (AL) Fortenberry King (IA)
Brooks (IN) Foxx King (NY)
Buchanan Frelinghuysen Kinzinger
Buck Gaetz Knight
Bucshon Gallagher Kustoff (TN)
Budd Garrett Labrador
Burgess Gianforte LaHood
Byrne Gibbs LaMalfa
Calvert Gohmert Lamborn
Carter (GA) Goodlatte Lance

Carter (TX) Gosar Latta
Chabot Gowdy Lewis (MN)
Cheney Granger LoBiondo
Coffman Graves (GA) Long

Cole Graves (LA) Loudermilk
Collins (GA) Graves (MO) Love

Collins (NY) Griffith Lucas

Comer Grothman Luetkemeyer
Comstock Guthrie MacArthur
Conaway Handel Marchant
Cook Harper Marino
Costello (PA) Harris Marshall
Crawford Hartzler Massie
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Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
McClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Perry
Pittenger
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
Davis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Ellison
Engel

Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans

Foster
Frankel (FL)

Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker

NAYS—183

Fudge
Gabbard
Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M

Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
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Stefanik
Stewart
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (TIA)
Zeldin

Napolitano
Neal
Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Watson Coleman
Welch
Yarmuth
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NOT VOTING—18

Barr Meeks Shuster
Cramer Nolan Slaughter
Cummings Pearce Smith (TX)
Hice, Jody B. Poe (TX) Stivers
Johnson, E. B. Polis Waters, Maxine
Lieu, Ted Shea-Porter Wilson (FL)
0 1339
Messrs. SCHNEIDER, SEAN PAT-

RICK MALONEY of New York, BISHOP
of Georgia, GENE GREEN of Texas,

CLEAVER, ELLISON, and RUSH
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“na/y"’

Messrs. UPTON, McCLINTOCK,

WALDEN, and SMITH of New Jersey
changed their 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.
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. HASTINGS. 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 227, noes 185,
not voting 18, as follows:

[Roll No. 97]

The

This

AYES—227
Abraham Denham Issa
Aderholt Dent Jenkins (KS)
Allen DeSantis Jenkins (WV)
Amash DesJarlais Johnson (LA)
Amodei Diaz-Balart Johnson (OH)
Arrington Donovan Johnson, Sam
Babin Duffy Jones
Bacon Duncan (SC) Jordan
Banks (IN) Duncan (TN) Joyce (OH)
Barletta Dunn Katko
Barton Emmer Kelly (MS)
Bergman Estes (KS) Kelly (PA)
Biggs Farenthold King (IA)
Bilirakis Faso King (NY)
Bishop (MI) Ferguson Kinzinger
Bishop (UT) Fitzpatrick Knight
Black Fleischmann Kustoff (TN)
Blackburn Flores Labrador
Blum Fortenberry LaHood
Bost Foxx LaMalfa
Brady (TX) Frelinghuysen Lamborn
Brat Gaetz Lance
Bridenstine Gallagher Latta
Brooks (AL) Garrett Lewis (MN)
Brooks (IN) Gianforte LoBiondo
Buchanan Gibbs Long
Buck Gohmert Loudermilk
Bucshon Goodlatte Love
Budd Gosar Lucas
Burgess Gowdy Luetkemeyer
Byrne Granger MacArthur
Calvert Graves (GA) Marchant
Carter (GA) Graves (LA) Marino
Carter (TX) Graves (MO) Marshall
Chabot Griffith Massie
Cheney Grothman Mast
Coffman Guthrie McCarthy
Cole Handel McCaul
Collins (GA) Harper McClintock
Collins (NY) Harris McHenry
Comer Hartzler McKinley
Comstock Hensarling McMorris
Conaway Herrera Beutler Rodgers
Cook Higgins (LA) McSally
Costello (PA) Hill Meadows
Crawford Holding Meehan
Culberson Hudson Messer
Curbelo (FL) Huizenga Mitchell
Curtis Hultgren Moolenaar
Davidson Hunter Mooney (WV)
Davis, Rodney Hurd Mullin

Newhouse
Noem
Norman
Nunes
Olson
Palmer
Paulsen
Perry
Pittenger
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (8C)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen

Adams
Aguilar
Barragan
Bass
Beatty
Bera
Beyer
Bishop (GA)
Blumenauer
Blunt Rochester
Bonamici
Boyle, Brendan
F.
Brady (PA)
Brown (MD)
Brownley (CA)
Bustos
Butterfield
Capuano
Carbajal
Cardenas
Carson (IN)
Cartwright
Castor (FL)
Castro (TX)
Chu, Judy
Cicilline
Clark (MA)
Clarke (NY)
Clay
Cleaver
Clyburn
Cohen
Connolly
Cooper
Correa
Costa
Courtney
Crist
Crowley
Cuellar
Davis (CA)
Dayvis, Danny
DeFazio
DeGette
Delaney
DeLauro
DelBene
Demings
DeSaulnier
Deutch
Dingell
Doggett
Doyle, Michael
F.

Ellison
Engel

Eshoo
Espaillat
Esty (CT)
Evans

Foster
Frankel (FL)
Fudge

Barr

Cramer
Cummings
Gabbard
Hice, Jody B.

Roskam
Ross

Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Scalise
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shimkus
Simpson
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton

NOES—185

Gallego
Garamendi
Gomez
Gonzalez (TX)
Gottheimer
Green, Al
Green, Gene
Grijalva
Gutiérrez
Hanabusa
Hastings
Heck
Higgins (NY)
Himes
Hoyer
Huffman
Jackson Lee
Jayapal
Jeffries
Johnson (GA)
Kaptur
Keating
Kelly (IL)
Kennedy
Khanna
Kihuen
Kildee
Kilmer
Kind
Krishnamoorthi
Kuster (NH)
Langevin
Larsen (WA)
Larson (CT)
Lawrence
Lawson (FL)
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lipinski
Loebsack
Lofgren
Lowenthal
Lowey
Lujan Grisham,
M.
Lujan, Ben Ray
Lynch
Maloney,
Carolyn B.
Maloney, Sean
Matsui
McCollum
McEachin
McGovern
McNerney
Meeks
Meng
Moore
Moulton
Murphy (FL)
Nadler
Napolitano
Neal

Hollingsworth
Johnson, E. B.
Lieu, Ted
Nolan

Palazzo
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Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Norcross
O’Halleran
O’Rourke
Pallone
Panetta
Pascrell
Payne
Pelosi
Perlmutter
Peters
Peterson
Pingree
Pocan
Price (NC)
Quigley
Raskin
Rice (NY)
Richmond
Rosen
Roybal-Allard
Ruiz
Ruppersberger
Rush
Ryan (OH)
Sanchez
Sarbanes
Schakowsky
Schiff
Schneider
Schrader
Scott (VA)
Scott, David
Serrano
Sewell (AL)
Sherman
Sinema
Sires
Smith (WA)
Soto
Speier
Suozzi
Swalwell (CA)
Takano
Thompson (CA)
Thompson (MS)
Titus
Tonko
Torres
Tsongas
Vargas
Veasey
Vela
Velazquez
Visclosky
Walz
Wasserman
Schultz
Waters, Maxine
Watson Coleman
Welch
Wilson (FL)
Yarmuth

NOT VOTING—18

Pearce
Poe (TX)
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Polis Shuster Smith (TX)
Shea-Porter Slaughter Stivers
0O 1346

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.

—————

BLOCKING REGULATORY INTER-
FERENCE FROM CLOSING KILNS
ACT OF 2017

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, pursu-
ant to House Resolution 762, I call up
the bill (H.R. 1917) to allow for judicial
review of any final rule addressing na-
tional emission standards for haz-
ardous air pollutants for brick and
structural clay products or for clay ce-
ramics manufacturing before requiring
compliance with such rule, and ask for
its immediate consideration in the
House.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 762, an amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute con-
sisting of the text of Rules Committee
Print 115-62 is adopted, and the bill, as
amended, is considered read.

The text of the bill, as amended, is as
follows:

H.R. 1917

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 ‘‘Blocking Regu-
latory Interference from Closing Kilns Act of
2017.

SEC. 2. EXTENDING COMPLIANCE DATES (PEND-
ING JUDICIAL REVIEW) OF RULES
ADDRESSING NATIONAL EMISSION
STANDARDS FOR HAZARDOUS AIR
POLLUTANTS FOR BRICK AND
STRUCTURAL CLAY PRODUCTS MAN-
UFACTURING OR CLAY CERAMICS
MANUFACTURING.

(a) EXTENSION OF COMPLIANCE DATES.—

(1) EXTENSION.—Each compliance date of any
final rule described in subsection (b) is deemed
to be extended by the time period equal to the
time period described in subsection (c).

(2) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the term
‘“‘compliance date’’ means, with respect to any
requirement of a final rule described in sub-
section (b), the date by which any State, local,
or tribal government or other person is first re-
quired to comply.

(b) FINAL RULES DESCRIBED.—A final rule de-
scribed in this subsection is any final rule to ad-
dress national emission standards for hazardous
air pollutants (NESHAP) for brick and struc-
tural clay products manufacturing or clay ce-
ramics manufacturing under section 112 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7412), including—

(1) the final rule entitled “NESHAP for Brick
and Structural Clay Products Manufacturing;
and NESHAP for Clay Ceramics Manufac-
turing’’ published at 80 Fed. Reg. 65469 (October
26, 2015);

(2) the final rule entitled “NESHAP for Brick
and Structural Clay Products Manufacturing;
and NESHAP for Clay Ceramics Manufacturing:
Correction’ published at 80 Fed. Reg. 75817 (De-
cember 4, 2015); and

(3) any final rule that succeeds or amends the
rule described in paragraph (1) or (2).

(c) PERIOD DESCRIBED.—The time period de-
scribed in this subsection is the period of days
that—

(1) begins on the date that is 60 days after the
day on which notice of promulgation of a final
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rule described in subsection (b) appears in the
Federal Register; and

(2) ends on the date on which judgment be-
comes final, and no longer subject to further ap-
peal or review, in all actions (including actions
that are filed pursuant to section 307 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7607))—

(A) that are filed during the 60 days described
in paragraph (1); and

(B) that seek review of any aspect of such
rule.

SEC. 3. STEP 2 COMPLIANCE DATE FOR STAND-
ARDS OF PERFORMANCE FOR NEW
RESIDENTIAL WOOD HEATERS, NEW
RESIDENTIAL HYDRONIC HEATERS,
AND FORCED-AIR FURNACES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Step 2 compliance date
(as such term is used in the final rule entitled
“Standards of Performance for New Residential
Wood Heaters, New Residential Hydronic Heat-
ers and Forced-Air Furnaces’ published at 80
Fed. Reg. 13672 (March 16, 2015)) is deemed to be
May 15, 2023.

(b) CONFORMING CHANGES.—Not later than 60
days after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Administrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency shall make such technical and con-
forming changes to rules and guidance docu-
ments as may be necessary to implement sub-
section (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois (Mr. SHIMKUS) and
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
TONKO) each will control 30 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Illinois.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days in which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
sert extraneous material on H.R. 1917.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, today we have a chance
to help hundreds of small businesses,
manufacturers, as well as thousands of
employees, while also lowering prices
for consumers.

I thank the bipartisan cosponsors of
H.R. 1917, the Blocking Regulatory In-
terference from Closing Kilns Act, the
BRICK Act, and urge my colleagues to
support this commonsense bill.

American brickmakers literally
produce the building blocks of our Na-
tion. They are primarily small busi-
nesses, and they are often the most im-
portant employer in small commu-
nities across America, where many are
located.

Like an old brick house, this indus-
try has had to weather a lot, including
a long economic downturn, that we
have finally come out of, that sup-
pressed new construction activity and,
thus, brick sales for many years.

They even weathered the 2003 EPA
regulation that cost many millions of
dollars to comply. That regulation was
later thrown out by a Federal court,
but the judicial relief came too late, as
the industry had already spent consid-
erable sums to meet EPA’s tight dead-
lines.

We don’t want to see a repeat of that
unfair result, but, once again, EPA has
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imposed another regulation with dif-
ficult deadlines that will likely take
effect before judicial review is com-
plete.

Brickmakers have testified before
the Energy and Commerce Committee
that this regulation may result in lay-
offs and even plant closures. H.R. 1917
would simply extend the compliance
deadline until after judicial review is
final.

This industry has already reduced its
emissions by up to 95 percent, accord-
ing to a study from the U.S. Chamber
of Commerce. It should not be forced to
comply with another new regulation
that may not withstand judicial scru-
tiny. We owe it to these brickmakers,
their employees, and consumers of
building materials to allow meaningful
judicial review.

I might add that a Senate bill has
been recently introduced that also pro-
vides regulatory relief for
brickmakers, but it takes a somewhat
different approach than our version. I
pledge to work with the Senate so that
we can provide timely relief to this im-
portant industry.

The bill also deals with wood heaters.
As with bricks, the wood heaters indus-
try is dominated by small business
manufacturers who are often the eco-
nomic anchors of rural communities,
where many are located. Many wood
heater buyers are low-income, rural
households that rely on them to get
through the winter.

In 2015, EPA set a two-step wood
heater emission rule. The first step
took effect in 2015 and reduced emis-
sions in new models by up to 90 per-
cent.

The more stringent second step is
scheduled to take effect in 2020, but is
causing a great deal of difficulty. Only
a small fraction of the wood heating
models currently available can meet
the 2020 standards, and time is running
out to design and certify any addi-
tional models.

One wood heater manufacturer testi-
fied before the Energy and Commerce
Committee that he has already had to
cut staff as a result of the 2020 dead-
line, and others feel there will be addi-
tional job losses if the 2020 standard is
retained, but this is not just a jobs
issue.

Users of wood heaters face both re-
duced product choice and higher prices
for new models. Many would have to
forgo buying a new wood heater and
continue using older and dirtier ones,
which undercuts the claims that the
current deadline will improve air qual-
ity.

The provisions in the bill retain the
2015 standards, but extend the 2020
deadline by 3 years to 2023.

This is a reasonable fix that would
avoid unnecessary economic damage
while still prioritizing environmental
protection.

In conclusion, the brick industry and
the wood heater industry may both be
small, but they are far from small to
those who owe their jobs to them and
to those who rely on their products.
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I urge my colleagues to provide tar-
geted relief to these two industries by
supporting H.R. 1917.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 1917, the Blocking Regu-
latory Interference from Closing Kilns,
or BRICK, Act.

EPA issued the Brick and Clay MACT
rule in 2015, which sets maximum
achievable control technology based on
what is already being achieved at simi-
lar facilities.

Section 2 of the BRICK Act seeks to
delay compliance with the Brick and
Clay MACT until ‘“‘judgment becomes
final, and no longer subject to further
appeal or review.”

This would incentivize frivolous liti-
gation simply to put off having to com-
ply with the rule.

Courts already have the ability to
issue a stay of any compliance dates in
a final rule. Congress should not insert
itself into the judicial process.

The courts have regularly used this
process. There is no reason for Con-
gress to override it.

To date, no one has petitioned the
court to stay the Brick and Clay MACT
rule.

Section 3 of H.R. 1917 incorporates
another bill reported out of the Energy
and Commerce Committee, H.R. 453,
the Relief from New Source Perform-
ance Standards Act.

This section, Mr. Speaker, delays im-
plementation of the EPA’s step 2 emis-
sion standards for three categories of
wood-fueled heaters.

EPA finalized the rule in 2015. Under
the rule, manufacturers have until 2020
to comply with the new standards. This
bill would delay the standards until
2023.

Much like the Brick MACT, these
standards are achievable.

In a recent list of devices certified
under the 2015 standard, 171 devices re-
port certified emission levels that al-
ready meet the 2020 standards.

These 2020-compliant products are
both cleaner and more efficient, gener-
ating more heat per unit of wood
burned and making them less expensive
to operate.

By delaying these standards, Con-
gress is unfairly punishing companies
that made investments to produce
cleaner, more efficient products by the
original deadline.

Since these appliances typically last
for 25 years or more once installed, de-
laying this standard will result in dec-
ades of additional pollution in and
around people’s homes.

The original bill, H.R. 453, was op-
posed by State attorneys general of
New York, Maryland, Massachusetts,
Oregon, Rhode Island, and the Puget
Sound Clean Air Agency.

In a letter from December 12, these
officials pointed out that EPA esti-
mated the net benefits of imple-
menting the rule at more than 100
times the costs.
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Wood smoke contains considerable
amounts of fine particle pollution, car-
bon monoxide, and other toxic pollut-
ants.

In my home State of New York, less
than 2 percent of residents heat their
homes with wood, but residential wood
heating accounts for 41 percent of the
State’s particulate emissions.
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Because the emissions are released
close to ground level and homes, there
is significant human exposure, which is
why this bill is also opposed by a num-
ber of public health and medical orga-
nizations.

The BRICK Act gives special treat-
ment to a couple of industries by shift-
ing the health and financial burdens of
pollution on to the public. I urge my
colleagues to oppose this bill, Mr.
Speaker, and I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as she may consume to the
gentlewoman from Tennessee (Mrs.
BLACKBURN).

Mrs. BLACKBURN. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the chairman for the excellent
work that he has done on the BRICK
Act, and also Mr. JOHNSON, who
brought this legislation forward and
who has worked so closely with indi-
viduals, with companies in his district
to address their concerns on this.

Now, what brings us here today is the
fact that, once before, the brick indus-
try faced an EPA rule that went on the
books, hadn’t gone through judicial re-
view. This happened in 2003.

Over a period of 5 years, they began
ramping up to make these changes.
This is expensive because most of the
brick manufacturers in our country are
small businesses. They have two kilns,
and they are working very, very hard
to keep the jobs and keep people em-
ployed. When they look at having to
change to this new equipment, the in-
vestment is going to be $3 million, $4
million, $6 million, depending on the
size of their business.

Now, previously, a rule went through
the process of judicial review, and then
it was withdrawn. What this legislation
does is to say, look, let’s finish this en-
tire process before we move that ex-
pense to the industry, because when
you put it to the industry and they are
incurring this cost that could end up
being an unnecessary cost, what hap-
pens? Brick costs more. Building mate-
rials cost more.

Who ends up paying for that? Con-
sumers, purchasers, individuals who
are buying homes, individuals who are
remodeling homes, individuals who are
building commercial buildings.

So what we are saying is let’s exer-
cise some wisdom. Let’s exercise a lit-
tle bit of experience that comes from
having been here before, and let’s delay
until this entire process is finished.

As we have talked about bricks, we
are also addressing the wood heater in-
dustry, which is a primary source of
heat for many of our homes, and just
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saying let’s be mindful, let’s be careful,
let’s put consumers and taxpayers in
front of the bureaucrats who are look-
ing to implement these rules and regu-
lations.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the

gentleman from California (Mr.
MCNERNEY).
Mr. McCNERNEY. Mr. Speaker, 1

thank my friend, the ranking member,
and I thank the chairman for his work
on this, but I am going to rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1917, the BRICK Act.

This bill will delay the implementa-
tion of the EPA’s final Brick and
Structural Clay Products rule and the
final Clay Ceramic Manufacturing rule
by extending all compliance deadlines
based on pending judicial review.

So what does that mean? That means
it will delay implementation until
judgment becomes final and not sub-
ject to review or appeal. This is a blan-
ket extension that could have lasting
negative impacts on the public’s
health.

Brick and clay plants, if unregulated,
can be major sources of toxic air pol-
lutants like hydrogen fluoride, hydro-
gen chloride, and hazardous metals,
pollutants that are associated with a
variety of acute and chronic health ef-
fects, including cancer. It is estimated
that the final Brick and Clay MACT
rule will reduce nationwide air toxics
by approximately 375 tons per year.

Last Friday, the OMB issued a report
showing that regulations have high
benefit and low cost. The aggregate
benefits of Federal regulations is be-
tween $219 billion and $695 billion;
whereas, the aggregate costs are $59
billion to $88 billion. Many regulations
spur innovation that benefit the econ-
omy as well as human health.

Now, it is no surprise to me that this
administration and the Republicans
are targeting air pollution regulations.
The OMB noted that EPA rules ‘‘ac-
count for over 80 percent of the mone-
tized benefits and over 70 percent of the
monetized costs’ of Federal regulation
between 2006 and 2016.

Since regulations protect human
health and safety and have more bene-
fits than costs for industry, I stand in
opposition to bills like this one that
seek to undermine these protections. I
ask my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’” on H.R.
1917.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, before 1
yield to the next individual, I just want
to say it is not a low cost to the indi-
viduals in these small communities
who lose their job, and it is not a low
cost to the communities that lose the
tax base when these small businesses
fold up and go away in small towns.

Mr. Speaker, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Mississippi (Mr. HARPER), a person who
also represents big parts of rural Amer-
ica.

Mr. HARPER. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to encourage Members to sup-
port this commonsense bill, H.R. 1917,
the Blocking Regulatory Interference
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from Closing Kilns Act, H.R. 1917, also
known as the BRICK Act, which in-
cludes provisions that will provide a
compromise approach to delaying a
regulation on manufacturers of wood
heaters.

Wood heaters are frequently used by
households in rural America. EPA’s
rushed 2020 deadline would raise the
price of a new wood heater on those
least able to afford it. It would also re-
strict consumer choice, as many cur-
rently available models may not be
able to meet the 2020 deadline. H.R.
1917 will not remove any regulations. It
would simply extend the deadline to
2023.

Frank Moore of Hardy Manufac-
turing, located in my district, testified
before the Environment Subcommittee
in September that he and other manu-
facturers are working to meet the 2020
step 2 standards, but that a lack of
technology is making compliance near-
ly impossible. In that hearing, Mr.
Moore said: ‘“ . . . we provide jobs for
about 50 people with payrolls exceeding
$2 million,” and that ‘‘even if a product
can meet the step 2 requirements, I be-
lieve it would not be consumer friend-
ly, durable, or affordable.”’

Again, extension of this effective
date doesn’t remove any regulations.
Extension simply provides more time
for manufacturers to come into compli-
ance with much stricter requirements.
It is best for the consumers; it is best
for the businesses; and it will not undo
the regulations that are requested.

I hope that Members will agree that
this bipartisan legislation is a com-
promise solution that helps small busi-
nesses and our constituents. I encour-
age Members to support H.R. 1917.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
MCEACHIN).

Mr. McCEACHIN. Mr. Speaker, every
American—in fact, every human
being—has the right to breathe clean
air. If this Congress trammels that
right in the name of corporate profits,
that choice is not just an abstract
moral failure, it is a concrete public
health disaster, one that will cause
needless suffering, especially for our
most vulnerable friends and neighbors.

The regulations this bill seeks to im-
pede are long overdue. The earliest
form of the Brick and Clay rule dates
back to 2003. That was more than 14
years ago, and now some of my friends
in the majority are seeking even longer
delays.

We have been putting pollutants into
our air and we can never unring that
bell, but we can do better moving for-
ward, and we need to make those im-
provements sooner rather than later.

We all know that justice delayed is
justice denied. Justice has already been
delayed by more than a decade. We can
measure that cost.

The Brick and Clay rule, in its cur-
rent form, would reduce the amount of
toxins in our air by hundreds of tons
per year. If we delay the rule another
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year, or 2 years or longer, all of our
families, all of our constituents are
going to be breathing dirtier and more
dangerous air.

This bill is a direct attack on our
right to live in a clean and healthy en-
vironment. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to oppose this misguided legis-
lation.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from the great State of Min-
nesota (Mr. PETERSon), a Democrat
who is going to speak on behalf of part
of his bill.

Mr. PETERSON. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today in support of the BRICK Act,
particularly section 3, which includes
language from my bill to bring much-
needed regulatory relief to wood heater
manufacturers that are in my district
and also across the Nation.

Section 3 delays the second phase of
Federal emission regulations for wood
heaters by 3 years. It is important to
note that, since 2007, manufacturers
have voluntarily invested in tech-
nology to reduce the emissions to com-
ply with the first phase of the regula-
tions.

I had one situation in the north part
of my district where they spent I don’t
know how many hundreds of thousands
of dollars coming up with this 90 per-
cent reduction; and 6 months after
they accomplished it, they came in
with these new regulations to do an-
other 90 percent, which can’t be done,
and it is going to put them out of busi-
ness.

So these businessowners in my dis-
trict and around the country have ap-
proached me and said, as I said, that
they will go out of business if this sec-
ond phase is not delayed. Some of them
have already begun laying people off in
towns like Greenbush, Minnesota, in
my area. And in these small commu-
nities, these layoffs are devastating.

These companies already produce
some of the cleanest wood heaters in
the Nation, and they are telling me
that the EPA has just gone too far. So
I wrote this language to help these
businesses, these workers, these com-
munities that depend on the produc-
tion of these important appliances, and
I urge my colleagues to support the
BRICK Act.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. JOHNSON),
the author of the BRICK Act.

Mr. JOHNSON of Ohio. Mr. Speaker,
the majority of U.S. brick and ceramic
plants are small, family-owned oper-
ations, often located in rural commu-
nities that depend on the plant for
their very livelihood, for the good-pay-
ing jobs. They have built some of the
most recognizable buildings, cities, and
towns in existence across America, in-
cluding many within my district in
eastern and southeastern Ohio.

Unfortunately, these industries have
borne the brunt of an unpredictable
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regulatory process that is nearly two
decades in the making. In 2003, the
EPA required brickmakers to install
expensive new equipment to comply
with the Agency’s Maximum Achiev-
able Control Technology, or their
MACT rule.

In 2007, after companies spent mil-
lions to implement these controls, the
U.S. Court of Appeals in the D.C. Cir-
cuit vacated the rule. Our brickmakers
now find themselves in a very similar
situation today. In 2015, the EPA again
finalized a rule requiring the industry
to once again invest in similar control
equipment technologies.

Additionally, this new regulation
uses the emission reductions achieved
under the vacated regulation as a base-
line for further emission reductions. In
other words, the EPA, under the former
administration, chose not to recognize
the great strides this industry achieved
under the previously vacated rule. The
Agency neglected to take this past reg-
ulatory and compliance history into
consideration.

Mr. Speaker, that is simply not
right. The bill before us today, H.R.
1917, the BRICK Act, ensures history
does not repeat itself. This legislation
simply allows for the consideration and
completion of any judicial review re-
garding the 2015 regulation before re-
quiring compliance.

Now, some of my colleagues across
the aisle say they are worried that this
legislation sets a dangerous precedent.
Many of these same colleagues are also
quick to recognize the very unique reg-
ulatory situation this industry finds
itself in. They even go so far as to say
they are sympathetic to the unique sit-
uation.
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However, they are unwilling to sup-
port this bill that simply extends the
compliance deadlines, which would
give the brick and tile industries a bit
of regulatory certainty while the
courts complete their work.

Mr. Speaker, that logic baffles me.
We need a bit of pragmatism when we
approach this situation. Because if you
really want to talk about a dangerous
precedent, consider this: this new regu-
lation also caps the economic produc-
tivity of the clay ceramics industry.
While the former administration ad-
mitted that this regulation will not re-
duce emissions emitted by the indus-
try, it decided to set new emission
standards through regulations anyway.

Regulating an industry for no imme-
diate reason or environmental benefit?
Now that is a dangerous precedent.
Brick manufacturers have suffered
heavy losses since the recession, shed-
ding 45 percent of jobs between 2005 and
2012, and these increased compliance
costs from EPA regulations are driving
more job losses and consolidations
within this primarily family-owned in-
dustry.

Brick plant owners already struggle
to obtain financing for plant mod-
ernization projects, and brick compa-
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nies estimate that this rule will cost as
much as $100 million a year to comply.
Many are worried that the financing
needed to comply with this most recent
reiteration of this rule will not be
available, considering that the required
control equipment will not improve
plant productivity, nor help the bot-
tom line.

I urge all of my colleagues to support
this commonsense legislation today,
and I look forward to working with my
Senate colleagues to quickly address
this issue. I know some recent bipar-
tisan progress has been made in the
Senate between Senator WICKER and
Senator DONNELLY, and I am very en-
couraged by that progress.

I am hopeful that this vote today will
help push the Senate to act and act
sooner than later. The compliance
deadlines are quickly approaching, and
we need a solution now to this impor-
tant issue. Otherwise, Mr. Speaker, we
are in danger of having to build build-
ings in America out of sticks and
straw, or, worse yet, out of bricks im-
ported from foreign countries.

Mr. Speaker, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote.

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

Mr. Speaker, no one wants to shut
down these businesses, but H.R. 1917 is
the wrong remedy. We understand the
circumstances, and those cir-
cumstances should be brought to the
attention of the courts.

The court has the power to grant the
stay of this rule. For some reason, the
industry has not yet made that re-
quest, even though there are a number
of pending lawsuits challenging the
rule. In fact, industry petitioned the
court to put their lawsuits on hold
until EPA decides whether to grant
their request to reconsider the rule.

The pending decisions by the court
and the EPA indicate there are still a
number of remedies available to ad-
dress the industry’s concerns, includ-
ing a request to the court to stay the
rule. There is no need for H.R. 1917.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Georgia (Mr. CAR-
TER).

Mr. CARTER of Georgia. Mr. Speak-
er, I thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support
of the Blocking Regulatory Inter-
ference from Closing Kilns Act of 2017.
This bill is very simple, Mr. Speaker,
as it simply aligns the timeline for
compliance with judicial review of
these rules and regulations.

American Dbusinesses are finding
themselves facing millions of dollars in
compliance costs due to burdensome
EPA regulations. It is estimated that
the EPA’s rules may cost the brick and
ceramics industry millions annually,
with the cost of compliance for the av-
erage facility at over $4 million.

Industry won’t be able to meet the
requirement deadlines imposed by the
rule, which is currently being reviewed
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in our court system. The EPA’s first
attempt at a rule was vacated, but not
before the industry spent millions in
compliance measures that were ulti-
mately found to be invalid.

Small brick and ceramics businesses
have been the hardest hit by the first
rule; and if something isn’t done, many
of these small businesses will be forced
to close their doors for good.

H.R. 1917 would provide much-needed
regulatory relief to brick and ceramics
businesses by simply stating that we
need to let the judicial review process
move ahead before we penalize hard-
working people.

I encourage my colleagues to support
this bill and to support businesses all
across the country.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I have no
further speakers, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. CHABOT).

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate Mr. SHIMKUS yielding. And I want
to thank Chairman WALDEN, as well,
for his hard work in this area, as well
as Mr. SHIMKUS’, and the entire Energy
and Commerce Committee for their
leadership in this area.

As chairman of the House Small
Business Committee, I continue to hear
from small-business owners all across
America that compliance with regula-
tions is one of the greatest challenges
that they face, and this is, in essence,
what this is.

In fact, today, I chaired a hearing on
how the regulatory process is impact-
ing small businesses. The bill before us
today, the BRICK Act, would provide
crucial relief to America’s brick, clay,
and tile industries, the majority of
which are, by definition, small busi-
nesses; and we should always remember
that small businesses create about 7
out of every 10 new jobs in America.

The BRICK Act would ensure that
small-business owners don’t have to
worry about spending millions of dol-
lars to comply with a regulation that
may well be thrown out in court. I
would urge my colleagues to support
this important legislation.

Mr. TONKO. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time to close.

Mr. Speaker, Congress should not be
in the business of encouraging frivo-
lous litigation or penalizing businesses
that made the necessary investments
to comply with standards, especially
when clean air is at stake.

Unfortunately, that is what the
BRICK Act would do. These standards
are achievable, long overdue, and pro-
vide considerable health benefits. It
has been nearly two decades for pollu-
tion control standards for brick and
clay facilities and nearly three decades
since the last Federal standards for
wood stoves.

We shouldn’t have to choose between
a giveaway to a couple of special inter-
ests over clean air for all of our con-
stituents. Again, I urge my colleagues
to oppose this bill.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I yield
as much time as he may consume to
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, I ap-
preciate the chairman’s good work on
this legislation.

In my district and in many rural
communities around the country, wood
burning stoves and heaters are a pop-
ular heat source, and an affordable one
as well; and it is a renewable fuel. And
I will tell you what: the person who
utilizes a wood stove to heat their
home is not a special interest.

The EPA’s New Source Performance
Standards for products like wood and
pellet stoves and wood furnaces have
raised significant concerns. This regu-
lation sets forth an unrealistic and
unachievable timeline for manufactur-
ers of these products to come into com-
pliance with the standards in time.

I have heard from manufacturers and
retailers, like England’s Stove Works
in Amherst County in my district, that
it is not that they don’t want to com-
ply with the rule, they just simply
need more time. For just one wood
stove, it can take up to 6 months to
complete the EPA certification proc-
ess.

In the meantime, the availability of
wood stoves—the affordability of this
heating source for my constituents and
other people in mostly rural areas, but
other communities as well around the
country, is going to go up.

The BRICK Act, before the House
today, includes provisions from a bill
that I introduced along with Rep-
resentative COLLIN PETERSON, the Re-
lief from New Source Performance
Standards Act. This provision is a sim-
ple one. It simply extends the time
wood stove manufacturers have to
comply with Federal regulations by 3
years.

Affordable heat is important to my
constituents, and Federal regulations
must take into account the real world
needs and time constraints of the in-
dustries that make these products and
must now develop new technologies.

I urge my colleagues to vote in sup-
port of this bill today to give this in-
dustry more time and ensure con-
sumers can choose wood heat sources
to help keep their families warm.

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

Mr. Speaker, this is a good debate
and discussion. It is one we had in the
subcommittee; it is one we had in the
full committee; and we are bringing it
to the floor. It just focuses on a dif-
ferent way in which we view manufac-
turing and, really, as you heard in this
debate, small manufacturers—small
brick manufacturers, small wood heat-
ers, because, as everyone knows, when
you are in a big corporation, you have
got lawyers and you have got—you can
do an economic analysis and you can
do research and development, but a lot
of these folks are just small local oper-
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ations, probably started by a husband
and wife, probably brought on a kid
and next-door neighbor.

In my opening statement, I men-
tioned how, in rural America, there are
not a lot of businesses, other than
maybe agriculture, people coming into
the town; so not only are these manu-
facturers, they are the backbone of
these small communities.

So, simply put, this bill is a combina-
tion of two. One says you really
shouldn’t force someone to comply
with a rule and regulation until they
have fought the litigation battle, be-
cause, in the example that we are talk-
ing about today, the claimants, the
manufacturers, won, where either they
went out of business because they were
trying to comply or they had to have
this excessive cost. That is issue one.

Issue two on the small wood heaters
is just say they were forced to move
forward in cleaner technology, increas-
ing their environmental ability 90 per-
cent; and we all know that the cleaner
you get, the harder it is to get the last
percentages. So all the folks are asking
for is more time to comply.

They are both bipartisan bills. I ap-
plaud folks coming down to talk and
defend those. This is an exciting time
in our country. It is exciting because
we are having economic growth. We are
having economic growth for two rea-
sons. One, our historic tax cuts. Fifty
percent of all manufacturers of the
country have said they are going to in-
vest in capital investment. Pretty ex-
citing.

There is optimism again. Wages are
increasing. Benefits are increasing.
You have people getting checks in-
creasing or new growth capital ex-
penses.

There is another component of this
exciting time for jobs in the economy,
and this other component is easing up
on the assault that the EPA has done
over the past decade on our manufac-
turing sector and our job creators.

So you put these two together, the
American worker has a greater oppor-
tunity, and these are just a couple of
examples of the bills we are moving
today, how we can continue to make
that happen.

Mr. Speaker, I urge passage of this
bill, and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Speaker, the bill before
us today, the BRICK Act, makes common-
sense adjustments to preserve small busi-
nesses and American jobs while still protecting
the environment. This bill addresses the im-
pact of regulations and policies aimed at
brickmakers, and—particularly important to
many in my home state, wood stoves.

In many parts of Oregon, we’re surrounded
by forests and affordable wood, so wood
stoves are often the most economical way to
heat a home or a ranch shop. Oregonians
also know what a real air pollution crisis looks
like, as we have recently dealt with the thick
smoke from several very bad wildfires across
the state. Compared to that, wood stove emis-
sions are far from a crisis, especially now that
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they all must comply with EPA’s 2015 emis-
sions standards. There is no reason to threat-
en wood heater affordability as well as indus-
try jobs by insisting on the unworkable 2020
deadline for the next round of standards. This
bill takes the sensible step of extending the
deadline to 2023, thus preserving wood heater
choice and affordability.

Opponents of these bills have claimed that
H.R. 1917 is harmful to the environment and
public health protections, but | think we need
to maintain a sense of perspective.

Neither brickmakers nor wood heaters are a
significant source of emissions, and both in-
dustries have already reduced emissions sig-
nificantly due to earlier regulations that are not
affected under this bill. For example, accord-
ing to the U.S. Chamber of Commerce, the
brick industry has already committed millions
of dollars to install and operate controls to re-
duce emissions by nearly 95 percent in order
to comply with previous regulations.

Perhaps most importantly, this bill does not
repeal any health-based regulation—it simply
makes minimal, temporal adjustments to re-
duce the risk of plant shutdowns, layoffs, and
higher prices for consumers. We should be
looking at ways to get people working, not im-
posing unnecessary and tough to meet regu-
latory timeframes that take away people’s live-
lihoods.

We need a balanced approach. These
brickmakers and wood heater manufacturers
are important employers in the small commu-
nities where many are located. The data
shows that there is little environmental jus-
tification for inflicting economic harm on these
small businesses and their communities, and
thus there is every reason to pass this bill to
ensure that any such harm is avoided.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, | include the
following letters in the RECORD on H.R. 1917.
CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF

THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2018.

TO THE MEMBERS OF THE U.S. HOUSE OF
REPRESENTATIVES: The TU.S. Chamber of
Commerce supports H.R. 1917, the ‘‘Blocking
Regulatory Interference from Closing Kilns
(BRICK) Act of 2017.”” The bill would ensure
that the U.S. brick industry will not be
forced to comply with the Brick Maximum
Achievable Control Technology (MACT)
standards for air quality issued by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
until after judicial challenges to the rule are
resolved.

EPA issued an earlier version of the Brick
MACT rule in 2003, which required the brick
industry to spend millions of dollars to pur-
chase, install, and operate control equip-
ment. Five years later, a court threw out the
2003 rule. Now brick companies are faced
with having to pay to tear out the equipment
they installed and install even more costly
new equipment. Brick companies are right-
fully worried that they may make the in-
vestment to comply with the 2015 rule, only
to have it subsequently thrown out by a
court. To avoid this unfair and wasteful out-
come, H.R. 1917 would set a compliance date
for the final Brick MACT rule after judicial
challenges to the 2015 Brick MACT rule are
completed and after any subsequent final
rule is promulgated.

It is important that American industries
are not unfairly penalized when they are
compelled to comply with costly rules that
are later overturned by the courts. This
wasteful and unreasonable outcome must be
avoided.

Sincerely,
NEIL L. BRADLEY.
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NATIONAL ASSOCIATION
OF MANUFACTURERS,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2018.
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE, The National Asso-
ciation of Manufacturers (NAM), the largest
manufacturing association in the TUnited
States representing manufacturers in every
industrial sector and in all 50 states, urges
you to support H.R. 1917, the Blocking Regu-
latory Interference from Closing Kilns Act of
2017 (BRICK Act), introduced by Representa-
tive Bill Johnson (R-OH).

In September 2015, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency (EPA) issued final National
Emissions Standards for Brick, Structural
Clay Products and Clay Ceramics Manufac-
turing, often referred to as Brick MACT. It is
estimated that this rule will collectively
cost the brick industry, which is made up of
predominantly small- and medium-sized
manufacturers, more than $100 million dol-
lars per year.

Manufacturers support reasonable environ-
mental policies, but need regulatory cer-
tainty to ensure that the investments made
today match what regulations will ulti-
mately require. When regulations stretch be-
yond what the law allows, manufacturers
and other stakeholders must turn to the
courts for relief. Often times compliance
deadlines for disputed final regulations are
too short for the legal process to fully run its
course and manufacturers are forced to make
investments to comply with rules that
courts may ultimately throw out or send
back to EPA for more work.

This is exactly the situation brick manu-
facturers find themselves in with this regula-
tion, as EPA’s rule requires millions in new
regulatory costs within a three-year period,
while the underlying regulation is being dis-
puted in the courts—a process that could ul-
timately span several years H.R. 1917 is a
commonsense way to approach this issue, as
it simply ensures that manufacturers will
have the certainty that the investments
they make are based on laws that the courts
have determined are appropriate and legal.
The NAM strongly urges you to support H.R.
1917

Sincerely,
ROSS EISENBERG.

Mr. PALLONE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in oppo-
sition to H.R. 1917, the so-called “Blocking
Regulatory Interference from Closing Kilns Act
of 2017.”

This is the first in a series of dirty air pro-
posals on the floor this week. The BRICK Act
is part of the ongoing effort by Republicans to
undermine the commonsense protections
found in the Clean Air Act, in order to give
special breaks to polluters at the expense of
public health.

We have seen this bill before. Last Con-
gress we debated and voted on the BRICK
Act: | opposed it then, and | oppose it now.
Frankly, | have even more concerns with this
legislation than | did in 2016.

That is because the BRICK Act was amend-
ed by the Rules Committee to include two
separate attacks on clean air safeguards. Like
previous versions, this version before us today
would indefinitely delay standards to reduce
toxic air pollution from brick and clay manufac-
turers. However, it now also incorporates a
separate bill that would delay long-overdue
pollution standards for new wood fired heat-
ers. The only thing these bills really have in
common is that they both undermine Clean Air
Act protections and endanger the health of our
children.
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Regarding the treatment of brick and clay
manufacturing facilities, the bill automatically
delays implementation of EPA’s final Brick and
Clay rule by extending all deadlines . . . by
however long it takes to complete all possible
litigation. This blanket extension would be
given to all facilities covered by the final rule,
without regard for the merits of the legal chal-
lenges or their final outcome.

But that is not Congress’ job. The courts al-
ready have the ability to issue a “stay” of any
compliance dates in a final rule. Delaying a
rule for legitimate reasons does not require
action by Congress, but a legislative quick fix
is the only remedy the proponents of this bill
appear to care about.

By throwing out the existing judicial process,
Republicans are giving polluters an incentive
to “run the clock” on frivolous litigation, to put
off ever controlling their pollution.

This is especially problematic because Ad-
ministrator Pruitt has announced plans to re-
consider the Brick and Clay rule, which is ex-
pected to be finalized in 2019. At that point,
the pollution control standards for brick and
clay facilities will be almost two decades over-
due, and this bill would delay those protec-
tions even longer.

The new wood heater provision is not much
better. The bill delays EPA’s pollution stand-
ards for new wood-fueled heaters that have
not been updated in nearly 30 years. The final
rule included a gradual, five-year phase in to
allow manufacturers time to adapt and de-
velop cleaner and more efficient technologies,
and the phase 2 requirements don’t kick in
until 2020.

These newer appliances are a win for con-
sumers. The 2020-compliant products are both
cleaner and more efficient, generating more
heat per unit of wood burned and making
them less expensive to operate.

But, with this provision, Republicans are
picking winners and losers. They are reward-
ing companies that refused to clean up their
dirty and inefficient products, while punishing
innovative companies that invested in devel-
oping cleaner and more efficient technologies
for wood heaters.

Ultimately, the BRICK Act is really more
about transferring burdens than relieving them.
This so-called “relief” from regulation comes
at the expense of our children’s health. More-
over, it doesn’'t reduce costs; it merely trans-
fers them from favored businesses to the gen-
eral public who will pay for more doctor visits
and lost work or school days as a result.

My Republican colleagues repeatedly claim
they support clean air, and yet, they contin-
ually put forward bill after bill designed to
delay, weaken, or repeal safeguards that pro-
tect public health by cleaning up the air. Pass-
ing this bill allows dirty products to remain in
operation for decades into the future, resulting
in tons of additional pollution, and putting the
health of our children and future generations
at risk.

Exempting businesses from clean air rules
leads to more air pollution. It is that simple.
We all want small businesses to thrive, and
the history of the Clean Air Act demonstrates
clearly that we can grow the economy while
cleaning up the air and improving public
health.

Congress should not be selling out the
health and safety of American children. But
that is just what a YES vote on the BRICK Act
would do.
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| urge all my colleagues to join me in oppos-
ing this dirty air bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired.

Pursuant to House Resolution 762,
the previous question is ordered on the
bill, as amended.

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

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
I have a motion to recommit at the
desk.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is the
gentlewoman opposed to the bill?

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. I am op-
posed.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Clerk will report the motion to recom-
mit.

The Clerk read as follows:

Ms. Castor of Florida moves to recommit
the bill H.R. 1917 to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith,
with the following amendment:

At the end of section 3 of the bill, add the
following new subsection:

(c) LIMITATION ON PRIVATE PLANE TRAV-
EL.—Nothing in this Act may be construed to
authorize the Administrator of the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to charter a
flight, or travel in any class of air accommo-
dation above coach class, to, in accordance
with subsection (b), make such technical and
conforming changes to rules and guidance
documents as may be necessary to imple-
ment subsection (a).

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
CURTIS). Pursuant to the rule, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida is recognized
for 5 minutes in support of her motion.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. 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.

Mr. Speaker, my motion to recommit
is simple and should garner the support
of all Members who dislike government
waste and abuse of power.

My motion goes to the heart of the
costly ethical violations by EPA Ad-
ministrator Scott Pruitt and his
penchant for flying first class in viola-
tion of Federal regulations and billing
it to taxpayers.

He has done this at a time when he
has supported cuts to EPA clean water
and clean air initiatives in the commu-
nities we represent back home.
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So my amendment is simple. It says:
‘““Nothing in this act may be construed
to authorize the Administrator of the
Environmental Protection Agency to
charter a flight, or travel in any class
of air accommodation above coach
class.”

See, Federal regulations right now
require government officials to con-
sider the least expensive class of travel
that meets their needs. Now, agencies
are allowed to travel first class in very
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rare instances, such as a flight of 14
hours or more, a medical disability, or
for exceptional security circumstances
if your life or government property is
in danger.

Well, Administrator Scott Pruitt has
abused these exceptions. This came to
light after the House Energy and Com-
merce Committee asked the EPA Ad-
ministrator to explain his costly travel
records, which showed he repeatedly
booked first class flights at taxpayer
expense, and he hoped no one would no-
tice. There is no adequate justification
for this wasteful spending and abuse of
power by Scott Pruitt. If he enjoys fly-
ing first class and staying in luxury ho-
tels, then he should pay for it himself
and not ask the taxpayers to foot the
bill.

Here is what we know per press re-
ports and committee research: last
June 5, Pruitt settled into his $1,641
first class seat for a short flight from
D.C. to New York. The ticket cost
more than 6 times that of the two
media aides who traveled along with
him and sat in coach. In Manhattan,
Administrator Pruitt made two brief
television appearances praising the
White House’s decision to withdraw
from the 2015 Paris climate agreement.
He stayed in an upscale hotel near
Times Square and returned to Wash-
ington the next day. That Wednesday,
after traveling on Air Force One for an
infrastructure event in Cincinnati,
Pruitt and several staffers raced back
to New York on a military jet, at the
cost of $36,000, to then catch a plane to
Rome. The transatlantic flight was
part of a round-trip ticket for the Ad-
ministrator that cost over $7,000, ac-
cording to EPA records, several times
what was paid for other officials who
went.

In total, the taxpayer-funded travel
for Pruitt and his top aides during that
stretch in June cost at least $90,000,
thanks to the Environmental Integrity
Project, which got the records. His
travel practices are quite different
from previous EPA Administrators’,
who very rarely traveled first class and
always announced their travel schedule
to the public.

But Scott Pruitt’s travel is different.
It is secretive, it is costly, and it is fre-
quent. In fact, we have come to learn
that this year he plans to travel to
Israel, Australia, Japan, Mexico, and
possibly Canada. None of those have
been officially announced, but we have
been digging. Pruitt rarely discloses
where he plans to be.

So, at the request of congressional
Democrats, the EPA’s Office of Inspec-
tor General is conducting probes of
Pruitt’s travel. He has attempted to
justify his luxury travel by noting that
he has been approached by people in
the airport numerous times to talk
about his environmental record. How-
ever, it is unclear why this justifies
purchasing first class tickets.

These new justifications also con-
tradict previous explanations of this
questionable travel as a way of pro-
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viding an opportunity to hear directly
from people affected by the EPA. The
Administrator simply prefers to be
wasteful with taxpayer dollars.

We have asked about other conflicts
of interest. He has continually sided
with dirty energy and chemical compa-
nies, so it is no matter that members
of the public would like to discuss
these pressing issues with him. Accord-
ing to the Environmental Integrity
Project, new travel records shared with
the media show Pruitt and EPA em-
ployees spent up to $150,000 on pre-
mium commercial and chartered
flights just in a 6-month period.

So, Mr. Speaker, Administrator Pru-
itt says he will start flying coach after
all the attention it has garnered, but
he hasn’t promised to do so. Through
this motion to recommit, we would
like to make it permanent. We would
like to hold him accountable.

And for anyone who would like to
eliminate waste in government and
make sure that our officials do not
abuse their power, it is time to adopt
this amendment, and I urge Congress
to do so.

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

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to the motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, a Mem-
ber uses a motion to instruct or recom-
mit to change or amend the bill. I don’t
think we build and use bricks to make
our airplanes, and I don’t think we
power our planes with wood heaters.

So what is the deal with this motion
to instruct and recommit?

It is just purely politics, and it is not
surprising.

Why?

Well, because Democrats want to dis-
tort us from our economic success of
the Republican agenda. And it is built
on two foundational principles. One is
the very successful tax reform and bill
that we passed in December. And
Americans are seeing it. Fifty percent
of all manufacturers around the coun-
try are going to invest in capital ex-
pansion. People have bigger paychecks
now. They are getting bonuses.

In fact, I was on the floor last night
with Illinoisans. We were reading sto-
ries from constituents about the bene-
fits they are receiving, either in less
money being taken out on taxes or in-
crease in wages; trucking companies
expanding. So it is an incredible suc-
cess of optimism when we have been in
an economic malaise for the past 8
years.

And that is the kind of society I want
to live in. I want to live in a society
where, when my kids enter the work-
force, there is a job there. And I want
them to say: If I work hard and play by
the rules, man, there is an opportunity
for me. And that is what is coming
back.

There is another component to this
economic success, and that is calling
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off the EPA dogs who have been at-
tacking the job creators in our country
over the past 8 years. Ease the regu-
latory burden, provide historic tax re-
lief, excitement in the economy, new
jobs, new energy. So I understand why
my opponents on the other side would
like to distort us from this record.

This motion to recommit is purely
politics to do that, so that is why I ask
my colleagues to reject the motion to
recommit and, once we do that, sup-
port the underlying bill.

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.

Ms. CASTOR of Florida. Mr. Speaker,
on that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

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

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 2 o’clock and 38 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

————
O 1600

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. DONOVAN) at 4 p.m.

———

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, proceedings
will resume on questions previously
postponed.

Votes will be taken in the following
order:

The motion to recommit on H.R.
1917; and

Passage of H.R. 1917, if ordered.

The first electronic vote will be con-
ducted as a 15-minute vote. The second
electronic vote will be conducted as a
5-minute vote.

———

BLOCKING REGULATORY INTER-
FERENCE FROM CLOSING KILNS
ACT OF 2017

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The un-
finished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to recommit on the bill (H.R. 1917)
to allow for judicial review of any final
rule addressing national emission
standards for hazardous air pollutants
for brick and structural clay products
or for clay ceramics manufacturing be-
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fore requiring compliance with such
rule, offered by the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. CASTOR), on which the
yeas and nays were ordered.

The Clerk will redesignate the mo-
tion.

The Clerk redesignated the motion.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to recommit.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 186, nays

227, not voting 17, as follows:

[Roll No. 98]

YEAS—186
Adams Gallego Neal
Aguilar Garamendi Norcross
Barragan Gomez O’Halleran
Bass Gonzalez (TX) O’Rourke
Beatty Gottheimer Pallone
Bera Green, Al Panetta
Beyer Green, Gene Pascrell
Bishop (GA) Grijalva Payne
Blum Gutiérrez Pelosi
Blumenauer Hanabusa Perlmutter
Blunt Rochester  Hastings Peters
Bonamici Heck Peterson
Boyle, Brendan H}ggms (NY) Pingree
F. Himes Pocan
Brady (PA) Hoyer Price (NC)
Brown (MD) Huffman Quigley
grc;zzglsley (CA) gack;orll Lee Raskin
it ayapa. :
Butterfield Jeffries Hiee ()
Carbajal Johnson (GA) Rosen
Carson'(IN) Johnson, E. B. Roybal-Allard
Cartwright Jones Ruiz
Castor (FL) Kaptur R berger
Castro (TX) Keating Rapbersheree
Chu, Judy Kelly (IL) R
P yan (OH)
Cicilline Kennedy Sénchez
Clark (MA) Khanna Sarbanes
Clarke (NY) Kihuen
Clay Kildee Schakowsky
: Schiff
Cleaver Kilmer Sohneider
Clyburn Kind Sohrader
Cohen Krishnamoorthi
Connolly Kuster (NH) Scott (VA).
Cooper Langevin g:?;;’no])a“d
Correa Larsen (WA)
Costa Larson (CT) Sewell (AL)
Courtney Lawrence Slherman
Crist Lawson (FL) S}nema
Crowley Lee Sires
Cuellar Levin Smith (WA)
Davis (CA) Lewis (GA) Soto
Davis, Danny Lipinski Spelelf
DeFazio Loebsack Suozzi
DeGette Lofgren Swalwell (CA)
Delaney Lowenthal Takano
DeLauro Lowey Thompson (CA)
DelBene Lujan Grisham, Thompson (MS)
Demings M. Titus
DeSaulnier Lujan, Ben Ray  Tonko
Deutch Lynch Torres
Dingell Maloney, Tsongas
Doggett Carolyn B. Vargas
Doyle, Michael Maloney, Sean Veasey
F. Matsui Vela
Ellison McCollum Velazquez
Engel McEachin Visclosky
Eshoo McGovern Walz
Espaillat McNerney Wasserman
Esty (CT) Meng Schultz
Evans Moore Waters, Maxine
Foster Moulton Watson Coleman
Frankel (FL) Murphy (FL) Welch
Fudge Nadler Wilson (FL)
Gabbard Napolitano Yarmuth
NAYS—227
Abraham Bishop (MI) Byrne
Aderholt Bishop (UT) Calvert
Allen Black Carter (GA)
Amash Blackburn Carter (TX)
Amodei Bost Chabot
Arrington Brady (TX) Cheney
Babin Brat Coffman
Bacon Brooks (AL) Cole
Banks (IN) Brooks (IN) Collins (GA)
Barletta Buchanan Collins (NY)
Barton Buck Comer
Bergman Bucshon Comstock
Biggs Budd Conaway
Bilirakis Burgess Cook
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Costello (PA) Johnson (OH) Roby
Crawford Johnson, Sam Roe (TN)
Culberson Jordan Rogers (AL)
Curbelo (FL) Joyce (OH) Rogers (KY)
Curtis Katko Rohrabacher
Davidson Kelly (MS) Rokita
Davis, Rodney Kelly (PA) Rooney, Francis
gengam ?ng g\g) Rooney, Thomas
en ing

DeSantis Kinzinger R(;Is'—Lehtinen
DesJarlais Knight
Diaz-Balart Kustoff (TN) gg:;{am
Donovan Labrador Rothfus
Duffy LaHood Rouzer
Duncan (SC) LaMalfa R CA
Duncan (TN) Lamborn oyce (CA)
Dunn Lance Russell
Emmer Latta Rutherford
Estes (KS) Lewis (MN) Sanford
Farenthold LoBiondo Schweikert
Faso Long Scott, Austin
Ferguson Loudermilk Sensenbrenner
Fitzpatrick Love Sessions
Fleischmann Lucas Shimkus
Flores Luetkemeyer Shuster
Fortenberry MacArthur Simpson
Foxx Marchant Smith (MO)
Frelinghuysen Marino Smith (NE)
Gaetz Marshall Smith (NJ)
Gallagher Massie Smucker
Garrett Mast Stefanik
Gianforte McCarthy Stewart
Gibbs McCaul Stivers
Gohmert MecClintock Taylor
Goodlatte McHenry Tenney
Gosar McKinley Thompson (PA)
Gowdy McMorris Thornberry
Granger Rodgers Tipton
Graves (GA) McSally Trott
Graves (LA) Meadows
Graves (MO) Meehan 'Il;ggre;r
Griffith Messer Valadao
Grothman Mitchell W

; agner
Guthrie Moolenaar Walberg
Handel Mooney (WV)

N Walden
Harper Mullin Walker
Harris Newhouse .
Hartzler Noem Walorski L
Hensarling Norman Walters, Mimi
Herrera Beutler ~ Nunes Weber (TX)
Higgins (LA) Olson Webster (FL)
Hill Palazzo Wenstrup
Holding Palmer Westerman
Hollingsworth Paulsen Williams
Hudson Perry Wilson (SC)
Huizenga Pittenger Wittman
Hultgren Poliquin Womack
Hunter Posey Woodall
Hurd Ratcliffe Yoder
Issa Reed Yoho
Jenkins (KS) Reichert Young (AK)
Jenkins (WV) Renacci Young (IA)
Johnson (LA) Rice (S0) Zeldin
NOT VOTING—17
Barr Hice, Jody B. Polis
Bridenstine Lieu, Ted Scalise
Capuano Meeks Shea-Porter
Cardenas Nolan Slaughter
Cramer Pearce Smith (TX)
Cummings Poe (TX)
0O 1624
Messrs. GROTHMAN, BOST, GRIF-

FITH, FRELINGHUYSEN, BARTON,
HOLLINGSWORTH, ALLEN, THOMAS
J. ROONEY of Florida, CURBELO of

Florida, and Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN
changed their vote from ‘yea’ to
éénay.7’

Messrs. TAKANO, CORREA,

DEFAZIO, HIGGINS of New York,
CUELLAR, and DOGGETT changed
their vote from ‘‘nay’’ to ‘‘yea.”

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected.

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.
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RECORDED VOTE
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Mr. TONKO. 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 234, noes 180,
answered ‘‘present’ 1, not voting 15, as

follows:

Abraham
Aderholt
Allen
Amash
Amodei
Arrington
Babin
Bacon
Banks (IN)
Barletta
Barton
Bergman
Biggs
Bilirakis
Bishop (GA)
Bishop (MI)
Bishop (UT)
Black
Blackburn
Blum

Bost

Brady (TX)
Brat
Brooks (AL)
Brooks (IN)
Buchanan
Buck
Bucshon
Budd
Burgess
Byrne
Calvert
Carter (GA)
Carter (TX)
Chabot
Cheney
Coffman
Cole

Collins (GA)
Collins (NY)
Comer
Comstock
Conaway
Cook
Costello (PA)
Crawford
Cuellar
Culberson
Curbelo (FL)
Curtis
Davidson
Davis, Rodney
DeFazio
Denham
Dent
DeSantis
DesJarlais
Diaz-Balart
Donovan
Duffy
Duncan (SC)
Duncan (TN)
Dunn
Emmer
Estes (KS)
Farenthold
Faso
Ferguson
Fleischmann
Flores
Fortenberry
Foxx
Frelinghuysen
Gaetz
Gallagher
Garrett
Gianforte
Gibbs
Gohmert

Adams
Aguilar

[Roll No. 99]
AYES—234

Goodlatte
Gosar
Gowdy
Granger
Graves (GA)
Graves (LA)
Graves (MO)
Griffith
Grothman
Guthrie
Handel
Harper
Harris
Hartzler
Hensarling
Herrera Beutler
Higgins (LA)
Hill
Holding
Hollingsworth
Hudson
Huizenga
Hultgren
Hunter
Hurd
Issa
Jenkins (KS)
Jenkins (WV)
Johnson (LA)
Johnson (OH)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Jordan
Joyce (OH)
Katko
Kelly (MS)
Kelly (PA)
King (IA)
King (NY)
Kinzinger
Knight
Kustoff (TN)
Labrador
LaHood
LaMalfa
Lamborn
Lance
Latta
Lewis (MN)
LoBiondo
Long
Loudermilk
Love
Lucas
Luetkemeyer
MacArthur
Marchant
Marino
Marshall
Massie
Mast
McCarthy
McCaul
MecClintock
McHenry
McKinley
McMorris
Rodgers
McSally
Meadows
Meehan
Messer
Mitchell
Moolenaar
Mooney (WV)
Mullin
Newhouse
Noem
Norman

NOES—180

Barragan
Bass

Nunes
Olson
Palazzo
Palmer
Paulsen
Perry
Peterson
Pittenger
Poliquin
Posey
Ratcliffe
Reed
Reichert
Renacci
Rice (SC)
Roby
Roe (TN)
Rogers (AL)
Rogers (KY)
Rohrabacher
Rokita
Rooney, Francis
Rooney, Thomas
dJ.
Ros-Lehtinen
Roskam
Ross
Rothfus
Rouzer
Royce (CA)
Russell
Rutherford
Sanford
Schweikert
Scott, Austin
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Sewell (AL)
Shimkus
Shuster
Simpson
Sinema
Smith (MO)
Smith (NE)
Smith (NJ)
Smucker
Stefanik
Stewart
Stivers
Taylor
Tenney
Thompson (PA)
Thornberry
Tipton
Trott
Turner
Upton
Valadao
Wagner
Walberg
Walden
Walker
Walorski
Walters, Mimi
Weber (TX)
Webster (FL)
Wenstrup
Westerman
Williams
Wilson (SC)
Wittman
Womack
Woodall
Yoder
Yoho
Young (AK)
Young (IA)
Zeldin

Beatty
Bera

Beyer Gottheimer Neal
Blumenauer Green, Al Norcross
Blunt Rochester  Green, Gene O’Halleran
Bonamici Grijalva O’Rourke
Boyle, Brendan Gutiérrez Pallone

F. Hanabusa Panetta
Brady (PA) Hastings Pascrell
Brown (MD) Heck Payne
Brownley (CA) H?ggins (NY) Pelosi
Bustos Himes Perlmutter
Butterfield Hoyer Peters
Capuano Huffman Pocan
Carbajal Jackson Lee Price (NC)
Carson'(IN) Jayapal Quigley
Cartwright Jeffries Raskin
Castor (FL) Johnson (GA) Rice (NY)
Castro (TX) Johnson, E. B. Richmond
Chu, Judy Kaptur Rosen
Cicilline Keating Roybal-Allard
Clark (MA) Kelly (IL) Btk
Clarke (NY) Kennedy Ruppersberger
Clay Khanna R
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Cleaver Kihuen Ryan (OH)
Clyburn Kildee Sénches
Cohen Kilmer Sarbanes
Connolly Kind Schakowsky
Cooper Krishnamoorthi Sohiff
Correa Kuster (NH) .
Costa Langevin Schneider
Courtney Larsen (WA) Schrader
Crist Larson (CT) Scott (VA)
Crowley Lawrence Scott, David
Davis (CA) Lawson (FL) Serrano
Dayvis, Danny Lee Sperman
DeGette Levin Sires
Delaney Lewis (GA) Smith (WA)
DeLauro Lipinski Soto
DelBene Loebsack Speier
Demings Lofgren Suozzi
DeSaulnier Lowenthal Swalwell (CA)
Deutch Lowey Takano
Dingell Lujan Grisham, $ﬁ0mpson E&AS))
Doggett M. ompson
Doyle, Michael ~ Lujan, Ben Ray  Titus

F. Lynch Tonko
Ellison Maloney, Torres
Engel Carolyn B. Tsongas
Eshoo Maloney, Sean Vargas
Espaillat Matsui Veasey
Esty (CT) McCollum Vela
Evans McEachin Velazquez
Fitzpatrick McGovern Visclosky
Foster McNerney Walz
Frankel (FL) Meeks Wasserman
Fudge Meng Schultz
Gabbard Moore Waters, Maxine
Gallego Moulton Watson Coleman
Garamendi Murphy (FL) Welch
Gomez Nadler Wilson (FL)
Gonzalez (TX) Napolitano Yarmuth

ANSWERED “PRESENT”—1

Pingree
NOT VOTING—15
Barr Hice, Jody B. Polis
Bridenstine Lieu, Ted Scalise
Cardenas Nolan Shea-Porter
Cramer Pearce Slaughter
Cummings Poe (TX) Smith (TX)
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Mr. O'HALLERAN changed his vote
from ‘‘aye’ to ‘“‘no.”

Mr. GOWDY changed his vote from
“no’”’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “nay” on rollcall No. 98 and “yea”
on rollcall No. 99.

——
HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW
Mr. SHIMKUS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that when the

House adjourns today, it adjourn to
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Illinois?

There was no objection.

RECOGNIZING THE IMPORTANT
ROLE OF THE YMCA IN COMMU-
NITIES NATIONWIDE

(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 today to speak
about an institution that influences
our Nation’s culture and helps our peo-
ple and communities to learn, grow,
and thrive.

That organization is the YMCA. The
Y engages more than 10,000 neighbor-
hoods across the United States. By nur-
turing the potential of every child and
teen, improving the Nation’s health
and well-being, and supporting and
serving its neighbors, the Y ensures
that everyone has the opportunity to
become healthier, more confident, con-
nected, and secure.

The Y was founded in 1844 in London
by George Williams. He organized the
first Young Men’s Christian Associa-
tion meeting: a refuge of Bible study
and prayer for young men seeking es-
cape from the dangers of life on the
streets. The fellowship and sense of
community was compelling.

Years later, Thomas Valentine Sul-
livan was inspired by the stories of the
Y and founded the first U.S. YMCA in
Boston in 1851. Since then, the Y has
been strengthening communities across
the Nation. It brings people together,
regardless of age, income, or back-
ground, and helps everyone reach their
full potential. For that, Mr. Speaker, 1
am grateful.

——

GATEWAY PROJECT FUNDING

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

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, yesterday,
Transportation Secretary Elaine Chao
testified before the Transportation and
Infrastructure Committee. Secretary
Chao acknowledged that President
Trump is personally intervening to pre-
vent Federal funding of the Gateway
Project, which is the Nation’s most
critical infrastructure project.

Mr. Speaker, the Gateway Project
would rebuild the crumbling rail infra-
structure that connects New York and
New Jersey, a key point in Amtrak and
the Northeast corridor’s rail line be-
tween New Jersey and New York and,
also, 415 trains that go through those
tunnels each day. New York and New
Jersey have promised billions of dol-
lars towards the project, but President
Trump is actively undermining Gate-
way.

As anyone who had plans to travel by
Amtrak or by rail during last week’s
cyclone knows, the trans-Hudson track
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infrastructure connects not just the
two States, but the entire region be-
tween Boston and Washington, D.C. Be-
cause Gateway is so important to ev-
eryone in the Northeast, a substantial
Federal commitment is necessary to
make this project a reality.

The Gateway Project is far too im-
portant to be left unfunded. Gateway
should not be sacrificed because of
President Trump’s political animosity.

———

RECOGNIZING JESSICA MELNIK
FOR HER WORK IN FIGHTING
AGAINST SEX TRAFFICKING

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, I rise to
recognize Jessica Melnik, a junior at
Hopkins High School and the founder
of a student-run nonprofit, Girls
United Minnesota, for her work fight-
ing against sex trafficking.

Jessica, along with fellow members
of Girls United Minnesota, took action
to spread awareness after they ob-
served a fellow classmate who was a
target of sex trafficking. They soon re-
alized that Minnesota ranks 13th in the
Nation for its prevalence of sexual ex-
ploitation and they stepped forward to
do something about it.

Girls United Minnesota started by
working with local law enforcement
and nonprofits to organize public
awareness events throughout our com-
munity. Jessica and her friends are
also working with State legislators in
Minnesota to expand education on sex
trafficking in schools and create more
resources for the victims of sexual ex-
ploitation.

Mr. Speaker, the determination and
the hard work of Jessica and her class-
mates at Girls United Minnesota is
nothing short of inspiring, and their
impact is literally helping to save
lives.

——————

CONGRATULATING TRINI GARZA
HIGH SCHOOL

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

Mr. VEASEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to congratulate Trini Garza High
School for earning the designation of
National Title I Distinguished School
for the 2016-2017 school year.

This exclusive designation is given to
high-poverty schools that excel in ei-
ther student performance or for its
work to close the achievement gap.
Garza, with a student body that is 86
percent economically disadvantaged,
was one of 34 schools across the Nation
to be praised ‘‘for its exceptional stu-
dent performance for two or more con-
secutive years.”

Garza’s designation would not be pos-
sible without the strong partnerships
of its educators, parents, students, and
the Oak Cliff community in Dallas.
Each of you have made sure that we
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are doing our part to empower our fu-
ture leaders with the tools they need to
succeed.

Congratulations, Trini Garza High
School, for your well-deserved recogni-
tion.

———
VIETNAMESE OF LINCOLN

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

Mr. FORTENBERRY. Mr. Speaker, 1
recently had the opportunity to join
the Lincoln Vietnamese community in
the celebration of the Vietnamese New
Year, the Year of the Dog. I celebrated
this special occasion at St. Andrew
Dung-Liac and Companions Catholic
Church in Lincoln, where I live, and I
participated in the Catholic mass, fol-
lowed by a community festival com-
plete with traditional dragon dancers. I
would like to thank Father Joseph
Nguyen and the parish community for
their generosity and hospitality.

Mr. Speaker, there are nearly 2 mil-
lion persons of Vietnamese descent liv-
ing in America. My hometown of Lin-
coln has become home for nearly 10,000
Vietnamese Americans, some of whom
faced the trauma of persecution, es-
cape, open seas, refugee camps, and, fi-
nally, resettlement in a new home.

Our vibrant, well-respected Viet-
namese community has become an in-
tegral part of Lincoln’s cultural tradi-
tions and adds to our capital city’s vi-
brant tapestry. Vietnamese is the third
most commonly spoken language in
the Cornhusker State, and I have ac-
tively encouraged the youth to keep
the great tradition alive.

Mr. Speaker, it is not advisable to
try a language that you don’t speak,
but to my Vietnamese friends, I would
like to try: ‘‘thank you,” ‘“‘cam o’n
ban.”

———
REMEMBERING FRANK HESS

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

Mr. ESPAILLAT. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to remember my neighbor and
longtime friend, Frank Hess, who for-
merly served as special assistant to the
legendary New York State Assembly
member Denny Farrell, who, for many
years, chaired the prestigious Ways
and Means Committee.

Frank was known for his cowboy hats
and brutal honesty. He devoted his life
to public service and spent almost 30
years in government. He was a devoted
godfather, uncle, and father figure to
anyone in the community who knew
him. He once called 20 stores and drove
for 2 hours to try to find a pair of shoes
for his niece.

Frank was a devoted person to his
family and his community. Through
his lifetime devotion to public service,
he made sure Washington Heights was
a better place for all of us. Frank could
accomplish anything he set his mind to
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and he could unite different groups of
people despite any racial, ethnic, or re-
ligious differences. He lived his life
demonstrating what it means to be a
contributing citizen and to serve as a
role model for those, like myself, who
were fortunate to know him.

I will miss Frank Hess. He will for-
ever be missed by our community.

0O 1645

HONORING THE LIFE OF DANA
GARDNER

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

Mr. KIHUEN. Mr. Speaker, today I
rise to remember the life of Dana Gard-
ner, who attended the Route 91 music
festival in Las Vegas on October 1.

Dana worked for San Bernardino
County, California, for 26 years in the
Assessor-Recorder Office. When she
went home for the day, she always
made sacrifices for her three children
and two grandchildren. She wanted to
make sure that her kids understood the
importance of loving and caring for all
humans. She did this through her ac-
tions as a dedicated public servant.

Dana was an amazing cook who had
just begun to travel more and spend
more time with her friends. She had a
contagious smile and a great sense of
humor that could light up a room. She
is remembered by all those who knew
her as a go-to person with a lot of
knowledge and a can-do attitude.

I would like to extend my condo-
lences to Dana Gardner’s family and
friends. Please know that the city of
Las Vegas, the State of Nevada, and
the whole country grieve with you.

——
SISTER MARY SCULLION

(Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Penn-
sylvania asked and was given permis-
sion to address the House for 1 minute
and to revise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. BRENDAN F. BOYLE of Pennsyl-
vania. Mr. Speaker, I rise today to ac-
knowledge a distinguished Philadel-
phian who will be leading our city’s an-
nual St. Patrick’s Day parade as grand
marshal, Sister Mary Scullion.

Sister Mary is a towering figure and
a driving force for social change in
Philadelphia. She belongs to the Sis-
ters of Mercy, the third largest con-
gregation of Sisters in Philadelphia,
and is the cofounder of Project HOME,
an influential nonprofit that seeks to
break the cycle of homelessness.

Since 1989, Sister Mary’s organiza-
tion has helped provide shelter to the
homeless, set up programs for at-risk
youth across the city, and organized
wellness and healthcare services. She
has also been a leader at the city,
State, and Federal level to bring about
awareness and much-needed funding to
address the root causes of homeless-
ness.

As a religious and community leader,
Sister Mary has become a household
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name in Philadelphia and a champion
for the voiceless in our city. It is fit-
ting that she has been selected to lead
this year’s St. Patrick’s Day parade,
and I rise to commend her on her life-
time of devoted service.

————

ANNIVERSARY OF BLOODY
SUNDAY

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

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, today is
the 53rd anniversary of Bloody Sunday.
This is the day that our incredible col-
league, Congressman JOHN LEWIS, and
Dr. Martin Luther King led 600 march-
ers from Selma to Montgomery. They
didn’t get very far. At the Edmund
Pettus Bridge, they were viciously at-
tacked by Alabama State Troopers
wielding clubs and were beaten and left
bloodied.

Last weekend, I had the incredible
honor of joining Congressman JOHN
LEWIS and a bipartisan group of Mem-
bers in a pilgrimage to Montgomery,
Birmingham, Selma, and Memphis. I
had many epiphanies on that trip, but
perhaps two were most profound. First,
that determined and disciplined non-
violent resistance works. Back then, 53
years ago, it led to the passage of the
Voting Rights Act. And, second, that
we in this body have a critical respon-
sibility to ensure that we move forward
and not backward on voting rights.

Our trip was amazing. One of the best
experiences of my life, actually. I hope
that my colleagues on both sides of the
aisle will join next year. We heard in-
credible stories of abiding love, even
for adversaries that had left people
without much dignity. Newer activists
of all ages are reimagining these same
nonviolent methods for the world that
we are in today.

Today, as we commemorate the 50th
anniversary of the assassination of the
Reverend Dr. Martin Luther King on
April 4, let us recommit ourselves to
restoring and strengthening the Voting
Rights Act and making sure that we
continue to protect these critical
rights in our country.

———

RECOGNIZING ROME ELKS LODGE
#96

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
FI1TZPATRICK). Under the Speaker’s an-
nounced policy of January 3, 2017, the
gentlewoman from New York (Ms.
TENNEY) is recognized for 60 minutes as
the designee of the majority leader.

Ms. TENNEY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to recognize the Rome Elks.

Hailing from Rome Elks Lodge #96 on
Liberty Street, our hometown Elks
truly embody the mission the Elks Na-
tional Foundation has been committed
to for over 140 years. For generations,
Elks around the Nation have dedicated
themselves to building strong commu-
nities and lending a helping hand to
their fellow neighbors.
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Today I would like to recognize an
outstanding group of hometown Elks
who have made the journey from Onei-
da County to visit us here in Wash-
ington: Donna Townsend; Whitney
Cook; Mary Bielby; and retired captain
of the Rome Police Department, John
Bielby.

Our Elks in Rome and around the
country help our youth develop lifelong
skills, assist students who are attend-
ing college, support charitable work in
their communities, and care for our
local veterans.

However, Rome Elks are unique to
all other Elks in the country. In addi-
tion to the honorable work of the Elks,
Rome Elks also carry out the long-
standing tradition of caring for the
gravesite of a historic Rome native, Sir
Francis Bellamy. Some of you may not
know it, but Sir Francis Bellamy is the
author of our uniquely American tradi-
tion, the Pledge of Allegiance.

Francis Bellamy was born in Mount
Morris, New York, attended our Rome
public schools, and graduated from
Rome Free Academy, affectionately
known as RFA, in 1872.

Every day throughout our country,
in public and parochial schools; at Boy
Scout and Girl Scout meetings; at
American Legions and all fraternal and
patriotic organizations; in government,
including here in our Nation’s Capitol,
millions of Americans recite the
Pledge of Allegiance.

The Pledge of Allegiance reminds our
citizenry of the notion of what it
means to be American. We pledge alle-
giance to this great experiment; to our
constitutional Republic, a nation that
reveres freedoms, individual rights, and
liberty. We pledge allegiance to our
country’s historic Judeo-Christian val-
ues.

Bellamy wrote the Pledge of Alle-
giance in 1892 at the age of 37. During
his time working as a writer for a mag-
azine called ‘‘The Youth’s Companion,”
a family magazine that, at the time,
had 500,000 subscribers, Bellamy was
tasked with creating a patriotic school
program to honor the 400th anniversary
of Christopher Columbus’ arrival to
America. Through this assignment, the
Pledge of Allegiance, as we Kknow it
today, took shape.

At a trying time in our Nation’s his-
tory, Francis Bellamy captured so ele-
gantly and simply America’s unity and
loyalty. With only a sentence, Bellamy
ultimately symbolized America’s abil-
ity to surpass all internal differences.
It is the manifestation of our patriotic
conscience and it is recognized
throughout our Nation.

Francis Bellamy’s spirit pervades in
Rome to this day, especially during pa-
triotic holidays, like Flag Day. On
Flag Day, the Rome Elks replace the
two American flags that fly over Sir
Francis Bellamy’s gravesite. These an-
nual ceremonies are a dedication to the
patriotic principles that our flag has
stood for since it was first adopted in
1777. In 2008, the Rome Elks started a
significant renovation project on Bel-
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lamy’s gravesite, and completed it 1
year later, just in time to rededicate it
for Flag Day.

In addition to their work in honoring
Sir Francis Bellamy and the American
flag, the Rome Elks are also well
known for their commitment to help-
ing our local veterans.

Recently, the Rome Elks held a fund-
raiser to raise money for therapy dogs
for veterans through a local organiza-
tion called Clear Path for Vets. As part
of the fundraiser, the Rome Elks took
flags that had flown over Sir Francis
Bellamy’s gravesite and removed the
stars and stripes. They then individ-
ually separated and added a slip of
paper with the words ‘“This little star
is proud to say I flew over Bellamy’s
grave.” The Rome Elks call this
project ‘‘Stars Over Bellamy.”

They started with 300 of these little
packets, but quickly added 200 more
when they realized how popular this
projects was. To date, the Rome Elks
have raised over $1,000 for this fund-
raising effort. One of the most touch-
ing aspects is that every veteran that a
Rome Elks member comes across re-
ceives one of these stars for free as a
thank-you for their years of service.

I was lucky enough to be able to pur-
chase a star for myself and a few others
for my son, who is currently serving in
the Marine Corps. It is a constant re-
minder for me of the legacy Francis
Bellamy left for our country, as well as
the patriotic principles I as a member
of the Ilion Elks Lodge #1444—a nearby
Elks Lodge down the street—have
come to live by.

These are just a few examples of the
hard work and devotion that the Rome
Elks show for their community. The
Rome Elks bring so much more to the
community than just a building. Al-
though it is a beautiful, historic build-
ing on Liberty Street—aptly named—in
Rome, New York, they invest in pro-
grams that help children grow up
healthy and drug-free, meet the needs
of today’s veterans, and improve the
quality of life for our area.

As I mentioned, as a member of the
nearby Ilion Elks Lodge #1444, I am
proud to know and work with so many
outstanding Elks and members
throughout our region. I also am ex-
cited to participate in our benevolent
Elks Lodge, which has a motorcycle
ride each year, where we travel to each
of the Elks Lodges and raise money for
charities that help many of our vet-
erans in need.

So I just want to say, if you happen
to be visiting our region, take the time
to stop by one of our wonderful Elks
Lodges. They have weekly events. Par-
ticularly in the Rome Elks Lodge, they
have Tuesday Wing Night, Wednesday
Night Spaghetti Supper, Fish Fry Fri-
day, or one of our special events on the
weekends or holidays. It is really a
beautiful and wonderful time to meet
and have fellowship with a community
that is so patriotic and so devoted to
our Nation.

Today I urge all my colleagues and
anyone watching at home to thank
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Elks Lodges from around our Nation
for the tremendous work they do for
our communities, especially our vet-
erans. Or, better yet, take the oppor-
tunity to volunteer at an Elks Lodge
or consider joining an Elks Lodge.
They do so much great benevolent
work for our communities.

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

———
GUN VIOLENCE IN AMERICA

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the gentleman from Mary-
land (Mr. RASKIN) is recognized for 60
minutes as the designee of the minor-
ity leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 days to revise and extend
their remarks and to include extra-
neous material on the subject of my
Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, before I
begin, I want to thank the distin-
guished Congresswoman from New
York for her comments about Francis
Bellamy, the great Christian aboli-
tionist and socialist who authored
America’s Pledge of Allegiance. He was
a great patriot who wanted to unify
the country in the wake of the Civil
War during the Reconstruction Period.
We, indeed, owe him a great debt of
gratitude for everything he did for
America.

Mr. Speaker, I want to talk about a
matter of pressing importance and ur-
gency to the people of America today.
It is the question of gun violence and
what Congress is doing about the prob-
lem of gun violence.

I want to start by invoking some-
thing that all of the schoolchildren of
America know about, which is the idea
of a social contract.

You can go back and read John
Locke or Thomas Hobbes, or Rousseau,
but all of them began with the idea
that, in the state of nature, we are all
in a dangerous and perilous condition
because there is no law. It is the rule of
the jungle. Hobbes said that the state
of nature was a condition that was soli-
tary, poor, nasty, brutish, and short.
Because of that, people enter into civil
society to create a government.

The first principle of government is
that we have got to protect our people.
As Cicero put it, the safety and good of
the people must be the highest law.
That is why we have a social contract.

But, Mr. Speaker, in America today,
our social contract is bruised and bat-
tered and damaged and tenuous be-
cause of the gun violence which has
come to our public schools, to our uni-
versities, to our churches, to our movie
theaters, to the public square.

America’s high school students have
woken us up to the fact that this is not
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a normal condition. America is an ab-
solute outlier nation in terms of the
levels of gun violence that we permit
to take place in our own society. Our
social contract is threatened by the
gun violence that is a menace to every
single American citizen.

Now, we have a social contract, we
have got a social covenant, and it is
the Constitution of the United States.
We know that we have an amendment
in there which deals specifically with
the question of guns, the Second
Amendment, which says: ‘“A well regu-
lated Militia, being necessary to the
security of a free State, the right of
the people to keep and bear Arms, shall
not be infringed.”

That is the Second Amendment.
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Now, some people would have us be-
lieve that, because of the Second
Amendment, there is nothing that we
can do about the problem of gun vio-
lence. If you remember nothing else
about what I am about to say, please
remember this: this is demonstrably,
absolutely, categorically false, and we
know it is false because the Supreme
Court has told us that it is false.

In its 2008 decision in District of Co-
lumbia v. Heller, the Supreme Court
adopted the individual rights view of
the Second Amendment. There was a
contest between those who said, no,
you only have a right to bear arms in
connection with militia service versus
those who said that it is an individual
right. The individual right won in a 5-
4 decision.

But in the course of making that 54
decision, the majority on the Supreme
Court agreed, readily, that the right to
bear arms is one that can be condi-
tioned on all kinds of regulation by the
government. That is true of all of the
rights in the Bill of Rights.

Think about the First Amendment,
which guarantees all of us the right to
speak. You have a right to go protest
across the street from the White
House, but do you have the right to go
protest across the street from the
White House at 2 in the morning with
20,000 people without getting a permit?
Of course, you do not.

The Supreme Court has said that the
exercise of First Amendment rights is
conditioned by reasonable time, place,
and manner restrictions. And in the
same sense, the Second Amendment
right to keep and to bear arms is condi-
tioned on reasonable time, place, man-
ner, and use restrictions by the govern-
ment. We know that to be the case.
The Supreme Court told us that in
Heller.

In Heller, the Court said everybody
has a right to the possession of a hand-
gun for purposes of self-defense;
everybody’s got a right to a rifle for
purposes of hunting and recreation.
But nobody’s got a right to possess a
machine gun, even though someone
might describe it as an arm; nobody’s
got a right to possess a sawed-off shot-
gun, much less does anybody have a
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right to access a weapon without going
through a background check, without
going through the government’s policy
for determining that you are not going
to be a danger to yourself or to other
people. The Supreme Court was very
clear about that.

Those people who were out there say-
ing, ‘“We can’t allow any gun safety
regulation or we are going to lose the
right to have guns, our guns are going
to be taken away,” are engaging in a
knowing falsehood. There is no way
that the guns of the people of Amer-
ica—the hundreds of millions of guns
that are out there—could be con-
fiscated. They can’t be confiscated.

People have a right to them for pur-
poses of self-defense and for purposes of
hunting and recreation, but it doesn’t
give you a right to an AR-15. It doesn’t
give you a right to carry weapons of
war into public schools and into movie
theaters and into public places, and it
does not give you the right to access
guns without a background check, yet
that is precisely what the law is today.
We have a huge gaping loophole where
terrorists can go to a gun show and
simply buy a gun without any back-
ground check at all.

Now, here is the good news that peo-
ple want to keep from you. We have
great news, America. Mr. Speaker, we
know there is good news, and here is
the good news.

We have a consensus about what to
do in America, starting with a uni-
versal criminal and mental background
check, supported by, no longer, 95 per-
cent of the American people. In the
wake of the Parkland massacre, it is 97
percent of the people who think that
you should not be able to access a
weapon without first passing a back-
ground check.

That is the vast majority of the peo-
ple, maybe almost a unanimous verdict
by the American people. Almost every-
body believes that we need to close the
gun show loophole, we need to close the
internet gun sale loophole, we need to
close the T7-Eleven parking lot loop-
hole, and we need to close the loophole
that would allow criminals and gang-
sters and terrorists to go to a gun show
and purchase a gun. Ninety-seven per-
cent of the American people agree with
that.

Sixty-seven percent of the American
people agree with the call of the young
people who survived the massacre in
Parkland, which took the lives of 17
students and teachers, the call for a
ban on assault weapons. Sixty-seven
percent of the American people, more
than two-thirds of the American peo-
ple, agree with a ban on the sale of
military-style assault weapons.

And 75 percent of the American peo-
ple say that Congress must be acting to
reduce gun violence. So we have a con-
sensus over what to do.

But what is happening now?

Well, I serve on the House Judiciary
Committee, Mr. Speaker, and we had a
vote today that had nothing to do with
guns. It was about collecting data on
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bail policies, which is not to say that
that is unimportant; but, seriously,
millions of people in America are de-
manding action from Congress, and we
can’t even have a hearing on the prob-
lem of people accessing assault weap-
ons and going to public schools and as-
sassinating our school children at
pointblank range.

Now, I had the good fortune of meet-
ing some of the young people from
Parkland who have awoken the con-
science of the country. One of them
was asked a question: Why, suddenly,
is America waking up in the wake of
the Parkland massacre, which took the
lives of 17 people, but it didn’t in the
same way after the massacre in New-
town, Connecticut, at Sandy Hook,
which took the lives of even more peo-
ple, 26 people?

She had a fascinating answer. She
said: Most of the people killed at Sandy
Hook were first graders, and first grad-
ers can’t start a revolution against the
political power of the NRA; but high
school students know how to do it be-
cause they understand how to contact
people, and they know social media.
They know Facebook and Twitter, and
they have enough education so that
they can speak with authority about
the recklessness and the negligence of
government not addressing the prob-
lem.

Congress now is the outlier. Congress
will not act.

Are we a failed state such that when
more than 95 percent of the American
people agree that something needs to
be done, Congress cannot act?

Are we abandoning our social con-
tract?

Are we abandoning our primary com-
mitment to defend the lives of our own
people?

Well, it is a very serious moment. We
are having our Special Order hour on
the problem of gun violence, the failure
of Congress to act, but the need for
Congress to act.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my distin-
guished colleague from the State of
Washington (Ms. JAYAPAL), with whom
I serve on the House Judiciary Com-
mittee.

Ms. JAYAPAL. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Congressman RASKIN for his leadership
on the Progressive Caucus and for his
leadership on the Judiciary Com-
mittee. Nobody understands the Con-
stitution better than a constitutional
law professor.

I appreciate you bringing the reality
of the situation to us. Nobody is talk-
ing about trying to take guns away
from everybody. We are talking about
making sure that we have safety with
anybody who owns a gun and that we
have the ability to check any of the
dangerous contexts for which guns can
be used. We have a responsibility, real-
ly, to protect our country, to protect
our young people, and to do something
for all of the families that have been
affected by gun violence.

In addition to all of the things that
he mentioned, we need to consider gun
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violence as a public health crisis. That
is what it is. And when we look around
at the millions of people who are dying
from gun violence, you think about
this, and you think about the way in
which we treated vehicle fatalities as a
public health crisis and we instituted
laws around seatbelts, and the way we
thought about smoking as a public
health crisis and we instituted laws
around smoking. But, in order to do
that, we had to first do research into
those areas and figure out what were
the best ways for us to move forward as
a country in preventing those kinds of
fatalities that are preventable.

Unfortunately, what happened in this
country is that Congressman Dickey,
some time ago, passed an amendment
called the Dickey amendment. While it
didn’t explicitly prohibit research into
gun violence, it all but did that.

There have now been many, many
calls to repeal the Dickey amendment.
Interestingly, Congressman Dickey
passed away last year, last April. Be-
fore he died, in 2012, he actually came
out on the record and said that he
wished he hadn’t been so reactionary,
that he wished he hadn’t passed that
amendment, because he realized that it
did lead to a chilling effect on research
into gun safety. The way that it did
that is, when they passed the amend-
ment, it essentially said that no Fed-
eral funds should be used for advocacy,
but, at the same time, the amount of
funds that were used for research were
cut by exactly that amount.

So this is not about advocacy; this is
about how do we protect our country,
how do we treat this as what it is: a
public health crisis.

Mr. Speaker, I am here to say that I
am really proud of my home State of
Washington. Just yesterday, we be-
came the latest State to ban bump
stocks. And we also had a senate com-
mittee pass a bill to mandate that peo-
ple purchasing rifles go through the
same background checks required for
pistol purchases and that we increase
the legal age to buy rifles to 21.

So, in less than a month, my home
State has finally advanced meaningful
proposals to prevent gun violence. I
wish I could say that we were doing
that here in Congress. I truly believe
that there are Members on both sides
of the aisle who would like to pass sen-
sible gun safety regulations and legis-
lation.

Unfortunately, I feel like we are
being held hostage not by the reasons
that we all came to Congress to get
sensible things done that protect our
constituencies, but by lobbying inter-
ests in the National Rifle Association;
and every time there is a small move-
ment towards progress, somehow they
come in and, essentially, squash those
efforts.

In October of last year, Congress
stood by after 58 people were Killed and
over 500 injured at a music festival in
Las Vegas. One of my constituent’s,
Zach Elmore, sister was shot. Luckily,
she was one of the lucky ones who sur-
vived the shooting.
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I read a letter on the floor that Zach
had read to me—it was an incredibly
moving letter—about his deep anger
and frustration at Congress for not pro-
tecting his sister and millions like her,
those who were not as lucky as she
was.

In November, Congress failed to act,
after 26 people were Kkilled and 20 in-
jured at a church in Sutherland
Springs, Texas; and then a few weeks
ago, on Valentine’s Day, as we all
know, 14 students and 3 teachers were
killed, and 15 injured, at Marjory
Stoneman Douglas High School in
Florida.

Already, in 2018 alone, there have
been 2,581 deaths because of gun vio-
lence, including those precious lives
that were lost at Parkland; 105 of those
deaths were children ages 11 and under.

Let me just say that one more time:
105 of the 2,581 deaths, this year alone,
were children ages 11 and under.

As Members of Congress, we need to
make sure our kids are safe.

I am so grateful to the energy and
the commitment and the passion and
the smarts and the organizing strength
of the Parkland students, because, as
you say, they were not first graders
who couldn’t organize for themselves.
They are students who are soon going
to be voters. And they understand that
they can’t vote right now, but they
also understand that they do have a
voice, their parents’ vote, and they can
make sure that people across the coun-
try understand that we have a respon-
sibility to them, to our children, to the
people across the country who are
afraid of sending their kids to school.

That should be our number one pri-
ority is keeping our kids safe. Our kids
should be able to walk into schools
knowing that they can fully focus on
learning. Our parents shouldn’t have to
wonder whether their Kkids will come
home from school.

My heart goes out to the families
that lost someone in the Parkland
shooting and all of the shootings across
the country. I am proud to stand along-
side incredible young people who wast-
ed no time to demand action and jus-
tice for their friends and teachers.
They are determined, they are brave,
they are unafraid, and they are depend-
ing on us to pass meaningful legisla-
tion to end gun violence.

One of the interesting things that I
heard them say when I met with them
is: We are not looking for the whole
package. We just want to see steps
along the way that show us that it is
possible for us, on a bipartisan basis, to
make some progress on this critical
issue, to make sure that no child, no
parent, no community, ever again, has
to experience the unspeakable tragedy
of another school shooting.

I am tired of seeing men, women, and
children die because the gun lobby puts
profit over people. That is not, as Mr.
RASKIN so eloquently said, what our
Founders intended by the right to bear
arms. Support for stricter measures to
prevent gun violence is at an all-time
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high, on a bipartisan basis. Eighty-
seven percent of gun owners and 74 per-
cent of NRA members support com-
monsense solutions like criminal back-
ground checks.

I have a plea for gun owners across
the country. My husband used to be a
hunter. We had guns at home. And I
understand the need for people to have
guns for recreational purposes, to en-
sure their own safety. But this is not
about that. It is not about taking guns
away from people, who legitimately ex-
ercise responsible behavior. It is about
making sure that we have the protec-
tions in place so that no more children,
no more people die.
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So here is my plea for gun owners:
urge the NRA to represent your views,
show them that you mean business,
maybe even consider terminating your
NRA membership if the organization
continues to advocate against these
kinds of sensible gun reforms.

Here in Congress, I hope that we act
now. I really truly believe—and I have
talked to some of my Republican col-
leagues who also want to do something
about this. They don’t want to be ham-
strung. They want to move legislation
forward, but not by attaching legisla-
tion that actually loosens gun restric-
tions into legislation that helps us.

We need just one or two pieces of
commonsense gun reform legislation so
that we can show these young people
that we are responding to their pleas:
no more shootings in schools, no more
shootings in places of worship, no more
shootings in our streets, no more mass
shootings, period.

Let’s show these students and stu-
dents at schools across the country
that we are not afraid to protect them.
Let’s show them that we can choose
our country over the gun lobby. Let’s
stand with our kids. Let’s pass com-
monsense gun violence prevention leg-
islation.

Mr. Speaker, I join Mr. RASKIN in
hoping that in the Judiciary Com-
mittee, which is the committee of
record for this issue, that we can at
least have some hearings on this.

What is so problematic about having
a hearing on public health research
into gun violence? What is so problem-
atic about having a hearing on mul-
tiple pieces of legislation that have bi-
partisan support? Isn’t that what we
are supposed to do? I know that is why
I came here.

I am a first term Member, and I know
our speaker is as well, and I believe
that we have much more in common
than we do that divides us.

We don’t have to necessarily tackle
every piece of this, but let’s make some
substantial progress forward together,
and let’s show our students that we
will protect them.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
again for his leadership.

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, we are so
grateful for Congresswoman PRAMILA
JAYAPAL from Washington, for her
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powerful leadership and her lucid dis-
cussion today of the gun violence prob-
lem.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for placing emphasis on the
fact that we have had no hearings in
our Congress since we arrived here
more than a year ago on the problem of
gun violence in the House Judiciary
Committee.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman for placing emphasis on the
Dickey amendment, which forbids the
expenditure of any public money even
to research the epidemiology of gun vi-
olence and gun violence epidemics in
the way that certain outbreaks of gun
violence and mass shootings will trig-
ger others.

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentle-
woman also for placing emphasis on
the fact that the Newtown families
who come to lobby in Washington, the
families from Parkland, just want to
see us break the logjam; they just want
to see us end the paralysis and do
something. And why not start with the
thing that is backed by more than 9
out of 10 Americans, a universal crimi-
nal and mental background check so
that people who are carrying guns in
America are the lawful gun owners who
can do it responsibly? That is some-
thing that the overwhelming majority
of American people believe in, yet this
Congress seems to be completely stuck,
totally hamstrung.

Mr. Speaker, please help us dislodge
this legislation.

Now, Congresswoman JAYAPAL
praised her home State of Washington,
rightfully, for the actions they have
taken recently to ban the bump stocks
and to pass other commonsense gun
safety reforms.

I would like to talk about what has
happened in my home State, the great
State of Maryland, which is touching
Washington, D.C., where we all are
right now.

In 2013, after the catastrophe took
place in Newtown, Connecticut, at
Sandy Hook, where an AR-15 was used
to assassinate 26 people at pointblank
range, we acted in Maryland. We passed
a ban on the sale of military-style as-
sault weapons. We passed a ban on
high-capacity magazines.

We gave our State police the right to
engage in frequent and unannounced
inspections of the gun dealers so that
bad apple gun dealers couldn’t be deal-
ing firearms directly into the under-
ground.

Then we said if a firearm is lost or
stolen, it has got to be reported within
48 hours, and if not, that is a mis-
demeanor, because what was happening
was they were selling guns to crimi-
nals, they would surface in a homicide
investigation 10 months later, we
would trace it back to the gun dealers,
and the dealers would say: Oh, yeah.
That was stolen. We forgot to report it.

Or they would say: We lost that, but,
yeah, we never filed a report.

So now, in our State, you have got to
file a report—commonsense gun safety
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supported by people across the spec-
trum—so we don’t have a leaky system
where guns are getting into the wrong
hands.

Now, our opponents on this, of
course, marched and protested and said
they were opposed to all of it. They
said this was an attempt to confiscate
everybody’s guns, which, of course, it
was not. And responsible law-abiding
gun owners have all the guns that they
had before, they have still got them,
but it was challenged in court. They
said it violated the Second Amend-
ment.

I raise it because I want America to
notice this. They sued in the United
States District Court in Maryland, and
they lost. And the court said, reading
the District of Columbia v. Heller deci-
sion in 2008, that the Second Amend-
ment permits reasonable gun safety
regulation that does not infringe on
the fundamental right to bear arms for
self-defense or to have rifles for hunt-
ing or recreation, but there is no right
for civilians to be carrying military-
style hardware and weaponry in public.

They appealed it to the Fourth Cir-
cuit Court of Appeals. The Fourth Cir-
cuit affirmed the ruling of the district
court.

Then they brought it to the United
States Supreme Court, and the Su-
preme Court let that ruling stand.

So there is a perfect example of how
you can enact reasonable gun safety
regulation and it doesn’t infringe any-
body’s Second Amendment rights and
it doesn’t impinge on the right of rea-
sonable, law-abiding gun owners to
have guns for lawful purposes.

So why are we involved in this ter-
rible, atrocious situation where we
have rates of death and fatality and in-
jury greater than six times higher than
any other modern industrialized coun-
try on Earth?

In the U.K., it is less than 50 people
a year who die by gun; in Japan, it is
less than 50 or 60 people a year. We are
losing tens of thousands of Americans
every year.

Is it because we have mental illness
and they don’t? No. They have got
mental illness, too. Is it because Amer-
icans are more violent than other peo-
ple? I don’t think so.

It is simply because of the ready ac-
cess to firearms wherever you go, and
anybody can get them almost any-
where. Okay? So we need to follow the
rest of the world in terms of enacting
reasonable gun safety legislation.

Now, we have got our Second Amend-
ment, so nobody’s handguns are going
to get taken away. The Supreme Court
said it in the Heller decision and re-
affirmed that 2 years later, that it ap-
plies not just in the District of Colum-
bia directly against Congress, but it
applies in the States, in a case that
came out of Chicago.

So we know that nobody’s handguns
are going to be taken away and no-
body’s rifles are going to be taken
away.

All we are talking about is keeping
our children and our grandchildren
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safe; keeping people safe at concerts,
like in Las Vegas; keeping people safe
in church, like in South Carolina;
keeping people safe in their public
schools, like in Parkland, Florida;
keeping college students safe, like at
Virginia Tech. That is what we are
talking about doing.

Now, we don’t know why Congress
won’t act. Some people are starting to
hypothesize that America has become a
failed state, that we can’t respond to
an almost unanimous demand by our
own people to legislate in the interests
of public safety, which is the most ele-
mentary requirement of a civilized so-
ciety under a social contract.

Some people say we have become a
failed state, like failed states we see
around the world. You know that
authoritarianism is on the march all
over the world, whether it is in Putin’s
Russia or Duterte’s Philippines or
Orban’s Hungary or Erdogan’s Turkey,
where it is all about enriching the peo-
ple in power—ignoring the needs of the
people, ignoring the rights of the peo-
ple, but instead, using government as a
money-making operation for a tiny
group of people.

Have we become a failed state? Is
that what we are? I don’t think we are
a failed state.

We have had other periods in Amer-
ican history where Congress has re-
fused to deal with pressing public pol-
icy problems. One of the most famous
ones, beginning in the 1830s, was when
a proslavery faction within Congress
said it would refuse to have any hear-
ings at all and would refuse to enter-
tain any petitions against slavery from
anywhere in the country. It was a di-
rect assault on the right to petition
Congress for redress of grievances, it
was a direct assault on the freedom of
speech, but they imposed this strangle-
hold on Congress so there could be no
debate on the most pressing issue of
the day.

Now, I am not likening slavery to
gun violence. Okay? I want to be clear
about that. But I am saying that there
are other times in American history
where Congress has acted as a
chokehold against the ventilation of
serious public concerns and grievances.
There have been times when Congress
has refused to engage in debate, discus-
sion, and analysis of the most pressing
problems of the day, and that is where
we are right now on gun violence.

All we are saying, Mr. Speaker, to
the majority in Congress, is let’s have
some hearings on this, let’s have some
hearings on a universal criminal and
mental background check being de-
manded by nearly every American
right now. Let’s start with that. Is that
one thing we can all agree on, that
there should be a background check be-
fore people go out and obtain weapons
of war that they then carry into the
hallways and the schoolrooms of our
country? Can we have a hearing on
that?

If you don’t want to vote for it, you
can stand up with the 1 or 2 percent of
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the people who are against it, but allow
those of us who want to represent the
97 or 98 percent of the people who are
for it to have a vote, because we don’t
think that terrorists and criminals
should be able to go to a gun show and
purchase firearms, including AR-15s,
without a criminal background check.
We don’t think that.

So, Mr. Speaker, we have got a con-
sensus in America on this. Let’s not
stifle the consensus. Let’s not choke
off the ability of the American people
and their representatives to govern.
That is why we were sent here, to legis-
late.

The essence of legislation is hearings.
We have to hear the American people,
we have to hear the experts, we have to
collect the evidence. We have got to
overturn the ban on the collection of
statistics about gun violence that was
imposed a few decades ago on the CDC.
We have got to collect the information,
and we have to act.

The time for just prayers and medita-
tion about the problem is long gone, as
the young people from Parkland, Flor-
ida, have told us.

They were told in the wake of the
massacre: It is too early to start debat-
ing gun policy.

They turned around, and they said:
No. It is too late to be debating gun
policy. This should have been done
after Las Vegas. It should have been
done after San Bernardino County. It
should have been done after the Sandy
Hook massacre. It should have been
done after Virginia Tech.

How many more massacres do we
have to await before this Congress de-
cides something really must be done?
How many more massacres? That is
what America is asking us, Mr. Speak-
er.

Please, let’s do our job. We have
sworn an oath to the American people.
Let’s go and represent the public will,
let’s make it consistent with the Sec-
ond Amendment, because it is very
easy to do so. We proved it in the State
of Maryland, and the Supreme Court
has told us we can pass reasonable
commonsense gun safety measures
without violating anyone’s rights.

We have got a consensus in America.
In Congress, we have got to do our job
and let that consensus become the law.

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

———

WE MUST PROTECT THE
SOVEREIGNTY OF OUR NATION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Colorado (Mr. PERL-
MUTTER) for 30 minutes.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, 1
thank the Chair for the opportunity to
address the House and people across
the country.

I am joined today by two of my
friends, JARED HUFFMAN, Congressman
from northern California; and DAN KIL-
DEE, Congressman from Flint, Michi-
gan.
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We are here on another very impor-
tant topic. We just heard our friend,
JAMIE RASKIN from Maryland, talking
about gun violence and the need to try
to limit that and bring it under con-
trol, but today we have another very
important topic, a very troubling
topic, and it has to do with the sov-
ereignty of our Nation.
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It has to do with our freedom, and it
is really as pretty simple as that.

This country separated from England
so that we could be a sovereign nation,
so that we could rule ourselves, and
right now that is a real big question as
to whether or not that is happening,
because it is clear that the Russians
interfered with our elections last year.

The investigation into that inter-
ference now has resulted in at least 13
indictments of Russians, coupled with
indictments of 5 or 6 people, 5 of whom
have pled guilty to some crime or an-
other based upon the investigation con-
ducted by Robert Mueller. There seems
to be something going on between the
Trump administration and Russia, and
we want to know what it is. The inves-
tigation is directed at that.

Mr. Speaker, it starts with some-
thing that we asked for last year. We
asked to see the President’s tax re-
turns. We asked for it on a number of
occasions. But unlike anybody else who
has run for President or who has been
President, our President has refused to
turn over his tax returns.

So the question we ask is: Why?
What is in there that would stop him
from producing his tax returns? Is it a
relationship that shows some kind of
financial connection to Russia or the
like? What is in there? Is he hiding
something? What is it?

As time has gone on, starting with
that question, we have some more
questions. There has been this effort,
beginning last summer, to question the
integrity of the FBI and to question
Mr. Mueller and this investigation to
the point there was word that Mr.
Mueller was going to be fired from his
job last summer, and that question
seems to percolate to the surface every
so often.

And the question is: Why? What are
they afraid of that he might find? What
connections are they worried about
that Mr. Mueller may uncover that
really are hurting our Nation? So what
is it that they are hiding? What are
they afraid of?

These are very simple questions that
need to be answered. This is important
because this goes back to the heart of
why our Nation was founded and the
heart of all of us as Americans. It is
our sovereignty, and it is our freedom.
And if, in fact, we are being directed,
our government is being directed by a
foreign entity, by Vladimir Putin or
Russia, generally, then this country
has been undermined to a degree none
of us could have ever seen coming.

Now, hopefully, that is not the case,
but let’s get this investigation going.
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Let’s keep it going. Let’s not impugn
the integrity of our detectives, the
FBI, or the prosecutors who are trying
to just find out what the truth is. And
any kinds of actions to really under-
mine that, whether it is from here in
the Congress or from the executive
branch, it is like: What are you afraid
of? What are you hiding?

So just to kind of connect a couple
more dots, something that I am con-
cerned about, and I know my friends
are, too, is you go back to our sov-
ereignty, our freedom—and this Con-
gress, Mr. Speaker—particularly con-
cerned about the interference by the
Russians in our elections. There is not
any question that there has been some
interference.

We know that the Russians are
flexing their muscle around the world.
In fact, Putin, the other day, said: I
have got nuclear weapons you can’t de-
tect.

So they are flexing their muscles.

We as a Congress—419-3 in this
House, and 98-2 in the Senate, virtually
unanimously—said: We want you to be
imposing sanctions against this Rus-
sian interference, against some things
that they have been doing around the
world.

Not one sanction has been added by
the Trump administration. Why not?

Even more perplexing, the State De-
partment has been appropriated, Mr.
Speaker, $120 million to prevent fur-
ther espionage and interference by the
Russians in our elections. Do you know
how much money has been spent by
them, by the State Department under
this White House, to stop this inter-
ference, to stop this espionage? Not one
dollar.

These departments generally say we
need more money to do X, Y, or Z.
Here, something so important as to the
integrity of our elections, not $1 spent
by the State Department, despite the
fact that this Congress appropriated
$120 million. Why not?

So a lot of questions are out there. I
think it is time, and I think my friends
will make some comments and state-
ments similar to mine: What are you
afraid of? What are you hiding? Let the
detectives in the FBI, let the prosecu-
tors do their job.

Why aren’t sanctions being imposed?
And why aren’t we using the money we
have appropriated to spend against this
espionage and interference? Why aren’t
you spending it?

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman
from California (Mr. HUFFMAN) to see if
he has any answers or if he only has
questions about what is going on.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, I want
to thank the gentleman from Colorado
because I have all of the same ques-
tions and all of the same concerns, and
so it is very appropriate that we are
coming together to ask what are they
afraid of, what are they hiding, because
there are a lot of red flags.

Last night, Mr. PERLMUTTER, I was at
the Washington Press Club event,
which is a fun event to celebrate the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

free press. The best joke of the night—
and there is a lot of humorous mate-
rial. The best joke of the night was
when someone said, for a guy that
claims he doesn’t drink, President
Trump sure loves a lot of White Rus-
sians. That brought the house down.

Unfortunately, though, it is not real-
ly funny because, when you have got a
President who won’t impose the sanc-
tions that we authorize him to impose,
who won’t direct his State Department
to spend the funds to protect our elec-
tion system that we authorize and ap-
propriate, when you have all of these
other problems, it is not clear that he
is able to do his job without fear or
favor, and that is a big problem for our
democracy and for the interests of our
country.

If Congress were doing its job right
now, we would be asking the hard ques-
tions to bring forward the trans-
parency that the people need, to give
this country the assurance that their
government officials, including their
President, can perform their job with-
out fear or favor. But, unfortunately,
this body is not doing a very good job
of asking those hard questions, so that
is, in part, why we are here trying to
raise some of these issues.

One of the very important questions
that I think we have to ask involves
the ties between the NRA, yes, the Na-
tional Rifle Association, and this
Trump Russia scandal. Specifically, we
need to know whether Russia worked
through the NRA to illegally move
funds in support of the Trump cam-
paign.

Here is what we do know. We know
that McClatchy and others have re-
ported that the FBI is actually inves-
tigating whether Aleksandr Torshin,
deputy governor of Russia’s central
bank and NRA’s main liaison in Rus-
sia, used the NRA to funnel millions of
dollars to support Donald Trump’s can-
didacy in 2016.

We know that in 2016 Donald Trump,
Jr., had dinner with Torshin, who is a
close ally of Vladimir Putin—also
someone accused of money laun-
dering—and they had that dinner at
the NRA convention.

We know that the NRA spent tens of
millions of dollars on the 2016 elec-
tions, including $30 million to support
Donald Trump. That is three times
what the NRA spent to support Mitt
Romney when he was the Republican
nominee just 4 years prior.

So we need to think about and ask
this question: Where did all that
money come from? We have asked the
NRA. The NRA won’t tell us.

Now, we know that in testimony to
the House Intelligence Committee,
there are indications that Russians
made a very concerted effort to work
through the NRA, and that is why Sen-
ator RON WYDEN has asked the Treas-
ury Department—again, because the
NRA won’t answer these questions, but
he has asked the Treasury Department
for more information about suspicious
Russian funding of the NRA.
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So just to recap a few of these things
that we need to be asking about: We
know how close President Trump is to
the NRA. We know how close the Rus-
sian banker Alex Torshin is to the
NRA. We know how close the NRA is
becoming, closer and closer, to Russia.

In fact, I have a piece here that ex-
plains how, in 2015, a series of top NRA
officials—including one of their top do-
nors, past presidents, a delegation that
included Donald Trump’s high-profile
surrogate, Sheriff David Clarke—all
went on a so-called fact-finding mis-
sion involving gun rights in Russia.

Now, there aren’t a lot of gun rights
in Russia. Russia has very restrictive
gun laws, and there is no serious effort
in the country of Russia to change
that. But, nevertheless, apparently this
group felt they needed to go to Russia
for this fact-finding trip to cozy up
with some of these same folks that we
are talking about. So that is one of the
things we know and we need to ask
questions about.

We know that the NRA spent this
huge cache of money on the 2016 cam-
paign to support Donald Trump, and we
know that we have more questions that
need to be answered. So we need to fol-
low this money, and we need to find
out, again, as you have asked here on
the floor: What are they hiding? What
are they afraid of?

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
(Mr. KiLDEE), and he will make some
comments about how he perceives all
of this, and then I am going to open it
up to a little conversation among the
three of us.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, like my
friend Mr. PERLMUTTER and my friend
Mr. HUFFMAN and others, we didn’t
come to the Congress with the idea
that we were going to spend our time
talking about Russian collusion with a
campaign to try to undermine our elec-
toral system. We came here to solve
problems that Americans want us to
take on, to deal with the big problems
that we face, whether it is infrastruc-
ture or education or the environment
or all the things that people actually
worry about, financial security for
families.

But we do have an obligation to up-
hold the oath that we took. We swore
an oath to the Constitution of the
United States. So while it is not my
preference, and I know from my friends
it is not our preference to have to deal
with this question, we can’t avoid it.
We can’t just look the other way, par-
ticularly when it is very clear that not
just this President, but, sadly, some
around him; and I think we have to ac-
knowledge some of our Republican col-
leagues seem willing to try to interfere
with or obfuscate what is a really im-
portant investigation.

Let’s remind ourselves, Mr. Mueller,
who is leading this investigation, the
special counsel, was appointed by the
Republican Attorney General, ap-
pointed by the President of the United
States, both Republicans. Bob Mueller
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was appointed head of the FBI by a Re-
publican President.

This is not a partisan question, cer-
tainly not a partisan witch hunt. This
is a question as to whether or not we
are going to let this investigation go to
completion.

The President keeps saying no collu-
sion. The truth of the matter is, so far,
there has been no conclusion. There is
no conclusion to be drawn yet from
this investigation, other than 17 indi-
viduals have been indicted. Several
have pled guilty to very serious crimes,
some people who have been very close
to the President of the United States,
the closest you can be, literally en-
gaged in his campaign, side by side
with him every day.

So it begs the question and, really,
the most important question: What are
they afraid of? What do they have to
worry about?

If there is nothing to find, if there is
no collusion, then let’s let the process
complete itself. Let’s let the process
come to conclusion and accept the re-
sult.

So this is really a fundamental ques-
tion to our democracy: Are we going to
adhere to the rule of law, or are we
going to allow a President to rule by
fiat and, essentially, dismiss or dimin-
ish or discredit anyone who raises any
question about his conduct coming into
or performing his duties?
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That is not the America that we
know, and that is not a standard that
we ought to allow: 17 people indicted,
people at the top of his campaign, in-
cluding a whole group of Russians who
clearly were engaged in trying to affect
our election.

You know, don’t you remember the
good ol’ days? I think about some of
our friends on the other side, when the
biggest scandal that they could come
up with was that the President of the
United States wore a tan suit. The out-
rage. Where is the outrage now when a
special counsel has been appointed and,
at every moment, there is an attempt
to try to discredit the work that this
individual is doing?

So I ask my Republican colleagues to
stand up, adhere to the oath that they
swore, support this process, allow for
your own good and the good of the
country, allow the investigation to be
completed without interference. Push
back when the President tries to dis-
credit this process. There is just too
much at stake. What are they afraid
of? What are they worried about?

This guy is a professional. When he
was appointed, remember the chorus of
praise left, right, and center for Bob
Mueller and the integrity with which
he has conducted himself in public life.
He didn’t change. He is still doing that.
Let’s let him do his work.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend from Michigan for his
comments. And he was talking about
the 17 indictments. We have a poster
here. Starting over on the far side of
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this poster to my right is Paul
Manafort, the campaign chairman.
Then we have 13 Russians who have
been indicted, plus three Russian com-
panies that interfered with our elec-
tions, and we will see how these indict-
ments and the cases unfold, but Bob
Mueller and the team have said those
people should be indicted.

This side, we have guilty pleas by Mi-
chael Flynn, National Security Advi-
sor; Rick Gates, assistant campaign
manager; George Papadopoulos, cam-
paign adviser; Richard Pinedo, appar-
ently he did some kind of—stole iden-
tity from somebody; and a lawyer, Alex
van der Zwaan, from—he is a foreign
lawyer who worked for a firm here in
the United States. We have five guilty
pleas. We have 14, 15, 16 indictments.
There is a 1ot of smoke. Where there is
smoke, there is fire.

Mr. KILDEE talked about sort of the
bread-and-butter issues: Do I have a
good job? Am I ready as the economy
changes and innovation kicks in; am I
going to be ready for the next job? You
know, do we have the proper infra-
structure for this country so that for
the next 50 years we can compete with
anybody at any time?

I mean, those are the conversations
we really want to have. But when you
get down to it, at the very heart of why
we are America, why we are the United
States of America, it is about our free-
dom. It is about the sovereignty of this
Nation to conduct its own affairs with-
out interference by another entity:
Russia, England, Japan, North Korea,
it doesn’t matter. We want to take care
of ourselves and not be told what to do
by others.

That interference from outside of
this country, despite these big ques-
tions we have as to our infrastructure,
our future of our workplace, our edu-
cation, when it comes to freedom, you
don’t step away. You don’t ignore at-
tacks on our freedom.

And we are not going to let that hap-
pen. I am just very pleased that these
two men joining me today, and Demo-
crats, really, throughout this Chamber,
and I know some Republicans, are very
concerned about what is unfolding. And
all of us are asking: What is the prob-
lem here? What are you hiding? What
are you afraid of? Why won’t you let
the detectives do their work?

Sam Nunberg, he was going to—last
night, he was on all the TV stations: I
am not going to honor that subpoena.
What is he afraid of?

We have been joined by our friend
JAMIE RASKIN, but, first, let me give
him a second to catch his breath.

Mr. Speaker, I yield to my friend
from northern California (Mr.
HUFFMAN) for a comment or two, and
then I will yield to Mr. RASKIN.

Mr. HUFFMAN. Mr. Speaker, Con-
gressman PERLMUTTER is asking all the
right questions, and it seems to me, in
the short time we have been on the
floor here, in some ways, we are asking
harder questions than what we are see-
ing from the committees that should
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be conducting oversight and investiga-
tions if Congress were functioning and
taking this issue as seriously as it
should.

Those questions would include very
disturbing reporting, just in the last
few days in The New Yorker, that sug-
gests that the Steele dossier may just
be the tip of the iceberg; that, in fact,
you have senior Russian officials who
claim that they had something of a
veto power over our choice for Sec-
retary of State.

We should be looking into that right
now in a very intense way, and the
American people should know that we
take those matters very seriously. But
so much of this simply flies by these
days with the constantly moving media
cycle, and I think more and more peo-
ple are beginning to wonder if Congress
is interested in even asking hard ques-
tions or if we just have to sit back and
either wait for Special Counsel Mueller
to catch these folks in crimes or wait
for the media. Thank God for the free
press, but the media is unearthing far
more information than the oversight
actions of this Congress, and that is
disappointing.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker,
you know, we have got to say to the
Speaker and to the other Republicans
in this Chamber, you know, they need
to do their job on this thing. This isn’t
just something that is peanuts. This
goes to the heart of what America is
all about: our freedom and our sov-
ereignty.

Mr. Speaker, I now yield to the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. RASKIN).

Mr. RASKIN. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. PERLMUTTER very much for yield-
ing for just a moment. I was very
moved by his comments. We know that
eternal vigilance is the price of liberty,
and I want to salute him for his vigi-
lance and his zealousness in defending
American freedom and our democratic
process against foreign and potentially
domestic enemies, those who would
subvert and undermine our political
processes.

It seems to me that, in Congress, we
have two jobs that we need to do now.
One is to defend the Mueller investiga-
tion and the Department of Justice
against unfair attacks and attempts to
subvert and undermine investigation;
and two, and perhaps more importantly
now, is we have got to work to fortify
our election systems against a repeat
in 2018.

The U.S. intelligence agencies, they
told us, in January of 2017, that there
had been a campaign of cyber espio-
nage and cyber sabotage and cyber
propaganda against the American elec-
tions. They have told us that the Rus-
sians are very likely to be doing the
same thing with respect to the 2018
election. And, by the way, it is not just
the Russians now. They may have just
set the template for other bad actors
who want to stick their nose into
American elections, too.

You know, James Q. Wilson wrote
this book called, ‘‘Broken Windows,”’
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where he said if somebody throws a
rock into a window and you have got a
broken window and nobody does any-
thing about it, it is an invitation for
more people to come along and break
some more windows. Well, right now,
the U.S. Government has done nothing.

As you have said, we have not spent
the money in the State Department to
try to defend ourselves against the for-
eign subversion of our elections and
cyber espionage and sabotage. And
when we had the Attorney General
come to the Judiciary Committee, we
asked him what had he engaged in to
try to defend our elections across the
country against another attack, and he
said basically nothing. And followup ef-
forts by members of the committee to
get the Attorney General to meet with
us have resulted in nothing.

So, this week, we have asked for $14
million from the appropriators to go to
the Election Assistance Commission,
which is the only Federal body we have
got that is charged with trying to help
State election administrators defend
themselves against cyber attack. That
$14 million is urgent and necessary,
and it is obviously a very small sum of
money, given the amount of money we
spend on defense in America, but this
is defense of our elections.

We are also asking for $400 million to
help update outmoded and weak elec-
tion technology in the States today.
That is another badly needed infusion
of cash to the States so we can fortify
our elections. We know that at least 22
States suffered attempted electronic
probes by foreign actors in 2016, and
they are coming back in 2018, and ev-
erybody wants to know what are we
doing about it, and we have no coordi-
nated plan. At the very least, we
should get this money to the Election
Assistance Commission so we can help
the States harden themselves.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank my friend from Maryland for
participating with us. We are going to
be doing this because we want people
asking this question all across the
country.

Mr. Speaker, I yield now to my friend
from Michigan (Mr. KILDEE) to let him
close us out.

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Speaker, I thank
Mr. PERLMUTTER for yielding, and I
want to just underscore a point he
made in his opening remarks.

This is fundamentally about a prin-
ciple that we hold pretty dear in this
country, and, that is, our freedom. Our
freedom is rooted in the assumption
that our democratic systems actually
work, that the process of democracy
has integrity, and that the choices that
people make are not the subject of in-
terference by some foreign power.

We know that Russia interfered in
our elections. There are only two peo-
ple I can think of who have denied that
repeatedly. One of them is President
Trump; the other one is Vladimir
Putin. Everyone else, including our Re-
publican colleagues and our intel-
ligence community, acknowledges that
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the Russians interfered with our elec-
tions.

Five people have acknowledged that
they committed crimes as a result of
the investigations taking place; 12
other—15 others indicted. Why on
Earth would we not allow the inves-
tigation that is taking place right now
to determine the extent of that inter-
ference in order to prevent it from ever
happening again? Why would we not in-
sist that we protect that principle of
democracy and that foundational prin-
ciple of freedom by letting this process
complete? What are they afraid of?
That is the question: What are they
afraid of?

That is why I am glad Mr. PERL-
MUTTER initiated this effort, and I will
continue to stand with him as he does
it.

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
thank the gentleman, I thank Mr.
HUFFMAN, and I thank Mr. RASKIN for
their comments.

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

——

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 35. An act to transfer administrative ju-
risdiction over certain Bureau of Land Man-
agement land from the Secretary of the Inte-
rior to the Secretary of Veterans Affairs for
inclusion in the Black Hills National Ceme-
tery, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources; in addition, to
the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

———————

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on March 6, 2018, she pre-
sented to the President of the United
States, for his approval, the following
bill:

H.R. 3656. To amend title 38, United States
Code, to provide for a consistent eligibility
date for provision of Department of Veterans
Affairs memorial headstones and markers for
eligible spouses and dependent children of
veterans whose remains are unavailable.

——
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. PERLMUTTER. Mr. Speaker, I
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 5 o’clock and 57 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, March 8, 2018, at 9 a.m.

—————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4183. A letter from the Program Specialist
(Paperwork Reduction Act), Office of the
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Comptroller of the Currency, Department of
the Treasury, transmitting the Department’s
final rule — Annual Stress Test — Technical
and Conforming Changes [Docket ID: OCC-
2017-0021] (RIN: 1557-AE28) received March 5,
2018, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Financial Services.

4184. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s determina-
tion and certification that the top five ex-
porting and importing countries of ephedrine
and pseudoephedrine have cooperated fully
with the United States or have taken ade-
quate steps on their own to achieve full com-
pliance with the goals established by the 1988
United Nations Convention against Illicit
Traffic in Narcotic Drugs and Psychotropic
Substances, pursuant to 22 U.Ss.C.
2291j(b)(1)(A); Public Law 87-195, Sec.
490(b)(1)(A) (as added by Public Law 102-583,
Sec. 5(a)); (106 Stat. 4924); to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

4185. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting a six-
month periodic report on the national emer-
gency with respect to South Sudan that was
declared in Executive Order 13664 of April 3,
2014, pursuant to 50 U.S.C. 1641(c); Public
Law 94-412, Sec. 401(c); (90 Stat. 1257) and 50
U.S.C. 1703(c); Public Law 95-223, Sec 204(c);
(91 Stat. 1627); to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

————

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. CICILLINE:

H.R. 5190. A bill to provide a temporary
safe harbor for the publishers of online con-
tent to collectively negotiate with dominant
online platforms regarding the terms on
which their content may be distributed; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. COFFMAN (for himself, Mr.
SESSIONS, and Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS):

H.R. 5191. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to direct the Secretary of Vet-
erans Affairs to establish Alzheimer’s Dis-
ease research, education, and clinical cen-
ters; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mr. CURBELO of Florida (for him-
self, Mr. MARCHANT, Ms. SINEMA, and
Mr. HULTGREN):

H.R. 5192. A bill to authorize the Commis-
sioner of Social Security to provide con-
firmation of fraud protection data to certain
permitted entities, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHNEIDER (for himself and
Mr. BLUM):

H.R. 5193. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Act to codify the Boots to Business Pro-
gram, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Small Business, and in addition to
the Committee on Armed Services, for a pe-
riod to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. WALBERG (for himself, Mrs.
NoEM, Ms. JENKINS of Kansas, Ms.
STEFANIK, and Mrs. WAGNER):

H.R. 5194. A bill to amend the Civil Rights
Act of 1964 to provide protections against
pregnancy discrimination in the workplace,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Education and the Workforce.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN (for herself
and Mr. CONNOLLY):

H.R. 5195. A Dbill to improve diversity and
inclusion in the workforce of national secu-
rity agencies, and for other purposes; to the
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Committee on Foreign Affairs, and in addi-
tion to the Committees on Armed Services,
Intelligence (Permanent Select), the Judici-
ary, Homeland Security, Agriculture, and Fi-
nancial Services, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. PALAZZO (for himself and Mr.
PANETTA):

H.R. 5196. A bill to require the Under Sec-
retary of Commerce for Oceans and Atmos-
phere to carry out a program on coordi-
nating the assessment and acquisition by the
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Adminis-
tration of unmanned maritime systems, to
make available to the public data collected
by the Administration using such systems,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Natural Resources, and in addition to the
Committees on Science, Space, and Tech-
nology, and Armed Services, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. PASCRELL (for himself, Mr.
MCKINLEY, Ms. DEGETTE, and Mr.
TIPTON):

H.R. 5197. A bill to direct the Secretary of
Health and Human Services to conduct a
demonstration program to test alternative
pain management protocols to limit the use
of opioids in emergency departments; to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. BUCK:

H.R. 5198. A bill to amend titles 23 and 49,
United States Code, to improve metropolitan
planning; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana (for himself,
Mr. SCALISE, Mr. MCHENRY, Mr.
WALKER, Mr. MESSER, Mr. ROKITA,
Mr. RATCLIFFE, Mr. LOUDERMILK, Mr.
DESJARLAIS, Mr. KErLLY of Mis-
sissippi, Mr. MEADOWS, Mr.
MOOLENAAR, Mr. BUCK, Mr. WEBSTER
of Florida, Mrs. WAGNER, Mr. SMITH
of Missouri, Mr. KELLY of Pennsyl-
vania, Mr. LAMBORN, Mr. PERRY, Mr.
HARRIS, Mr. LATTA, Mr. BUDD, Mr.
DUNCAN of South Carolina, Mr.
FARENTHOLD, Mr. PEARCE, Mr. GIBBS,
Mr. PITTENGER, Mrs. BLACKBURN, Mr.
B1GaGS, and Mr. ESTES of Kansas):

H.R. 5199. A bill to amend the Elementary
and Secondary Education Act of 1965 to
allow parents of eligible military dependent
children to establish Military Education
Savings Accounts, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force, and in addition to the Committee on
Ways and Means, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Ms. CLARKE of New York (for her-
self, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. MEEKS, Mr.
ESPAILLAT, and Mr. CROWLEY):

H.R. 5200. A bill to provide additional fund-
ing for the public housing Capital Fund for
large public housing agencies, for mortgage
foreclosure mitigation assistance, and for in-
cremental rental assistance vouchers, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services.

By Mrs. COMSTOCK:

H.R. 5201. A bill to authorize the Secretary
of the Interior to establish, develop, im-
prove, operate, and maintain the Claude
Moore Colonial Farm at Turkey Run in Fair-
fax County, Virginia, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Natural Resources.

By Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania
(for himself and Mr. NOLAN):

H.R. 5202. A bill to amend the Controlled
Substances Act to provide for the delivery of
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a controlled substance by a pharmacy to an
administering practitioner; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on the Judiciary,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee:

H.R. 5203. A bill to amend the Agricultural
Act of 2014 to require producers to elect to
receive price loss coverage or agriculture
risk coverage under that Act or Federal crop
insurance under the Federal Crop Insurance
Act; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. ESTES of Kansas:

H.R. 5204. A bill to amend title 18, United
States Code, to penalize false communica-
tions to cause an emergency response, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. KIHUEN (for himself, Ms.
ROSEN, Ms. T1TUS, and Mr. AMODEI):

H.R. 5205. A bill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
701 6th Street in Hawthorne, Nevada, as the
‘‘Sergeant Kenneth Eric Bostic Post Office’’;
to the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform.

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself, Mr.
BACON, Mr. GALLAGHER, Mr. HIGGINS
of Louisiana, and Mr. MCCAUL):

H.R. 5206. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to establish the Office of
Biometric Identity Management, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Ms. MCSALLY (for herself, Mr. GAL-
LAGHER, Mr. HIGGINS of Louisiana,
and Mr. McCAUL):

H.R. 5207. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to establish the immi-
gration advisory program, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Homeland Secu-
rity.

By Mr. POCAN (for himself and Mr.
S0TO0):

H.R. 5208. A bill to amend the Competitive,
Special, and Facilities Research Grant Act
and the Department of Agriculture Reorga-
nization Act of 1994 to further plant cultivar
research, development, and commercializa-
tion, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RUSH:

H.R. 5209. A bill to conduct a special re-
source study of Fort Pillow Historic State
Park in Henning, Tennessee, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. SIMPSON (for himself and Mr.
SCHRADER):

H.R. 5210. A bill to establish the National
Park Restoration Fund, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

By Mr. TURNER:

H.R. 5211. A bill to change the calendar pe-
riod of the Federal fiscal year; to the Com-
mittee on the Budget, and in addition to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform, for a period to be subsequently de-
termined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. BLUMENAUER (for himself and
Mr. ZELDIN):

H. Res. 766. A resolution recognizing the
contributions of American Viticultural
Areas and winegrowing regions; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. FARENTHOLD:

H. Res. 767. A resolution directing the
Chief Administrative Officer of the House of
Representatives to enter into contracts with
nationally- or regionally-known franchises
for the provision of food services in the cafe-
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teria of the Longworth House Office Building
in a food court setting; to the Committee on
House Administration.

————

CONSTITUTIONAL AUTHORITY
STATEMENT

Pursuant to clause 7 of rule XII of
the Rules of the House of Representa-
tives, the following statements are sub-
mitted regarding the specific powers
granted to Congress in the Constitu-
tion to enact the accompanying bill or
joint resolution.

By Mr. CICILLINE:

H.R. 5190.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8

By Mr. COFFMAN:

H.R. 5191.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8 of the Constitution.

By Mr. CURBELO of Florida:

H.R. 5192.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I Section 8 Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution

By Mr. SCHNEIDER:

H.R. 5193.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8.

By Mr. WALBERG:

H.R. 5194.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the Con-
stitution of the United States; the power to
regulate commerce among the several states.

The purpose of the bill is to amend the
Civil Rights Act of 1964 to provide protec-
tions against pregnancy discriminaiton in
the workplace, adn for other purposes.

By Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN:

H.R. 5195.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the Constitution

By Mr. PALAZZO:

H.R. 5196.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8

By Mr. PASCRELL:

H.R. 5197.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 3 of the United
States Constitution.

By Mr. BUCK:

H.R. 5198.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, clause 7 grants Con-
gress the power to establish Post Offices and
post Roads.

By Mr. BANKS of Indiana:

H.R. 5199.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion, specifically clause 18 (relating to the
power to make all laws necessary and proper
for carrying out the powers vested in Con-
gress).

By Ms. CLARKE of New York:

H.R. 5200.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

the power granted to Congress under Arti-
cle I of the United States Constitution and it
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subsequent amendments, and further clari-
fied and interpreted by the Supreme Court of
the United States.

By Mrs. COMSTOCK:

H.R. 5201.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 8, clause 1

By Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 5202.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8 of the U.S. Constitu-
tion

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee:

H.R. 5203.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article IV,

Section 3, Clause 2. The Congress shall
have Power to dispose of and make all need-
ful Rules and Regulations respecting the
Territory or other Property belonging to the
United States; and nothing in this Constitu-
tion shall be so construed as to Prejudice
any Claims of the United States, or of any
particular State.

By Mr. ESTES of Kansas:

H.R. 5204.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1 Section 8 Subsections 18: To
make all Laws which shall be necessary and
proper for carrying into Execution the fore-
going Powers, and all other Powers vested by
this Constitution in the Government of the
United States, or in any Department or Offi-
cer thereof.

By Mr. KIHUEN:

H.R. 5205.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 7: To establish
post offices and post roads

By Ms. MCSALLY:

H.R. 5206.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States; but
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be
unifrom throught the United States.

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Ms. MCSALLY:
H.R. 5207.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 1: The Congress
shall have Power To lay and collect Taxes,
Duties, Imposts and Excises, to pay the
Debts and provide for the common Defence
and general Welfare of the United States; but
all Duties, Imposts and Excises shall be uni-
form throughout the United States.

Article 1, Section 8, Clause 18: To make all
Laws which shall be necessary and proper for
carrying into Execution the foregoing Pow-
ers, and all other Powers vested by this Con-
stitution in the Government of the United

States, or in any Department or Officer
thereof.
By Mr. POCAN:
H.R. 5208.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 9, Clause 7

No Money shall be drawn from the Treas-
ury, but in Consequence of Appropriations
made by Law; and a regular Statement and
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Account of the Receipts and Expenditures of
all public Money shall be published from
time to time.”
By Mr. RUSH:

H.R. 5209.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, Section 8, Clause 1: ‘“The Con-
gress shall have power to . . . provide for the

. general welfare of the United, States

Article I, Section 8, Clause 18: ‘“To make
all laws which shall be necessary and proper
for carrying into execution the foregoing
powers, and all other powers vested by this
Constitution in the government of the
United States, or in any department or offi-
cer thereof.”

By Mr. SIMPSON:

H.R. 5210.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

The constitutional authority of Congress
to enact this legislation is provided by Arti-
cle I, section 8 of the United States Constitu-
tion, specifically clause 1 (relating to pro-
viding for the general welfare of the United
States) and clause 18 (relating to the power
to make all laws necessary and proper for
carrying out the powers vested in Congress),
and Article IV, section 3, clause 2 (relating
to the power of Congress to dispose of and
make all needful rules and regulations re-
specting the territory or other property be-
longing to the United States).

By Mr. TURNER:

H.R. 5211.

Congress has the power to enact this legis-
lation pursuant to the following:

Article I, section 9, clause 7 of the United
States Constitution.

———

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 7 of rule XII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions, as follows:

H.R. 51: Ms. KELLY of Illinois.

H.R. 159: Ms. NORTON.

H.R. 173: Mr. PALAZZO.

H.R. 237: Ms. BORDALLO.

H.R. 389: Mr. KENNEDY and Ms. BASS.

H.R. 411: Ms. TITUS.

H.R. 504: Mr. DONOVAN.

H.R. 644: Mr. SMITH of Nebraska and Mr.
WILLIAMS.

H.R. 667: Mr. RoSs.

H.R. 721: Mr. KHANNA, Mr. RASKIN, and Ms.
DEGETTE.

H.R. 754: Mr. BIicGs, Mr. BROWN of Mary-
land, and Ms. TENNEY.

H.R. 757: Ms. DELBENE.

H.R. 788: Ms. TENNEY and Mr. MOONEY of
West Virginia.

H.R. 809: Mr. WEBSTER of Florida.

H.R. 842: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 911: Mr. Suozzi, Mr. GRIJALVA, and
Mr. GOODLATTE.

H.R. 930: Mr. KELLY of Mississippi, Mr.
WOODALL, Mr. FORTENBERRY, and Mr. THOMP-
SON of Mississippi.

. 947: Mr. LAWSON of Florida.

. 959: Ms. LEE.

. 964: Mr. BRADY of Pennsylvania.

. 1057: Ms. GRANGER and Mr. BRAT.
. 1111: Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi.
. 1221: Ms. CLARKE of New York.

H.R. 1239: Mr. PETERSON, Ms. LOFGREN, and
Mr. RUPPERSBERGER.

H.R. 1267: Mr. EVANS and Mr. DUNCAN of
South Carolina.

. 1357: Mr. KHANNA.

. 1378: Mr. HASTINGS and Mr. PETERSON.
. 1406: Mrs. HANDEL.

. 1424: Mr. POCAN.

. 1437: Mr. CICILLINE.
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H.R. 1456: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 1478: Mr. QUIGLEY, Mr. BUTTERFIELD,
and Mr. DELANEY.

H.R. 1480: Mr. JOYCE of Ohio.

H.R. 1496: Mr. HUNTER, Mr. VALADAO, and
Mr. KNIGHT.

H.R. 1519: Mr. RYAN of Ohio.

H.R. 1563: Mr. KHANNA and Mr. KIND.

H.R. 1661: Mr. COFFMAN, Mr. REED, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. RYAN of Ohio, Mr. YARMUTH, and
Mr. GRAVES of Missouri.

H.R. 1802: Mr. JONES.

H.R. 1828: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 2050: Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee.

H.R. 2232: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina.

H.R. 2259: Mr. BISHOP of Georgia.

H.R. 2267: Miss RICE of New York.

H.R. 2293: Mr. HASTINGS.

H.R. 2315: Mr. PAULSEN, Mr. JENKINS of
West Virginia, and Mr. MCKINLEY.

H.R. 2566: Ms. JUDY CHU of California and
Mr. KRISHNAMOORTHI.

H.R. 2567: Mr. ELLISON, Ms. JUDY CHU of
California, and Ms. BONAMICI.

H.R. 2598: Mr. MOULTON, Mr. TED LIEU of
California, Ms. BONAMICI, and Mr.
O’HALLERAN.

H.R. 2599: Mr. REED.

H.R. 2881: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 2899: Mr. RUSH.

H.R. 2925: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 2942: Mr. CARBAJAL.

H.R. 2987: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 3010: Ms. STEFANIK.

H.R. 3030: Mrs. DEMINGS.

H.R. 3174: Mr. COFFMAN.

H.R. 3207: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York, Mr. MCGOVERN, and Mr. RASKIN.

H.R. 3274: Ms. BASS.

H.R. 3314: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 3349: Mr. CARTWRIGHT.

H.R. 3600: Mr. DUNCAN of South Carolina,
Mr. DUNN, and Mr. YOHO.

H.R. 3605: Mr. KEATING, Mr. KING of Iowa,
Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. KING of New York, and Mr.
WEBSTER of Florida.

H.R. 3613: Mr. SOTO.

H.R. 3635: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 3641: Mr. RODNEY DAVIS of Illinois.

H.R. 3642: Mr. BUCK, Mr. ROTHFUS, and Ms.
MOORE.

H.R. 3714: Mr. KHANNA.

H.R. 3738: Ms. SPEIER, Mr. PETERSON, and
Ms. KUSTER of New Hampshire.

H.R. 3988: Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 4022: Mr. MICHAEL F. DOYLE of Penn-
sylvania, Ms. PINGREE, Mr. HECK, Mr.
KHANNA, and Mr. SCHNEIDER.

H.R. 4057: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 4114: Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 4115: Mr. HULTGREN.

H.R. 4207: Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana.

H.R. 4229: Mr. GOHMERT, Mr. GARRETT, Mr.
TAYLOR, Mr. WITTMAN, Mrs. NAPOLITANO, and
Mrs. COMSTOCK.

H.R. 4238: Mr. MOONEY of West Virginia.

H.R. 4240: Ms. SEWELL of Alabama and Mr.
GENE GREEN of Texas.

H.R. 4241: Mr. MESSER and Mr. CAPUANO.

H.R. 4253: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 4256: Mr. BARLETTA, Ms. ADAMS, Mr.
SMUCKER, and Mr. BUTTERFIELD.

H.R. 4267: Mr. HULTGREN and Mr. FOSTER.

H.R. 4287: Ms. MENG.

H.R. 4311: Mr. MULLIN.

H.R. 4426: Mr. QUIGLEY.

H.R. 4525: Mrs. DEMINGS.

H.R. 45636: Mr. MACARTHUR, Mr. COLLINS of
New York, and Mr. FASO.

H.R. 4655: Mr. BosT and Mr. VALADAO.

H.R. 4657: Mr. VELA.

H.R. 4673: Mr. TAKANO.

H.R. 4706: Mrs. TORRES.

H.R. 4733: Mr. PAYNE, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
KUSTER of New Hampshire, Mr. DUNCAN of
Tennessee, and Mrs. DINGELL.
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H.R. 4747: Mr. NUNES.

H.R. 4751: Mr. WALZ.

H.R. 4775: Ms. DELBENE and Mr. NORCROSS.

H.R. 4809: Mr. JONES.

H.R. 4811: Mr. COHEN, Ms. SINEMA, Mr.
KHANNA, Mr. PAYNE, Mr. SEAN PATRICK
MALONEY of New York, and Mrs. DEMINGS.

H.R. 4815: Mrs. CAROLYN B. MALONEY of
New York.

H.R. 4819: Mr. CARTER of Georgia and Ms.
BORDALLO.

H.R. 4846: Mr. POCAN.

H.R. 4854: Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. COOK,
and Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee.

H.R. 4857: Mr. CONAWAY.

H.R. 4884: Mr. HECK.

H.R. 4909: Mr. SEAN PATRICK MALONEY of
New York, Mr. BROWN of Maryland, Mr. Fos-
TER, Mr. MCcCKINLEY, Mr. KATKO, Mr.
ROTHFUS, Mr. GONZALEZ of Texas, Mr. MAC-
ARTHUR, Mr. BosT, Mr. KNIGHT, Mr. JENKINS
of West Virginia, Mr. COURTNEY, Mr. LIPIN-
SKI, Mr. VARGAS, Mr. PETERS, Mr. BERA, Mr.
McCAUL, and Mr. RENACCI.

H.R. 4915: Mrs. NOEM.

H.R. 4916: Mr. LATTA.
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H.R. 4929: Mr. BUCK.

H.R. 4932: Mrs. DEMINGS and Ms. SPEIER.

H.R. 4940: Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN.

H.R. 4949: Mr. MACARTHUR and Ms. SHEA-
PORTER.

H.R. 4957: Mr. MAST.

H.R. 4963: Ms. JACKSON LEE.

H.R. 4973: Mr. ADERHOLT and Mr. PETER-
SON.

H.R. 5058: Mrs. MURPHY of Florida.

H.R. 5061: Ms. SHEA-PORTER and Mr. TAY-
LOR.

H.R. 5062: Mr. PAYNE.

H.R. 5075: Mr. GAETZ.

H.R. 5085: Ms. BASS.

H.R. 5090: Mr. MCGOVERN.

H.R. 5102: Mr. MCKINLEY and Mr. JENKINS
of West Virginia.

H.R. 5112: Mr. LAMALFA.

H.R. 5114: Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico.

H.R. 5126: Mr. WEBER of Texas and Mr.
PITTENGER.

H.R. 5127: Ms. BORDALLO and Mr. CLAY.

H.R. 5133: Mr. TIPTON and Mr. GIANFORTE.

H.R. 5135: Mr. COMER.
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H.R. 5136: Ms. NORTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
LARSEN of Washington, Mr. PETERS, Mr. HAS-
TINGS, Mr. TONKO, Ms. SLAUGHTER, and Ms.
ROSEN.

H.R. 5171: Mr. COOK.

H.R. 5182: Mr. COHEN.

H. Con. Res. 63: Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas.

H. Con. Res. 89: Ms. MCCOLLUM.

H. Res. 356: Ms. BoNAMICI and Mr. GRI-
JALVA.

H. Res. 401: Mr. YARMUTH.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 3 of rule XII,

83. The SPEAKER presented a petition of
Representative Arthur J. O’Neill, House of
Representatives, Connecticut, relative to
urging the Congress to consider adopting leg-
islation based on section 29-38c Connecticut
General Statues; which was referred to the
Committee on the Judiciary.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the Honorable RAND
PAuUL, a Senator from the Common-
wealth of Kentucky.

——————

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Barry C. Black, of-
fered the following prayer:

Let us pray.

O God, our help in ages past, our hope
for years to come, help our lawmakers
to honor Your Name. Demonstrate
Your great power by filling them with
Your Spirit and giving them a desire to
cultivate spiritual discernment. Lord,
sustain them through the power of
Your prevailing providence until jus-
tice rolls down like waters and right-
eousness like a mighty stream. As our
Senators draw near to You, experi-
encing Your Divine guidance, may they
be motivated to follow Your precepts
as they face difficult challenges.

We pray in Your sovereign Name.
Amen.

———

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presiding Officer led the Pledge
of Allegiance, as follows:

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

———

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will please read a communication
to the Senate from the President pro
tempore (Mr. HATCH).

The legislative clerk read the fol-
lowing letter:

U.S. SENATE,
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE,
Washington, DC, March 7, 2018.
To the Senate:

Under the provisions of rule I, paragraph 3,
of the Standing Rules of the Senate, I hereby
appoint the Honorable RAND PAUL, a Senator

Senate

from the Commonwealth of Kentucky, to
perform the duties of the Chair.
ORRIN G. HATCH,
President pro tempore.

Mr. PAUL thereupon assumed the
Chair as Acting President pro tempore.

———

RESERVATION OF LEADER TIME

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
leadership time is reserved.

————

CONCLUSION OF MORNING
BUSINESS

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Morning business is closed.

ECONOMIC
RELIEF,
TECTION
CEED

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Under the previous order, the
Senate will resume consideration of
the motion to proceed to S. 21565, which
the clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

Motion to proceed to Calendar No. 287, S.
2155, a bill to promote economic growth, pro-
vide tailored regulatory relief, and enhance
consumer protections, and for other pur-
poses.

RECOGNITION OF THE MAJORITY LEADER

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

GROWTH, REGULATORY
AND CONSUMER PRO-
ACT—MOTION TO PRO-

pore. The majority leader is recog-
nized.
Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President,

community banks, credit unions, and
other small-scale lenders play a vital
role in the U.S. economy.

Research from Harvard indicates
that community banks provide more
than half of all small business loans.
Let me repeat that. A majority of
small business loans is handled by com-
munity banks. This is even more pro-
nounced in rural areas and farming
communities, like those I represent in
Kentucky. A whopping 77 percent of ag-

ricultural loans come from community
banks—177 percent.

In this era of online banking and
multinational corporations, smaller in-
stitutions remain uniquely able to
build community connections. Commu-
nity bankers get to know their resi-
dents and business owners on a per-
sonal level. That perspective lets them
extend credit to small-scale entre-
preneurs, farmers, ranchers, and other
Americans who might not have access
otherwise. So when small lenders close
their doors, the effects on communities
are very real.

In 2014, an economist at MIT found
that, on average, the closing of a single
bank cut the number of new small busi-
ness loans in the immediate area by
more than 10 percent for several years.
The problem was extremely pro-
nounced in low-income areas, where a
local perspective and personal relation-
ships matter even more. In low-income
America, a physical bank closure cuts
lending to local small businesses by
nearly 40 percent.

Long story short, the more vulner-
able a community, the more they need
local lenders, but since the Federal
Government implemented massive new
regulations under the 2010 Dodd-Frank
Act, our community banks and credit
unions have been getting squeezed.
Dodd-Frank’s imprecise, inefficient,
one-size-fits-all framework dropped
these small institutions into the regu-
latory maze that was intended for Wall
Street. For 8 years, they have faced a
staggering compliance burden that now
consumes, on average, 24 percent of
their net income. This has forced many
to pare down their offerings or close
their doors for good. That leaves out to
dry would-be entrepreneurs, job cre-
ators, and existing small businesses
that want to expand.

Fortunately, we have an opportunity
this week to begin putting things
right. Today, the Senate continues
considering a sensible solution that
would streamline regulations and give

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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smaller lenders a fighting chance. Sen-
ator CRAPO’s Economic Growth, Regu-
latory Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act is the product of thorough com-
mittee work. It is an important step
toward unwinding the harm caused by
the Obama administration’s knee-jerk
reaction to the 2008 financial crisis.

Importantly, this bill has strong bi-
partisan support. On both sides of the
aisle, Members with a diversity of
views on Dodd-Frank itself have recog-
nized that this set of commonsense
fixes deserves all of our support. I en-
courage all Senators to join them.

TAX REFORM

Mr. President, on another matter,
just 2 months in, the effects of tax re-
form are percolating through every
corner of our economy. It has made bo-
nuses, raises, and benefits for working
families daily news in communities all
across our country.

Thanks to tax reform, automakers
are planting deeper roots in America.
Innovators like Apple are bringing bil-
lions back to invest here at home. Re-
tailers, from corner stores to national
chains, are rewarding their hard-work-
ing teams. There is another sector in
which the benefits of tax reform are
flowing freely—America’s growing
craft beverage industry. That is be-
cause the new 2lst-century Tax Code
included a provision known as the
Craft Beverage Modernization and Tax
Reform Act, spearheaded by Senator
PORTMAN and Senator BLUNT. Among
other achievements, that piece of tax
reform significantly cut the excise
taxes the Federal Government imposes
on beer, wine, and spirits.

This was originally a bipartisan bill,
with early support from my friend, the
senior Senator from Oregon. It is too
bad he and every other Democrat in
Congress ended up voting against this
historic tax reform that included that
measure, because it is proving to be
good news for a host of American small
businesses, including the fine distill-
eries that contribute thousands of jobs
and tourism in Kentucky.

One recent wave of headlines has de-
tailed how tax reform is helping entre-
preneurs in the craft brewing industry
as well. Across the country, job cre-
ators in this popular and growing line
of business are making big plans for
their savings under this new 21st-cen-
tury Tax Code.

Matt Matthiesen, a brewery owner in
West Okoboji, IA, said: ‘I am very ex-
cited. . .. As a small local business,
those breaks help us tremendously.”

Donn Martens, who owns another
brewery just down the road, said: ‘“We
hope to expand with this money. We
would like to double our production.”’

Remember Matt and Donn when my
colleagues across the aisle tell you tax
reform is only helping the big guys. To-
gether, their two businesses employ 15
people. They expect tax reform will
save them about $15,000 this year. Just
try telling any small business owner
that is no big deal.

Larry Horwitz owns Four String
Brewing Company in Columbus, OH. He
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expects tax reform will save his busi-
ness $40,000 this year. ‘““We invest where
we live and work,”” he said. “We are the
blue collar workers in the neighbor-
hood.”

In Kentucky, tax reform has a num-
ber of craft breweries excited about the
year ahead. At Country Boy Brewing in
Georgetown, production manager Dan-
iel Sinkhorn says the new law is help-
ing them plan a new canning line,
which will ‘“‘add jobs, add equipment

. . and keep Country Boy growing.”

It has been reported that later today
my friends across the aisle will unveil
a $1 trillion spending plan and propose
repealing tax reform to pay for it.

Repeal all these bonuses, pay raises,
new jobs, and new investments? Talk
about a nonstarter.

At the same time, Vice President
PENCE will be in Central Kentucky
today to hear from small business own-
ers and community leaders about how
tax reform is helping them. Daniel Har-
rison, the cofounder of Country Boy
Brewing, will be on hand to meet with
the Vice President. I am glad he will be
able to share how his business, like so
many around the country, is tapping
into tax reform savings.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-
pore. Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

RECOGNITION OF THE MINORITY LEADER

The Democratic leader is recognized.

TARIFFS

Mr. SCHUMER. Mr. President, Presi-
dent Trump’s instincts on China are
correct, but his execution is poor. He
should stick with those instincts and
not those who label anything we do to
protect America against China’s rapa-
cious policies as protectionist. At the
same time, he should fix his plan so it
really does what he intends it to do or
wants it to do.

I have been one of the chief critics of
the status quo on trade. Americans—
and I share this view—resent all those
academics who any time we try to do
anything with China say: protectionist,
trade war.

The bottom line is simple. China is
eating our lunch. China is rapacious.
China, day by day, gnaws away at our
economy by manipulating currency.
They sometimes do it, they sometimes
don’t, but they will again when they
can.

By having no reciprocity, they don’t
let good American industries in, but
they want to come here—and do, eas-
ily—buying our family jewels, our in-
tellectual property, our leading compa-
nies in robotics, artificial intelligence,
chips, and pharmaceuticals.

China has a plan to take advantage
of America, to surpass us economically
by not being fair. They keep their huge

March 7, 2018

market protected, steal our stuff, learn
how to do it, then try to come sell it
here and gain an advantage when they
can by manipulating currency.

The President should not be deterred
by all of those business interests that
are only interested in their profits, not
in what is good for America. That is
their job, their shareholders—I get it—
but he should not be deterred by them.
At the same time, he has to back off
this plan which doesn’t do what it is
supposed to do. Major harm is done to
allies like Canada and Europe, not to
China.

That is the tightrope we need to walk
on. If the President walks on that
tightrope carefully and well, we will
support him.

The President’s instincts to go after
China are correct, but the policy he
proposes doesn’t fit the bill. It is not
well targeted, it is not precise and, as
a result, it could cause a mess of col-
lateral damage that hurts America
more than it helps.

The sweeping nature of the tariffs
has already justifiably angered key al-
lies in Canada and Europe and could
draw reciprocal tariffs on American
goods, raising costs on average con-
sumers from coast-to-coast. A country
such as Canada, with which we have a
trade surplus, could retaliate.

Mr. President, focus on China. Go
after China and do it in a smart, fo-
cused but sharp-edged way. Don’t cre-
ate a policy that hurts our allies more
than it hurts China and causes China
to sort of giggle at our ineffectiveness.

A trade war is not what we want.
Making China play by the rules is what
all Americans want, except for a hand-
ful of businesses that just see their in-
terests and raising their profits no
matter where the jobs go or where they
sell goods.

China dumps counterfeit and artifi-
cially cheap goods into our market, de-
nies productive U.S. companies fair ac-
cess to their markets, and steals the
intellectual property of American com-
panies. I am pained, actually pained,
because I love this country, and I want
to see us stay economically No. 1. I am
pained when I go over in my mind the
statement of retired four-star GEN
Keith Alexander, who is in charge of
cyber security in America. He called
China’s theft of our intellectual prop-
erty the ‘‘greatest transfer of wealth in
history.” American wealth is actually
being stolen by China, and we sit here
and shrug our shoulders or do things
that are not effective.

The Trump administration should
rethink its approach to sweeping tar-
iffs while there is still time and focus
attention on China. China is our No. 1
trade problem—not Canada, not Eu-
rope. President Trump could do a much
better job of tailoring his trade policy
to address the real problems instead of
creating new ones.

INFRASTRUCTURE

Mr. President, on infrastructure, a
year ago last January, guided by what
President Trump had said, wanting to
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work with Democrats on infrastruc-
ture, Senate Democrats unveiled our $1
trillion infrastructure plan. It was an
outline.

We sent it to the President. We said
it was one of the areas where we could
work with the President to get some-
thing done. Then we waited and we
waited and we waited. A full year after
we made our proposal, the Trump ad-
ministration finally released one of its
own. Frankly, President Trump’s plan
on infrastructure, to put it kindly, was
underwhelming. It is going over like a
lead balloon, and it is very simple why.
After a year of bold promises about
trillion-dollar infrastructure, a plan to
build ‘‘gleaming new roads, bridges,
highways, railways, and waterways all
across our land,” President Trump’s in-
frastructure plan proposes no new net
increase in infrastructure funding. He
put in $200 billion and then took it
away by cutting the existing programs
on infrastructure. It will not get the
job done. Robbing Peter to pay Paul a
pittance will not do nearly enough to
rebuild our infrastructure.

Because so much of the funding is
not from the Federal Government,
which has traditionally funded the
lion’s share of infrastructure—high-
ways, water and sewer—the money is
going to have to come from two places,
neither of which is a good option: local-
ities, which are starved for cash al-
ready—they are not going to build
much—or the private sector, which
will, of course, quite naturally want a
payback. That is how the private sec-
tor works. They are not going to put
money up unless they are paid back.
They are not going to lend money
without being paid back. We know
what that will mean—tolls, tolls, and
more tolls. Trump tolls from one end of
the Nation to the other. That is not
what America wants. Trump’s plan is
already a huge flop. Hardly anyone is
paying attention to it.

We Democrats have a better deal to
offer the American people. Rather than
cutting existing infrastructure projects
to pay for a paltry program that will
not work, we want to roll back the Re-
publican tax giveaways to big corpora-
tions and the very wealthy and invest
that money instead in job-creating in-
frastructure. The overwhelming major-
ity of Americans would say, they would
rather see millions of jobs created than
give tax breaks to the wealthiest. Our
plan could create up to 15 million good-
paying jobs for the middle class.

We have already seen, by the way,
that those tax breaks are not creating
many jobs. Instead, they are going to
stock buybacks, which is a way for cor-
porate executives to take that money,
raise their own salaries and raise the
salaries of shareholders, the vast ma-
jority of whom are in the top 10 per-
cent of America.

We are proposing something new and
different. We propose to put the top
rate back to 39.6 percent. The wealthy
are doing great in America; they didn’t
need a tax cut. It is the middle class
that needed more of one.
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We propose restoring the AMT. That
AMT prevented the wealthiest of
Americans from evading taxes. It is a
tax expert’s way of restoring the Buffet
rule, which says that a rich corporate
executive shouldn’t pay a lower rate of
taxes than his or her secretary.

We restore the estate tax. After all,
that benefits 5,000 wealthy families. We
also close the carried interest loophole.

We raise the corporate tax rate to 25
percent, which is what the Business
Roundtable called for. But our Repub-
lican friends and President Trump were
in a mania to just cut, cut, cut cor-
porate taxes—even at a time that cor-
porations are doing well—and moved it
to 21 percent. We go back up to the 25
percent that the Business Roundtable
suggested.

With all that money, what do we in-
vest it in? A modern infrastructure
plan that would build everything from
roads and bridges to schools and air-
ports, to high-speed internet and more,
with a focus, by the way, on rural
internet because one-third of rural
America doesn’t have it.

In addition to the traditional types
of projects we have long built in this
country, we are building 21st century
infrastructure—as I mentioned, rural
internet, high speed. In the thirties,
Franklin Roosevelt said that every
home in America should have elec-
tricity. It was aimed at rural homes
that didn’t have it. Today, we Demo-
crats believe that every home should
have high-speed internet, and that, too,
is aimed at rural America—where close
to one-third of the homes don’t have
high-speed internet—and at our inner
cities as well.

Only with real, direct investment of
Federal dollars will we build the kinds
of transformational projects that need
to be built. Only with real investment
will rural America see the projects it
needs built. Only with real investment
will we create millions of good-paying
jobs.

You say: Where is the money going
to come from? We don’t want to in-
crease our deficit. The tax bill has done
that enough.

We say: Take some of those tax
breaks from the wealthiest of Ameri-
cans and put them into middle-class
jobs, plain and simple.

Americans are realizing now where
that money is going. The tax bill, be-
fore it came out, was unpopular. It had
an initial splurge of popularity, and
now, as Americans learn what it is ac-
tually doing, it is becoming less pop-
ular again. It will go back to where it
was, I believe. More Americans will
dislike it than like it, but when they
hear we can take some of that money
and put it into infrastructure and cre-
ate millions of middle-class jobs, I
think Americans of all stripes will em-
brace that policy.

We Democrats want to work with the
President and our Republican col-
leagues on infrastructure, but we want
to do it in a way that produces real re-
sults, not the chimerical proposal the
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President made that will produce very
little infrastructure, almost no jobs,
and put Trump tolls all across Amer-
ica. We hope the President will move
away from his plan and come much fur-
ther in our direction so that we can get
something done for the American peo-
ple, particularly the American working
and middle classes.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The majority whip.

Mr. CORNYN. Mr. President, listen-
ing to my friend from New York—and
he is my friend—we have worked to-
gether on a number of projects, even
though we have diametrically opposed
views on many policy prescriptions. To
listen to him talk, the Tax Cuts and
Jobs Act was a bad thing because it
took money from the Federal Govern-
ment and let the people who have
earned it keep it and spend it the way
they see fit.

I know they made a bad bet. They bet
that it would fail. They bet that we
would not get the votes to pass the Tax
Cuts and Jobs Act, but we did, and the
American people and American fami-
lies are the beneficiaries of that.

I have come to this floor time and
again, telling those stories, most re-
cently about a plumbing company in
Cleburne, TX, that has seen the bene-
fits in terms of bonuses and increased
pay, more take-home pay, along with
the lowest claims for jobless benefits
since 1969—the lowest claims for job-
less benefits since 1969. But when we
come to the floor, our Democratic col-
leagues, who bet against the American
economy and this resurgence, the re-
awakening of this great economic en-
gine known as the American econ-
omy—they bet against it. They are
still sticking with the same old story,
regardless of the facts.

I know the American people know
better. They have noticed in their pay-
checks starting in February—because
the tax tables were rewritten by the
IRS—that they actually have more
take-home pay. I have family members
who are ecstatic about that. One of my
daughters called and just couldn’t be
more excited, and I know that is hap-
pening to families all across the coun-
try.

I guess it is just one reason we have
two political parties—Democrats and
Republicans—because while we may
agree in some sense on the outcome, we
certainly don’t agree on the means to
achieve that outcome. They are the
party of Big Government, higher taxes,
and more spending. We are the party of
smaller government, effective govern-
ment, one that provides essential serv-
ices to the American people, like de-
fending our Nation and maintaining
peace around the world, but we believe
in the individual. We believe the people
who earn the money ought to be able
to keep more of it and spend it as they
see fit, and they believe that govern-
ment ought to keep more of that and
spend it as Washington sees fit. That is
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the reason we have two political par-
ties, and people have to make their
choices, and they do each election.

Yesterday, though, Mr. President, we
voted to proceed to a very important
bipartisan bill that would provide re-
lief for small and midsized banks and
credit unions across the country. This
was an important step in what has been
a long time coming.

You might ask: Why do we care
about providing regulatory relief for
banks and credit unions, especially the
smaller ones that are in our commu-
nities? Well, that is where people go
when they want to buy a house and
they need a mortgage, when they need
some startup money for a new busi-
ness, where they need to go borrow
money, for example, to buy seed and
equipment to plant a crop. If you are in
the agriculture sector, that is where
they get access to credit, and that is
why it is so important.

Unfortunately, since the Dodd-Frank
law passed in 2010, we have seen a lot of
that access to credit, particularly
among small and medium-sized banks
and credit unions, dry up because what
they had to do was hire more people,
but not for the purpose of making more
loans. They hired more people because
they needed to comply with the red-
tape and regulatory burden imposed by
Washington.

We are peeling that back; we are re-
versing that—not for the big banks.
The regulations stay in place, but for
community banks and small credit
unions, we are peeling that back so
that it is a more rational and reason-
able regulatory regime.

Ever since the law known as Dodd-
Frank was passed in 2010, community
and regional banks have been trying to
get their voices heard. They have been
clamoring to get lawmakers to under-
stand that their businesses are much
different from the titans of Wall Street
that Dodd-Frank went after, following
the financial crisis. Usually, when I am
talking to the community bankers and
the credit unions from my State, I say:
You didn’t cause the great recession of
2008. You didn’t cause the great finan-
cial crisis, but you are the collateral
damage. And they nod their heads
sadly.

These banks want us to know they
are from Main Street, not from Wall
Street, and they want the rules to re-
flect that fact. After yesterday’s vote,
we finally started on a pathway not
only to listening to their concerns but
also to acting on them.

Dodd-Frank, the regulatory legisla-
tion that was passed in 2010, was al-
most 250 pages long. It required more
than 10 Federal agencies to write more
than 400 new rules, imposing some
27,000 mandates on financial institu-
tions of every size, from large to small.
In doing so, Dodd-Frank’s rules im-
posed billions of dollars in new costs.
Much of the weight fell on the backs of
banks and credit unions that posed lit-
tle systemic risk to the overall econ-
omy, and they have had a much harder
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time than Wall Street firms complying
with excessive and complex reporting
requirements.

Here is the irony. It is actually the
big banks and big financial institutions
that have the heft and the money to be
able to comply with all of this new spi-
der’s web of regulations. It is the
smaller community banks and credit
unions that can’t afford it, so they
have been going out of business or
being gobbled up in mergers by the big
banks. This isn’t what Congress in-
tended in 2010. That wasn’t the focus,
but that is the consequence.

As the Senate majority leader said
yesterday, based on one survey, com-
pliance costs—those are the costs of
dealing with the redtape in the finan-
cial sector—have gone up by 24 percent.
What has happened as compliance costs
have increased? Well, banks have
closed in small towns in rural America,
for one, which has led to a growing
number of places with no bank
branches at all.

In Texas, for example, we lost about
165 bank charters, a 26-percent reduc-
tion. In smaller rural areas that lacked
multiple options to access credit, this
is a serious problem. It is one of the
many issues this bill we are voting on
this week attempts to solve.

As the Wall Street Journal noted, the
bill mainly ‘‘eases administrative bur-
dens” on community banks. These
banks incredibly ‘‘make up about 98
percent of financial institutions, but
[hold] only 15 percent of [U.S. banks’
total] assets.”

Our colleague, the senior Senator
from Idaho, the chairman of the Bank-
ing Committee, has spearheaded this
effort, which is called the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act. I heard him say
yesterday that it does all three of
those things. It helps stimulate eco-
nomic growth; it provides regulatory
relief; and it protects consumers. We
all appreciate the tremendous amount
of hard work he has poured into the
difficult and elaborate negotiations.
His leadership has been indispensable.

As Senator CRAPO has pointed out,
the reforms in the bill will rightsize ex-
isting regulations on community and
regional banks and credit unions while
ensuring consumer safety at the same
time. Anyone who lives and works in
the real world knows that a one-size-
fits-all approach just about mnever
works, and banking and the financial
sectors are no exception.

Dodd-Frank never worked as in-
tended, but it was especially disastrous
for smaller financial institutions that
shouldn’t be subject to many of its pro-
visions, which weren’t meant for them
in the first place. The bill, therefore,
will relieve the burden on small and
midsized businesses that are being
treated unfairly. Again, it is not so
much the banks and the credit unions
that we are worried about; it is the
people they lend money to, who need
access to credit to live their lives, to
build their business. That is who we
are mainly concerned about.
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Surprisingly and gratefully, this bill
is supported by Democrats who passed
Dodd-Frank in the first place. This bill
is supported by Democrats and Repub-
licans, as well as the Trump adminis-
tration and top Federal Reserve offi-
cials. This is actually a little bit of a
bright light in an otherwise, some-
times, dark atmosphere here in Wash-
ington, DC, when it comes to dealing
with some of these problems. This ac-
tually will help solve some real-world
problems, and it is supported by Repub-
licans and Democrats.

One specific objective is to raise the
threshold at which banks face the
stricter Dodd-Frank oversight, but it
will also—and I want to emphasize
this—keep in place requirements for
much larger financial institutions, like
rigorous stress testing, for example.

As I said, negotiations have been
going on for this legislation for years;
I think it is 4 years to be exact. But be-
cause of the resistance of the former
administration, the Obama administra-
tion, as well as the former Senate ma-
jority leader, Senator Reid, we couldn’t
get these reforms passed before this
week—and next week, if necessary.
This is a new day, a new administra-
tion, a new leadership, and we are mak-
ing progress.

In the meantime, though, American
families and businesses lost out. Some
farmers and ranchers, looking to actu-
ally buy what they needed to bring in
the crops so that they could earn a liv-
ing, couldn’t get the loans they needed.
Young people couldn’t find a mortgage
at a price they could afford and pur-
chase their starter home.

In Texas, bankers confirmed that
these reported difficulties are real.
They recently signed a letter that
urged the Senate to seize this oppor-
tunity and to pass this bill as quickly
as possible. As the Independent Bank-
ers Association of Texas has pointed
out, community banks neither partici-
pated in nor profited from the excesses
and bad behavior that precipitated the
financial crisis, yet they are paying a
disproportionately high price in at-
tempting to deal with the aftermath.
That just about sums it up.

Another group from my State, the
Texas Bankers Association, has said
that they are pleased to see this bill
has finally been brought to the floor
for a vote. That group represents about
450 banking institutions in my State.
Sometimes we see the credit unions
and the banks as rivals. They often see
themselves as rivals for the same line
of business. But the banks and credit
unions agree. The credit unions in my
State say that passing this bill would
allow them to more fully serve their
members’ needs, whether that be pro-
viding mortgages or small business
loans, instead of spending so many
hours and so much money trying to
deal with the redtape—and to what
purpose? It doesn’t help grow the econ-
omy. It doesn’t help access to credit.

It is really regulatory overkill that
we are trying to deal with here. As the
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majority leader said yesterday, there
are a ‘‘wide diversity of views on Dodd-
Frank. But there is widespread agree-
ment that we should not continue al-
lowing” unintended consequences to
wreak havoc on community banks and
small credit unions.

I hope all of our colleagues will join
me in supporting the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act. It is good for
American families. It is good for com-
munities across our country that are
underserved and for people who lack
access to credit. It just makes sense.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The remarks of Mr. BARRASSO per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2507
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. BARRASSO. Mr.
yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SUL-
LIVAN). The clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. REED. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mrs.
ERNST). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

Mr. REED. Madam President, when
we passed the Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act, we did so in
response to a financial crisis that
shook the foundations of our economy
and devastated so many of our hard-
working constituents. For example, the
Dow Jones dropped from an average of
13,677.89 in July of 2007 to an average of
7,235.47 in March of 2009, resulting in a
47.1 percent loss. Nationally, the unem-
ployment rate increased from 5 percent
in January 2008 to 10 percent in Octo-
ber 2009, and in Rhode Island, the un-
employment rate was even higher, in-
creasing from 6.2 percent in January
2008 to 11.9 percent in December 2009.

In short, we had to do something to
respond and avoid another financial
crisis because behind each of these
harrowing numbers were our constitu-
ents and their families, who saw their
life savings, their jobs, and their homes
evaporate in a flash. That something
was the Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act, also known as
the Dodd-Frank Act.

I am proud to have drafted and sup-
ported several of its provisions, such as
the creation of a consumer watchdog—
the Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, the CFPB—whose primary focus
has been on protecting consumers from
unscrupulous financial activities; my

President, I
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bipartisan language calling for a dedi-
cated Office of Servicemember Affairs
at the CFPB, which helps ensure that
our servicemembers and their families
are protected in the consumer finance
space in the same way these service
men and women protect us. That is
now a part of the CFPB, and it has
done remarkable work protecting the
men and women of our armed services,
who do remarkable work protecting us.

Also , I was able to provide an addi-
tional $1 billion in funding through the
Neighborhood Stabilization Program,
which provided targeted emergency as-
sistance to help local communities ac-
quire, redevelop, or demolish foreclosed
properties.

Frankly, in the wake of the crisis,
every city and many rural areas were
seeing foreclosed properties sitting
there, reminding us all of the devasta-
tion. With these resources, they could
be repurposed for families to live in, or
if they were decrepit, they could be de-
molished for urban development and
economic development in rural areas.

These are just a handful of the many
good and worthwhile provisions in the
Wall Street Reform and Consumer Pro-
tection Act, but, like any other major
piece of legislation, it was not perfect.

Years ago, the custom here was that
we would come together and agree on
technical fixes to comprehensive legis-
lation. It was almost predictable that
after we had a complex piece of legisla-
tion, we would discover unintended
consequences, and we would come to-
gether on a bipartisan basis to fix
those technical issues without having
to relitigate the entire bill.

Unfortunately, that moment to make
needed fixes never happened, and while
the legislation before us today makes
changes to the Wall Street Reform and
Consumer Protection Act, I am con-
cerned that this legislation may actu-
ally go too far and go beyond the need-
ed technical fixes. For example, I
worry that this legislation may actu-
ally make it tougher for community
banks and credit unions to compete
against the larger financial institu-
tions despite the regulatory relief pro-
visions in this bill for smaller financial
institutions. This is because the legis-
lation encourages large financial insti-
tutions to grow even larger—from $50
billion up to $250 billion. It does so, in
part, by removing some of the extra
oversight provisions we put in place
with the Wall Street Reform and Con-
sumer Protection Act, such as making
sure large banks undergo strong and
robust stress tests to ensure that they
have their own sufficient rainy day
fund and that any type of problem is
not funded by taxpayer bailouts.

In addition, this legislation may fur-
ther encourage larger financial institu-
tions to grow by increasing their com-
petitive edge for the kinds of busi-
nesses and customers currently served
by community banks and credit
unions, which should be concerning to
all who support our smaller local finan-
cial institutions. Larger institutions
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can absorb more costs than smaller in-
stitutions. They can have programs
that cost them a lot in the short run
but drive out the competition in the
medium and long run. Because they
can stretch costs over bigger institu-
tions, they can provide services that
might be better provided or more per-
sonally provided by smaller institu-
tions, but these will be pushed out of
the marketplace. So the potential net
result of this bill, ironically, may
make it more difficult for regulators to
spot a threat to financial stability
from a larger bank while increasing
competitive pressures on community
banks and credit unions.

To address some of these concerns, I
have filed several amendments to im-
prove the bill and add needed protec-
tions for consumers. Let me describe
some of these amendments in greater
detail.

One amendment seeks to prioritize
regulatory relief for institutions with a
strong history of doing right by their
customers. In the legislation before us,
Federal financial regulators are given
the discretion to provide regulatory re-
lief to certain financial institutions,
and in so doing, to consider factors
they deem appropriate. My amendment
simply directs the regulators, when ex-
ercising this discretion, to also con-
sider whether the financial institution,
in the preceding 24-month period, paid
any Federal fines or penalties and to
consider whether there was any viola-
tion or settlement related to an alleged
violation of the Servicemembers Civil
Relief Act—the SCRA—or the Military
Lending Act and if these violations
could have been avoided. Again, that is
a strong emphasis on protecting the
men and women who protect us—our
servicemembers. These two pieces of
legislation, the SCRA—the Service-
members Civil Relief Act—and the
Military Lending Act, are the strong-
est protections our servicemen and
women have against financial abuse by
institutions.

In short, how well an institution
serves its customers, including our
servicemembers, should help determine
whether certain financial institutions
deserve the regulatory relief provided
under the bill.

On a very strong bipartisan basis, I
hope we can adopt this amendment. It
just seems so clear to me that when we
are giving relief, we should give it to
those who have earned it—those insti-
tutions that have treated our service
men and women well and have treated
their customers well.

Another amendment I filed would
empower the CFPB and its Office of
Servicemember Affairs to enforce ex-
isting SCRA safeguards—the Service-
members Civil Relief Act safeguards—
such as those that protect our service-
members from being overcharged. This
amendment is needed because, despite
the importance of the SCRA’s protec-
tions to our servicemembers, enforce-
ment of this critical law has been in-
consistent and subject to the discretion
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of our financial regulators, which can
change with each Administration.

According to a July 2012 report from
the Government Accountability Office,
the estimated percentage of depository
institutions that serviced mortgages
that were examined for SCRA compli-
ance varied widely, ranging from rates
of 4 percent in 2007, 17 percent in 2008,
18 percent in 2009, 26 percent in 2010,
and then dropping down to 15 percent
in 2011. You can see that sort of
tracked with the financial crisis, where
at a point after 2007 and 2008, the regu-
lators understood the threats that were
being posed to service men and women
in terms of their mortgage obligations.
But that seems to be fading. We can’t
lose focus on protecting the men and
women who serve us.

As someone who has had the experi-
ence and privilege of leading soldiers as
an executive officer of a paratrooper
company, I spent a lot of time trying
to explain to people who were trying to
collect from men and women in uni-
form that they couldn’t because the
law had set certain interest rates that
they exceeded and that they couldn’t
because they were violating—back then
it was called the Soldiers’ and Sailors’
Civil Relief Act. We need an agency of
the government, not individual mem-
bers of the Armed Forces, to protect
these men and women. I think that is
what we are trying to do with this leg-
islation.

Simply put, prioritizing the con-
sumer protection of our service men
and women should not be discre-
tionary; it should be mandatory. This
amendment ensures that the SCRA en-
forcement will be permanently a pri-
ority of the CFPB and the Office of
Servicemember Affairs. It is supported
by more than 30 organizations, includ-
ing the National Military Family Asso-
ciation, Military Officers Association
of America, Veterans Education Suc-
cess, Student Veterans of America, and
the Veterans of Foreign Wars of the
United States.

We also need to do more to protect
student loan borrowers. There is a
growing private market to refinance
student loans, including Federal stu-
dent loans. I filed an amendment to re-
quire lenders to disclose the benefits
that borrowers might forfeit, such as
income-driven repayment plans, loan
forgiveness, and deferment options,
when they refinance a Federal loan
into a private loan.

I have also filed an amendment to
clarify that the Education Loan Om-
budsman at the CFPB should monitor
and report student loan complaints for
all education loans, including Federal
student loans.

Additionally, I support Senator DUR-
BIN’s amendment to strengthen student
loan servicing and protections for pri-
vate student loan borrowers and to pro-
vide greater transparency and account-
ability for campus-based banking prod-
ucts beyond just credit cards. We have
all read about the many abuses that
have taken place, and we owe it to con-
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sumers everywhere to ensure that
these abuses are detected and pre-
vented.

Continuing this focus on consumer
protections, another of my amend-
ments responds to the difficulties that
Rhode Islanders face when trying to se-
cure a loan modification by taking
greater advantage of bank branches. If
you are able to walk into a bank
branch and get a mortgage, then you
should also be able to walk into the
same branch and get help to avoid pre-
ventable foreclosures. What we found
in the crisis was that often this was
not the case. They could get a loan at
the branch, but if they needed any type
of assistance, they had to call a
servicer or go someplace else. My
amendment, which is supported by the
National Consumer Law Center and the
National Association of REALTORS,
establishes a pilot program to see
whether this would be feasible—wheth-
er we could get bank branches not only
to make loans but also to help bor-
rowers when they come into difficult
circumstances.

I have also filed an amendment that
would direct GAO to conduct a retro-
spective study of the impact of the pro-
visions of this legislation on economic
growth and consumer protection. Spe-
cifically, my amendment asks GAO to
evaluate the bill’s impact on non-man-
agerial wages, senior executive pay,
stock buybacks, the interest paid on
savings or money market accounts,
jobs being moved abroad, foreclosure
rates, and enforcement actions.

In so doing, we will be able to deter-
mine whether the legislation actually
delivers on the claims by its sponsors
of economic growth and consumer pro-
tection. I think we always have to go
back and check our work, and this pro-
vision would allow us, in a formal and
systematic way, to check our work. I
hope we can do that.

Finally, I have filed an amendment
supported by the former Federal Re-
serve Chairman, Paul Volcker, to re-
tain and strengthen the Federal Re-
serve’s emergency safety and sound-
ness powers. To quote Chairman
Volcker: “It’s clear that circumstances
can arise where the activities of some
banks with less than $250 billion in as-
sets would pose a grave threat to finan-
cial stability. To address such a threat,
regulators have certain tools in their
arsenal that we wish they will never
have to use. Senator REED’s amend-
ment wisely restores and strengthens
one such tool, allowing it to be de-
ployed under limited circumstances
and only upon approval of a super-
majority of the [Financial Stability
Oversight] Council.”

Surely, at the very least, we should
agree to preserve and strengthen the
ability of our financial regulators to
avoid grave threats and another finan-
cial crisis.

Before I conclude, I would like to
make one further observation. Ten
years ago today, few of us knew ahead
of time that we would see an economy
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that would collapse into depths that we
did not anticipate, that our Nation
would literally recoil due to the reck-
lessness and unchecked greed of too
many on Wall Street. We should not
forget that, nationally, over 8.6 million
jobs were lost between January 2008
and January 2010, with over 33,000 jobs
lost in Rhode Island alone. If anything,
the Wall Street Reform and Consumer
Protection Act was a sensible and long
overdue response to the reality that
people are nowhere near perfect and
cannot always be trusted to do the
right thing.

We learned in the hardest and most
painful ways that certain safeguards
are necessary. Unfortunately, the bill
before us today removes some of those
safeguards. Absent any serious changes
made to the bill during this week’s de-
bate and for all the reasons I have stat-
ed, I cannot support it.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Tennessee.

Mr. ALEXANDER.
Madam President.

(The remarks of Mr. ALEXANDER per-
taining to the introduction of S. 2509
are printed in today’s RECORD under
“Statements on Introduced Bills and
Joint Resolutions.”’)

Mr. ALEXANDER. I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
TILLIS). The Senator from Illinois.

DACA

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, on Sep-
tember 5 of last year, President
Trump’s Attorney General made an an-
nouncement. It was an announcement
that affected the lives of about 800,000
people living in America. The an-
nouncement was that the President
was going to abolish the DACA Pro-
gram.

DACA was a program created by
President Obama by Executive order.
Under that Executive order, if you
were brought to the United States as
an infant, a toddler, a child, if you
grew up in this country, were educated
in this country, and had no criminal
record of any consequence, President
Obama said that you have a chance to
apply to stay in this country on a tem-
porary, renewable basis—2 years at a
time—and that you won’t be deported
and you can take a job.

Eight hundred thousand young peo-
ple came forward under President
Obama’s Executive order, under this
DACA order. What have they done with
their lives? Many of them went to
school and had to work at the same
time because, being undocumented,
they didn’t qualify for any Federal stu-
dent assistance. A lot of them took
jobs all across the country—about
20,000 of them as teachers in schools,
and 900 of them volunteered for the
U.S. military, taking the same oath as
everyone else, saying that they are
willing to risk their lives for America.

The success stories of these DACA re-
cipients are boundless. I have told a
number on the floor in the course of
discussing this issue over the years.

Thank you,
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Today, I will tell another one. I am so
proud of what they have done. They are
amazing young people. Can you imag-
ine growing up in America with all the
challenges of youth and all the de-
mands from your parents and peers and
superiors but also knowing something
that you can’t say publicly: that at any
moment, you could be deported from
this country because you don’t have
the necessary legal status? That is the
story of these DACA young people, the
Dreamers.

President Trump, if you will remem-
ber, talked about immigration a lot in
his last campaign. Some of the things
he said were very harsh. He talked
about building this big, beautiful wall,
from sea to shining sea, across the
Mexican border, and, of course, told us
the Mexicans would pay for it. Then he
referred to those in Mexico who came
to the United States as Mexican rapists
and criminals. It was pretty harsh lan-
guage. But interestingly, toward the
end of the campaign and after he was
elected, he started saying conciliatory,
good things about these DACA Dream-
ers. He told me personally, when I first
met him on the day he was inaugu-
rated: We will take care of those kids,
Senator.

Well, on September 5 of last year, he
announced that the program protecting
those young people would expire as of
Monday of this week, 2 days ago. As of
that date, he said, if Congress hasn’t
replaced the DACA Program with
something new, something legal, some-
thing statutory, there would be no pro-
tection for these DACA recipients as
their protected status expired. For
800,000 in limbo, uncertainty is their
future.

Well, the President challenged Con-
gress, and a number of us took him up
on the challenge. Six of us—three
Democrats and three Republicans—
Senators sat down for months. Senator
LINDSEY GRAHAM of South Carolina was
part of that group, a Republican; JEFF
FLAKE of Arizona was part of that
group, a Republican; and CORY GARD-
NER of Colorado, a Republican. On our
side, MICHAEL BENNET of Colorado, a
Democrat; BoB MENENDEZ of New Jer-
sey, a Democrat. We worked out a bi-
partisan agreement among us that not
one of us would have written. It was a
compromise in trying to meet the
President’s challenge of replacing
DACA with something that could be
the law of the land and work.

I reflect on that effort and believe it
was a good one. It was certainly in
good faith, and it was bipartisan. When
we presented it to President Trump on
January 11 at 12 noon—I remember the
time very specifically—he rejected it.
He not only rejected that bipartisan so-
lution to the crisis he had created, he
rejected five other bipartisan proposals
to try to resolve the crisis he had cre-
ated in eliminating the DACA Pro-
gram.

So here we are, just 2 days after his
March 5 deadline, and where do we
stand? Well, the situation has been
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complicated by three Federal courts
that have been asked to review Presi-
dent Trump’s decision abolishing
DACA. Two of those courts have issued
injunctions and said to the Trump ad-
ministration: Stop what you are doing.
You have to prove to us that you have
the legal authority to end this program
the way you ended it.

There is an injunction stopping the
Trump administration from doing what
the President said he would do. The
President’s administration didn’t think
much of those courts and decided to
file an extraordinary appeal to the U.S.
Supreme Court, which is across the
street, to knock down this injunction
and to go forward with closing down
DACA. Last week, the Supreme Court
rejected the Solicitor General’s peti-
tion.

So here we stand. The President has
abolished the DACA Program. The pro-
tection for 800,000 young people from
being deported, the protection that al-
lowed them to work, is officially—
President Trump’s point of view—abol-
ished. It has not been replaced, the
deadline has been reached, and it is
being argued in court.

So how much protection does that
buy for the 800,000? We don’t know. We
know it is a court-based protection, an
injunction that could last for weeks or
months or even longer, but that uncer-
tainty is what is hanging over this
whole debate.

So this morning I called the Sec-
retary of the Department of Homeland
Security, Kirstjen Nielsen, and I asked
her: Explain to me what your Depart-
ment is doing because of these court
injunctions and President Trump’s de-
cision to abolish this program.

She gave me a partial explanation. In
fairness to her, she promised to get
back to me and even promised to come
up here to Capitol Hill next week and
try to explain in more detail how the
Department of Homeland Security is
handling this.

For example, if you were protected
by DACA—a young person—and if the
President’s abolition of DACA did not
allow you to renew your DACA applica-
tion when it expired, what is your sta-
tus? Can you be deported?

Secretary Nielsen told me point
blank: No, we will not deport those
who have pending DACA applications.

I then asked the next question: Do
you have the authority to allow these
same people to continue legally work-
ing, as they did under DACA?

She didn’t know the answer, and in
fairness to her, she said she would look
into it and get back to me. I look for-
ward to that happening.

It is a sad situation that this Con-
gress can’t pass a law to deal with this
kind of emergency. Ask the American
people what they think about Dream-
ers, what they think about young peo-
ple who were brought to the United
States as children, infants, and babies,
and who are asking for a chance to be
legal in America, to become citizens.
Ask Americans what they think. Over-
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whelmingly, they say: Of course. Why
would you punish these children who
grew up in this country? They didn’t
break a law or commit a crime. They
didn’t make a decision; it was a deci-
sion made by others. They should have
a chance.

Overwhelmingly, the American peo-
ple say that, 85 percent or more, in-
cluding more than 60 percent of people
who say they voted for President
Trump. Can you find an issue with that
kind of public support? For those who
follow the news, there is another one
called universal background checks for
guns, which has an even higher level of
support. But going back to the DACA
issue, 85 percent of the American peo-
ple believe Congress should pass a law
to give these young people a chance—
not punish them, not deport them.
Give them a chance. Give them a
chance to earn their way to legal sta-
tus. Despite that, this Senate has
failed to pass a measure to do that.

Two weeks ago, we made it to the
floor. We had four different versions of
the bill. T won’t go into detail other
than to tell you that the most popular
version of the bill got 54 votes. You
would think that in a Chamber of 100
Senators, that would be enough, but
not under our rules—you need 60 votes.

The President had a plan, inciden-
tally. President Trump brought his im-
migration plan to the floor of the Sen-
ate the same week we debated this.
Now, understand, there are 51 Repub-
lican Senators and 49 Democrats in
this Chamber. On the day of the vote,
one Senator, Senator MCCAIN, was
missing, so 50 to 49. How many votes
did President Trump get for his immi-
gration policy presented on the floor of

the Republican-controlled Senate?
Thirty-nine. Sixty Senators voted
against it, including a substantial

number of Republicans. So the Presi-
dent’s approach to this has been re-
jected by even his own party.

What has the House of Representa-
tives, the other Chamber, done about
this? Nothing. Absolutely nothing.

Sadly, that is a commentary on
many major issues facing our country.
The Congress has not even taken up a
serious debate, let alone found a solu-
tion, and here we sit. It is easy for us
to sit here in the Senate Chamber, con-
fident of our own citizenship status,
but for 800,000, the uncertainty makes a
wreck of their lives. I have met many
of them. I have talked to them. They
are outstanding people. They have suc-
ceeded when others failed. They have
been determined and resilient when
others gave up. They are running out of
time.

President Trump created this crisis
for DACA on September 5. He has been
unable to agree to any of six different
bipartisan measures to solve it—not
one—and today the fate and future of
these young people rest in the hands of
the courts.

It is easy to speak of these young
people in gross numbers—3800,000, 1.8
million—but over the years, I have de-
cided it is better to get to know them
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personally. As they have had the cour-
age to come forward and identify them-
selves, I have come to the floor to tell
their stories. This is the 110th time I
am bringing a story to the floor.

This man 1is Alejandro Fuentes.
Alejandro was brought to the United
States at the age of 4 from Chile and
grew up in San Diego. He was an ex-
traordinary high school student—honor
roll, AP scholar with distinction, and a
member of the National Honor Society.
He was involved in a lot of activities—
high school cross-country and lacrosse,
a member of the choir—and volun-
teered as a worship leader at his
church.

He was accepted at Whitman College
in the State of Washington, and when
he was there, he was a member of the
campus Christian fellowship group. He
volunteered with the local Humane So-
ciety and was the philanthropy chair of
his fraternity. He was a student gov-
ernment representative and a mentor
to other students.

After graduation, he was accepted
into Teach For America. We know that
program, don’t we? That is where some
of our best and brightest college grad-
uates say: I will give you 2 years of my
life and work in a school that needs me
as a teacher. Send me to a tough area
to work. Thousands have done it.
Alejandro—not a citizen of the United
States—said: I will do it. I will do it for
my country.

Today, he is a sixth grade math
teacher at a middle school in Denver,
CO. He volunteers as a mentor after
school for students who need help with
math.

What is going to happen to this man?
What is going to happen to him if Con-
gress fails to replace DACA? What is
going to happen if he is deported? And
it could happen. There are 20,000 just
like him, teachers across America who
are DACA-protected and have no pro-
tection now, no protection in the law.
Their only protection is a court order,
which could be changed in a moment.

If he leaves, of course, the students
will pay a price, and certainly America
will pay a price. Will we be better off as
a nation? Of course not. This young
man grew up in America. He was
brought here at the age of 4, went to
his classrooms in San Diego and
pledged allegiance to the flag every
day. This is his country. It is the only
country he has ever known. Why would
we want to throw him out of this coun-
try after he has gone through all of
these things in life and achieved an
amazing record of success? To me, it
would be a horrible waste.

There is a larger issue at stake here
than just DACA. The issue is immigra-
tion in America. Are we a nation of im-
migrants? I think so. But 2 weeks ago,
at the immigration Federal agency,
they decided to strike those words
from their mission statement, that
America was a nation of immigrants.
They can strike all the words they
want, but they can’t strike the facts.
The facts tell us that with the excep-
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tion of Native Americans, who pre-
ceded us, we are all immigrants—some
voluntary, some forced, but we are all
immigrants in this country. We come
from every corner of the Earth. We are
as diverse as any nation could be. That
is our history, that is our strength, and
that is our legacy. That diversity
makes us an extraordinary nation in
the world.

Those people who came here from
far-reaching shores came here for a lot
of reasons. My grandmother was one of
them. She brought my mom. My mom
was an immigrant to this country. I
don’t know all the reasons that my
grandmother came here, but I know
there was one reason she came. She
had three little kids, and she carried a
bag and had with her a Catholic prayer
book from the country of Lithuania. It
was written in Lithuanian. The Rus-
sians were in control of Lithuania at
the time, and they had prohibited pray-
er books written in Lithuanian. My
grandmother, whom I never knew, was
one tough lady. She was willing to pick
up this prayer book—this contraband
in Lithuania—and bring it to the
United States of America. I don’t know
if she ever took a constitutional law
course, but she knew there was free-
dom in this country. Nobody was going
to stop her from praying from her
prayer book when she got to the United
States. I am sure economics had more
to do with her coming, but that was
part of the reason my family made it
to this country. It is something I have
never forgotten, and I have told the
story many times.

All these people who have come to
this country—every single one of us
brings a story, a family story. Now we
are being told it is a mistake—it is a
mistake to continue legal immigration
to America.

The President’s proposal on immigra-
tion would cut legal immigration to
this country almost in half. Currently,
our Nation of 320, 330 million people
brings in approximately 1.1 million
legal immigrants a year—1 million
legal immigrants; 320 million Ameri-
cans. It is not an overwhelming num-
ber in comparison. On average more
than sixty percent of the 1.1 million
people are members of families of those
already here.

Do you just ask to come in, and we
let you come to America if you have a
family member here? Of course not.
You wait and you wait. For example, in
the Philippines, you may wait 20 years
for a member of the family to be re-
united with someone who is already an
American citizen—20 years waiting in
line. The President’s proposal—the one
that has come to the floor of the Sen-
ate that got 39 votes—said we ought to
cut the number of legal immigrants al-
most in half, tell those people to wait
longer or stay where they are.

In most cultures, in the American
culture, the family unit is our
strength—flag, family, God. How many
times have we heard those speeches
from politicians? Yet these families
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who are trying to be reunited and to be
strong are being told: You are not
wanted. That is a mistake. The last
time we did that was in 1924 on the
floor of the U.S. Senate. We decided—
the Senate then—there were certain
people we didn’t need in America.
Asians were excluded. People from Af-
rica and Eastern Europe and other re-
gions were severely restricted. That
could have included my mother’s fam-
ily. They restricted Italians. We had
enough Italians—that is what Congress
said. They restricted Jewish people.

That shameful chapter in American
immigration history prevailed for over
40 years, until we passed a new immi-
gration law. Now this administration
wants to take us back to that debate.
This administration wants to change
the face of immigration in America.
The President has been explicit about
that in terms of what he would like to
see America look like in the future—
not as diverse, excluding people from
certain places. I think that is a mis-
take.

If there is one thing that has made us
strong, it is the fact that this diver-
sity, when it comes together under
that flag, can conquer everyone and ev-
erything on Earth. Why would we walk
away from that legacy? Why would we
walk away from Alejandro? Why would
we walk away from 800,000 protected by
DACA? Why? Is that the legacy we
want to leave, that we have excluded

these talented, high-achieving, ener-
getic, fearless young people?
Alejandro’s story is certainly not

unique. There are 20,000 teachers like
him who are DACA recipients and
DACA-protected.

Teach For America, the program
that pays these young college grad-
uates a limited amount of money to go
to challenging schools—190 of them
were protected by DACA. They are offi-
cially not citizens of the United States,
but they are willing to teach kids in
the toughest schools in America. They
teach in 11 different States.

There is a question now about what
happens next, and I don’t know. Right
now, the President created this crisis,
and only the President can solve this
crisis. There are Republican Members
of the House and Senate who will not
vote for anything unless it has the
Trump stamp of approval on it, and I
don’t know what that can be. Six dif-
ferent times we have gone to him, and
six times he has rejected bipartisan ap-
proaches. We need the President to
help us work toward a solution. It is up
to the Republican leaders in Congress—
they control the House and the Sen-
ate—to take yes for an answer and ac-
cept one of these bipartisan ap-
proaches, to save these young people,
and to resolve this crisis that faces us.

Congress needs to do its job. We
should make the Dream Act the law of
the land, or we will be responsible for
hundreds of thousands of talented
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young immigrants leaving our work-
force and put them at risk of imme-
diate deportation. It would be a chap-
ter in American immigration history
even sadder than 1924.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WICKER. Mr. President, I filed
an amendment yesterday that, I hope,
will be included in this banking bill
that the Senate is considering today
and tomorrow.

My amendment was inspired by a bill
I introduced last July, which is a sim-
ple bill, bipartisan, and should be non-
controversial. Here is what the amend-
ment would do: It would exempt trust-
preferred securities from a bank’s cap-
ital requirements.

Now, you ask: What is a trust-pre-
ferred security?

It is an investment vehicle that looks
a little bit like equity and, at the same
time, looks a little bit like debt.

How did these come about?

Actually, the FDIC asked many
banks to invest in such securities in
previous decades. A company creates
trust-preferred securities by creating a
trust, issuing debt to it, and then hav-
ing it issue preferred stock to inves-
tors—trust, debt, and preferred stock
to investors. The FDIC used to like
trust-preferred securities. It considered
them sound investments before 2010.
May I repeat: The FDIC asked many
banks to invest in these securities.
However, through its interpretation of
the Basel III regulations, the FDIC is
now counting these securities against
the banks’ capital holdings.

Who is affected by this?

It happens to be 20 small banks in the
heartland of America.

My amendment would exempt these
banks from having to consider trust-
preferred securities as part of their
capital requirements; therefore, it
would promote growth in rural commu-
nities around the country as well as
provide regulatory relief for our small
banks.

That is really what this bill is about.
The Dodd-Frank legislation took a
broad-brush approach and punished
many medium and small banks when
they had nothing to do with the finan-
cial crisis of 2007 and 2008. Dodd-Frank
has done harm to Main Street. My
amendment would alleviate some of
that harm. If we want to help banks
grow the economy, we need to be mind-
ful of the ways in which Dodd-Frank’s
excessive regulations are hurting small
banks. This goes right in hand with the
major thrust of this overwhelmingly
bipartisan bill on which we are about
to proceed today or tomorrow.

These 20 small banks nationwide in-
ject needed capital and access to credit
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in our communities—capital and credit
to launch new local businesses or cre-
ate jobs. When these small banks
struggle, communities struggle. For
one to comply with the one-size-fits-all
Dodd-Frank regulations demands re-
sources that some of our community
banks do not have. Here I am arguing
for my amendment and for the entire
bill. Unlike big banks, these small
banks in rural communities might be
forced to close because of the demands
that are too high or they might have to
pass along extra costs to consumers.
Neither option helps our local commu-
nities and the people who live there.

These 20 small rural banks were not
in the least bit responsible for the fi-
nancial crisis. So my amendment,
based on a bipartisan bill, recognizes,
along with the base bill, the fact that
the small banks are not part of the
problem and never were part of the
problem. It would alleviate the burdens
that these banks have shouldered since
Dodd-Frank has become law.

I commend the chairman of the
Banking Committee and the over-
whelming bipartisan majority on the
Banking Committee for working on
this legislation. This is a red-letter
achievement in a body that has become
overly partisan, regrettably so, in the
last few years, but we can work to-
gether to offer relief to our small cred-
it unions and small community banks.
In doing so, we need to take the added
step of relieving these 20 smalltown
banks from an onerous requirement.

I urge the chairman and the ranking
member and Members of the Demo-
cratic and Republican leadership to
consider making this part of an overall
managers’ amendment or accepting
this amendment and moving forward
because it has everything to do with
following the thrust of this entire bill.

I thank the Presiding Officer.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
SASSE). The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. ROUNDS. Mr. President, today I
rise in support of the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act which is being
considered on the Senate floor for this
week. As a member of the Senate
Banking Committee, I am pleased to be
an original cosponsor of this important
legislation which will provide much
needed regulatory relief to our commu-
nity banks and credit unions whose
ability to serve their customers has
been made more difficult since the pas-
sage of the Dodd-Frank Act.

Enacted in 2010, Dodd-Frank was an
overreaction to the 2008 financial cri-
sis. Rather than actually addressing
the underlying issues that caused the
financial crisis, Dodd-Frank created a
massive new bureaucracy and saddled
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our financial institutions with burden-
some and onerous new regulations. It is
2,300 pages in length and created more
than 400 new rulemakings, which led to
27,000 new Federal mandates on Amer-
ican businesses. This limits the ability
of our financial institutions to grow
and serve their customers, especially
for smaller banks in rural areas such as
in my home State of South Dakota.

Just last summer, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Treasury reported that the
regulatory burdens of Dodd-Frank have
reduced economic growth and ‘‘under-
mined the ability of banks to deliver
attractively priced credit in sufficient
quantity to meet the needs of the econ-
omy.”

Without question, no one wants to
repeat the events that contributed to
the economic recession that began in
2008. We are only now beginning to lift
out of that nearly decade-long eco-
nomic slump, thanks to the tax relief
law and President Trump’s focus on
regulatory reform.

Just in the last year, we have en-
acted historic tax reform, we have un-
done burdensome and unnecessary reg-
ulations at a record pace, and we are
restoring the American people’s con-
fidence at levels not seen in decades,
but we must do more, which is why our
bipartisan legislation is so important.

Making sure American families and
businesses have access to credit when
they need it is critical as we work to
grow our economy and create jobs. The
Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief,
and Consumer Protection Act will
strengthen America’s financial system
and expand economic opportunities
across the entire country, especially in
rural areas which are often the most
underserved.

Of the many fatal flaws of Dodd-
Frank, perhaps most damaging was its
one-size-fits-all approach. By taking a
one-size-fits-all approach, Dodd-Frank
imposed disproportionate compliance
costs on our smaller community banks
and credit unions, especially given the
improbability that these smaller insti-
tutions pose a significant risk to our fi-
nancial system. This type of approach
is particularly harmful to our smaller
financial institutions which are so
vital to our communities.

With more than 6,500 community
banks throughout the country sup-
porting even the remotest areas, we
must make certain we are helping and
not hindering their ability to serve
their communities.

Almost half of small businesses,
which we all know are the drivers of
job creation and economic growth in
America, are supported by small com-
munity banks. Providing these institu-
tions with regulatory relief is critical,
which is what our legislation does.

Let me go through some of the high-
lights, which include seven provisions
or bills I introduced. It includes the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Adjustment
Act, which I introduced with Senator
HEITKAMP earlier this year, and will
provide small banks and credit unions
with data reporting relief.
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We also provide relief from Dodd-
Frank capital rules that allow banks to
count high-quality municipal bonds to-
ward capital requirements, providing
help to both banks and local units of
government that issue that debt. In
other words, those banks can now
make a market for those municipal
bonds once again.

Our legislation also streamlines Fed-
eral rules to help small, local Federal
savings associations, known as FSA’s
or thrifts, expand their ability to offer
loans to more families and businesses
without going through a costly charter
conversion process.

It also includes parts of the Commu-
nity Bank Access to Capital Act, which
would free small banks from having to
complete arduous and expensive tests
which are already mandated by Dodd-
Frank, and it makes it easier for banks
with less than $3 billion in assets to
raise capital and grow.

I am also pleased it includes my pro-
vision to protect the credit of our Na-
tion’s veterans, so veterans waiting on
delayed payments from the VA Choice
Program cannot lose their credit rat-
ings because of it. It is a sad com-
mentary when you have to make a law
in the financial institutions section of
the code to take care of veterans be-
cause the VA cannot pay their bills on
time.

It also protects seniors by removing
liability for financial services institu-
tions and professionals reporting sus-
pected fraud of senior citizens to the
authorities. We also provide relief to
small public housing agencies by re-
ducing regulatory burdens on and in-
creasing flexibility for these entities.

This bill also provides rural appraisal
relief for cases when buyers have trou-
ble finding a qualified appraiser. The
reason for this is because if you want
to get a home loan, one of the require-
ments under Dodd-Frank is that you
have to have a qualified appraiser actu-
ally appraise the home, regardless of
where you live. What this provision
does is it relaxes some of those rules
with regard to where the amounts on a
mortgage can be, less than a particular
amount as specified in our bill, and
still be a qualified mortgage so banks
can move them on to the secondary
market. That helps to create a market
for those mortgages, making it easier
for a consumer to actually access that
credit.

Our bill also gives the Federal Re-
serve flexibility in designating banks
as systemically important, exempting
banks with less than $100 billion in as-
sets from several Dodd-Frank provi-
sions that apply to systemically impor-
tant financial institutions, or SIFIs,
including reporting requirements, lim-
its on lending, and limits on mergers
and acquisitions.

Also banks with assets between $100
billion and $250 billion would receive
relief from tighter oversight applied by
Dodd-Frank. This would exempt 15 re-
gional and midsized banks from these
more stringent rules. Meanwhile, more
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than a dozen of our country’s largest
banks will still have to comply with
the SIFI requirements. These are the
largest financial institutions.

We also eliminate barriers to jobs by
allowing mortgage loan originators to
work temporarily in a new State or for
a new financial institution while their
applications for new licenses are pend-
ing. Our bill also requires the Treasury
to study and report on the risks of
cyber threats to our financial institu-
tions and capital markets.

Finally, our bill provides regulatory
relief from enhanced supplementary le-
verage ratio for certain banks that
service organizations like mutual
funds and State and local pension
plans. It doesn’t hardly seem appro-
priate that we would make our banks
less competitive than foreign banks for
providing that same service. Let’s keep
that opportunity and that market
within our own borders as well. Let’s
allow them to be competitive, which
saves on costs for mutual fund pur-
chasers.

This benefits countless local govern-
ments across the country that do busi-
ness with these banks. In my home
State alone, this includes the State of
South Dakota, the South Dakota Re-
tirement System, the Rapid City Re-
gional Hospital, the city of Vermillion,
and the Watertown School District,
just to name a few of them. While this
provision will not help all banks, it
will affect some banks, which benefits
consumers, and in the future perhaps
we can give the same relief to all banks
that offer these important services.

These provisions, along with the
many others of our bill, will strengthen
our financial system in the United
States and reduce the unnecessary bur-
dens on small or midsized banks so
they can focus on serving their commu-
nities, not complying with layers of bu-
reaucracy.

Making sure families and businesses
have access to credit when they need it
is critical as we work to grow a
healthy American economy. Every step
we can take to provide relief to our
lenders is a win for families and busi-
nesses that rely on them to run their
businesses, to buy a home, or to save
for college.

Small community banks don’t think
of banking in terms of derivatives and
default swaps like they do on Wall
Street. They think of banking in terms
of how they can best serve their com-
munities, their friends, neighbors,
store owners, and job providers. Our bi-
partisan Economic Growth, Regulatory
Relief, and Consumer Protection Act
will help these lenders focus on doing
just exactly that.

I thank Chairman CRAPO and the
other 24 cosponsors of this legislation
for their commitment to working to-
gether to provide much needed relief
that will enhance our ability to grow
our economy.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAR-
RASSO). The Senator from West Vir-
ginia.
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Mrs. CAPITO. Mr. President, I come
to the floor today to talk about the bill
we have in front of us, the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act. That is a
mouthful right there, but what it is, is
a culmination and reaction to the
Dodd-Frank bill that was passed in 2010
as a result of the crisis of 2008 and 2009.

I think it is important for us to note
where this is directed. In Dodd-Frank,
so much of the focus was placed on
large banks and larger institutions, but
what has been lost in the debate and
what really is an unintended con-
sequence, I think, is that the massive
and burdensome regulatory legislation
would affect the smaller banks, the
community banks, and the -credit
unions.

Senator ROUNDS of South Dakota and
Senator BLUNT of Missouri and my
State of West Virginia have more rural
areas for the most part, and these com-
munity banks and credit unions are ab-
solutely critical to our individuals but
also to our businesses. They have been
bearing the brunt of Washington’s re-
sponse to that in the form of Dodd-
Frank.

We know that larger financial insti-
tutions have the capital, resources,
staff, and expertise to handle a lot of
these regulatory requirements that are
placed on them, but smaller institu-
tions have really struggled under the
weight of Dodd-Frank. We didn’t come
to this point today without a lot of dis-
cussion, compromise, and thoughtful
input from a lot of different entities to
figure out the best way to serve all our
States. These smaller institutions play
a critical role in a State like West Vir-
ginia. Our small businesses rely on
them to open and succeed, our commu-
nities rely on them to expand, and our
economy relies on them to grow, espe-
cially in our rural areas.

Our community banks and credit
unions really had to shift their atten-
tion away from what they know best,
which is relationship-based lending and
borrowing, and put it more into this
regulatory environment to devote bank
resources, time, energy, effort, and
legal resources to make sure they are
complying with regulations that were
really intended for larger financial in-
stitutions. It has been tough.

From 2010, which was the year Dodd-
Frank was enacted, until 2016, the
number of community banks in our
country has decreased by 1,600. That is
a significant decrease in the number of
community banks. With little or no ac-
cess to community banks, our Main
Street borrowers have been forced to
turn to larger institutions for loans.
That is fine, but a lot of times our
Main Street businesses and individuals
get lost in the shuffle. Sometimes it is
stiffer terms, and sometimes it could
mean rejection.

We are talking about farmers, fami-
lies looking to buy a home, and of
course our small businesses. We are
really talking about the hard-working
men and women trying to live that
American dream.
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With smaller institutions constantly
forced to merge with larger ones to
help shoulder the cost of regulation,
that relationship-based model that has
served our communities for decades is
disappearing.

I think it is time now, after much
thought, to ease that burden and
rightsize those regulations on our
smaller financial institutions, and that
is exactly what the Economic Growth,
Regulatory Relief, and Consumer Pro-
tection Act does. It is a balanced ap-
proach to regulation. It takes into ac-
count the differences—some of them
vast differences—between larger and
smaller financial institutions.

It improves access to mortgages,
which is something I have been inter-
ested in since my service in the House
when I was on Financial Services and I
chaired the Financial Institutions Sub-
committee. The mortgage issue was
something that I introduced, and we
worked on many, many pieces of legis-
lation to provide rural areas with
greater access to mortgages.

Let’s just talk about what happens. If
a young couple is trying to get a mort-
gage or maybe it is even a med student
coming out of medical school, trying to
get a mortgage for a loan with no real
income yet but in a relationship bank-
ing situation, that small community
banker knows that is going to be a safe
bet at the end of the day. A lot of our
mortgages have been so constructed by
Dodd-Frank that people haven’t been
able to get mortgages. Let’s face it.
The ones who face the biggest chal-
lenges are the ones we were supposed
to be trying to help with Dodd-Frank,
and those were in the mid to lower in-
come range who maybe had a credit
issue or some other extraneous issue.
In a cookie-cutter environment, one-
size-fits-all doesn’t fit their size, and
they end up without the opportunity to
own a home.

There are also very critical consumer
protections in this bill—protections for
our seniors. I am going to go out on a
limb here and say that this is probably
one area in which we haven’t, as a Con-
gress, joined together with financial in-
stitutions and other consumer advo-
cates to protect our seniors from being
preyed upon financially. It is rampant.
Sometimes you are preyed upon by
your own family. So the Senior Safe
Act, which is Senator COLLINS and Sen-
ator MCCASKILL’s bill, protects our sen-
iors from financial exploitation—this
is part of the bill—and fraud. This has
been a consistent priority of mine.

It also works to protect our veterans,
who can be very vulnerable when seek-
ing financial assistance, and also for
individuals who have gone through
tough times financially. The legisla-
tion clarifies a lot of the CFPB regula-
tions to help benefit those consumers.

Student borrowers and student
loans—we talk a lot about the increas-
ing debt that our students are incur-
ring, the difficulty that students, after
they graduate, have in paying down
these debts, but a bill that I helped to
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introduce with Senator PETERS is in-
cluded in this agreement. It says that
when student borrowers from private
loans have the opportunity, they can
rehabilitate their credit following a de-
fault. They can’t do that now. If you
have a government loan, you can do
that, but if you have a student loan
through a private institution, you
can’t do that. So we are seeking parity
between a government loan and a pri-
vate loan, and we think this will help
those students repay and relook at
their finances.

Finally, in 1light of recent data
breaches that have put many at risk,
this legislation puts in place important
cyber security standards and safe-
guards. Every committee we are on
talks about cyber security. The finan-
cial institutions, I think, have been on
the leading edge of trying to detect
cyber invasions into information or
into their financial institutions. We
have to stay one step ahead here be-
cause this is very fast-moving.

These are all priorities and solutions
on which I have worked hard, both as a
leader on the House Financial Services
Committee and now, as I chair the Fi-
nancial Services and General Govern-
ment Appropriations Subcommittee.

For community financial institu-
tions, regulatory relief and economic
growth go hand in hand. We just passed
the tax relief bill, and a lot of our
small businesses are able to increase
their bottom lines, grow their busi-
nesses, grow jobs and wages. We want
to see those financial institutions grow
alongside that.

Working men and women and small
business owners deserve a fair shot at
mortgages. Owning a home is the
American Dream. They also deserve a
process that takes into consideration
the kind of community where they
live.

We deserve relief from these burden-
some and unbalanced regulations we
have been forced to contend with for
too long. The Economic Growth, Regu-
latory Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act does just this. It gives us an oppor-
tunity to send a clear message to Main
Street, and that is: We support you. We
support you.

I encourage all of my colleagues to
stand with me. I want to thank Chair-
man CRAPO for his dedicated insistence
that this come to the floor of the U.S.
Senate and that we have bipartisan
support. It is very well thought-out. It
doesn’t have the whole kitchen sink in
it. It has the provisions that I think
are the top priority for our financial
institutions but also for all of us who
represent Main Street here in the U.S.
Senate.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Missouri.

Mr. BLUNT. Mr. President, I want to
join my colleague from West Virginia,
as well as our friend from South Da-
kota, to say how much I appreciate the
effort that Senator CRAPO has made to
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put this bill together. It is exactly how
the Congress is supposed to work and
how the Senate is supposed to work—a
bipartisan bill. Frankly, I am sure it is
a bill that everyone who will vote for it
would have changed at least one thing
in it, but if we were to change all of
those things that all of us would have
changed, suddenly we wouldn’t have a
bill that could pass, a bill that would
do what this bill does, a bill that will
roll back the Dodd-Frank regulations,
which are one more attempt by the
Federal Government to make one size
fit all. If you have ever tried on any
one-size-fits-all things, you know that
one size almost never fits anybody, and
that has been the case that we have
seen now.

Credit unions and community banks
provide critical financial services for
families and for small businesses
across Missouri and across the country.
When the Dodd-Frank bill became law,
small and medium-sized banks and
credit unions were faced with huge reg-
ulatory burdens. Big banks got bigger,
and small banks got bought and went
out of business way too often. There
was negative impact on their ability to
maintain service on Main Street in a
small community. You couldn’t put to-
gether a group that would just be the
compliance group, and if you did, that
had to come out of their ability to do
the kind of business that you wanted to
do and always had been doing.

According to the Independent Com-
munity Bankers of America, despite
holding less than 20 percent of the Na-
tion’s banking assets, community
banks fund more than 60 percent of
small business loans and more than 80
percent of U.S. agricultural loans—all
in that 20 percent of the banking assets
of the country. Furthermore, they op-
erate in many areas where other banks
don’t, where they are the only physical
banking presence, frankly. One out of
every five U.S. counties has only one
bank, and that one bank is a commu-
nity bank, a small bank. The more
time, the more money, the more staff
that community lenders have to dedi-
cate to complying with needless regu-
lations, the less ability they have to
provide the kind of service they would
like to provide.

In talking about the bill that I am
pleased to be a cosponsor of, the presi-
dent of the Missouri Bankers Associa-
tion, Max Cook, said: ‘“This common-
sense legislation will allow banks to
better serve the needs of customers and
businesses in our communities.”

He went on to say ‘‘that financial
regulatory reform will unleash Amer-
ica’s economic potential.” That is the
end of his quote, but I think you could
add to it that lots of good things are
happening in our economy right now—
the tax bill, the regulatory, common-
sense regulations that are overcoming
regulations that didn’t make much
sense. Access to capital is a critically
important part of what you have to
have to have a growing economy—ac-
cess to capital in small communities,
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as well as access in big communities.
That means you have to have banks
that can serve the communities those
banks are in.

This bill contains a number of bipar-
tisan priorities. One of the priorities in
here is a bill that I sponsored, the
Family Self-Sufficiency Act. Senator
ROUNDS mentioned part of what that
means to rural Americans, but it also
means a lot to Americans who are liv-
ing under public housing programs of
one kind or another. This was a bill
that I introduced. It was cosponsored
by Senator REED from Rhode Island,
Senator ScoTT from South Carolina,
Senator MENENDEZ from New Jersey,
and it is another bipartisan statement
that this bill will make when we pass
it. It simply makes commonsense
changes in the Department of Housing
and Urban Development’s Family Self-
sufficiency Program. That program
happens to be under the Banking Com-
mittee, so it fits right in this bill.

What this addition to the bill would
do—and it is in the bill to start with
now—is expand the ability of people,
under the new way to define these pro-
grams, to improve their education, to
save money for the future, to reach
their goal of becoming more finan-
cially independent.

The first thing the legislation does is
streamline two public housing family
self-sufficiency programs into one.
There is no reason to have two family
self-sufficiency programs, no reason to
have two definitions, no reason to have
one category of people in those pro-
grams who qualify for things and a sec-
ond category who don’t, just because
they happen to qualify under the defi-
nitions of a needlessly duplicative pro-
gram. So it eliminates that.

This bill expands the scope of support
services. It allows people who are in
these programs to attain a GED if they
don’t have one, to pursue a postsec-
ondary degree or a postsecondary cer-
tification, and it gives training for fi-
nancial literacy.

Lastly, this bill would expand the
reach of the Family Self-Sufficiency
Program to families that may other-
wise be technically excluded from the
program today.

I would like to share some of the
statements from housing organizations
in my State and around the country,
such as a group called Beyond Housing,
which is interested in more than just a
place to live, but how you use that as
a way to improve your life. Beyond
Housing in St. Louis, which provides
more than 400 affordable housing rental
units for families throughout the St.
Louis region, endorsed the bill because
they said it would ‘“‘empower families
across the country to achieve self-suffi-
ciency.” The Missouri chapter of the
National Association of Housing and
Redevelopment Officials supports the
change this bill has because they say
‘it provides the Tool Box the residents
can use to better life for them as indi-
viduals and as a family.”

The National NeighborWorks Asso-
ciation says that the legislation would
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“improve the existing self-sufficiency
program to help more individuals and
families achieve more in life for them-
selves and their families.”

Providing families in need with af-
fordable housing is critical, but it is
also important that we figure out ways
to move them beyond government sup-
port to self-sufficiency. These changes
in this bill help make that happen. A
companion bill of that part of the bill
in the House passed in January by a
vote of 412 to 5, so I hope it is a helpful
addition to the bill. I know it is going
to be helpful to the families that it
opens new doors for.

I am glad to be here supporting this
bill and to have Senator ROUNDS, Sen-
ator CAPITO, Senator ENZI, and Senator
FISCHER here, as well, to talk about the
importance of this bipartisan piece of
legislation.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wyoming.

Mr. ENZI. Mr. President, when we de-
bated the Dodd-Frank bill in 2010, I
concentrated most of my effort on
talking about the third portion—the
third third of the bill; it is one of those
several-hundred page bills again—but
this was kind of hidden at the end,
something called the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau, known as the
CFPB.

I opposed its creation during the de-
bate. I opposed it because it is not a
government agency under any way,
shape, form, or rule that we have.
There is no control whatsoever over
this group. The makeup of the Bureau
is quite unique in that a sole Director,
rather than a bipartisan commission, is
the singular decision maker of the
agency, and it doesn’t even require ap-
proval by Congress for who that person
is or the length of their term. Further-
more, the Bureau is not subjected to
the congressional appropriations proc-
ess, having guaranteed money from the
Federal Reserve to fund the agency’s
existence.

How does that work? Well, they get a
percentage of the revenue of the Fed-
eral Reserve that would normally come
to the Federal Government and then be
allocated. They get it before it comes
to the Federal Government, so they are
outside the control of an appropria-
tions process. They have guaranteed
money. Not only do they have guaran-
teed money, they have a guaranteed in-
flation factor built into their money. It
is feasible that with enough inflation,
they could control the entire revenue
from the Federal Reserve. That funding
source is more assured than Social Se-
curity. And if the agency is running
amuck, Congress has no ability to use
the appropriations process to bring
oversight to the Consumer Financial
Protection Bureau. That is a great
name. It seems to protect it, even if
that is not primarily what it seems to
be doing. I am only picking on a very
small portion of that with this bill.

You may be familiar with something
called the transparent General Sched-
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ule for Federal employees, often re-
ferred to as the ““‘GS scale.” It is the
primary way that the government en-
sures that Federal employee salaries
are appropriate and reasonable. This
pay scale, however, doesn’t apply to
the least accountable agency in the
Federal Government—you guessed it,
the CFPB.

At the CFPB, the Director has the
sole discretion to determine employ-
ees’ salaries. Government employees at
the CFPB—if you want to call them
government employees, because they
are really outside any control by the
government, either the executive
branch or legislative branch, and it
takes a court case to get it to the judi-
cial branch—government employees at
the CFPB receive some of the highest
paychecks of all Federal workers. Ac-
cording to data my office obtained
from the Office of Personnel Manage-
ment and the CFPB itself, there were
over 170 employees at the CFPB who
were paid salaries in 2017 that ranged
from $180,000 to $259,000. To put this in
perspective, in 2017, the highest paid
appointees in the White House were
paid salaries of $179,000—$1,000 less
than the minimum of these 170 employ-
ees at the CFPB. Over 170 employees at
the CFPB receive more pay than the
highest paid White House staffers, and
102 employees of the CFPB make more
in annual salary than any of our State
Governors. A Supreme Court Justice is
paid an annual salary of $251,000. Six
staff members at the CFPB were paid
more than that, and there is no con-
trol, so it can go higher. It is based on
what the Director approves. In 2017, ap-
proximately 47 employees had a salary
higher than the Vice President’s.

It is true that top executives at the
big banks can make a hefty penny in
their industry, but the whole of the
American banking industry doesn’t see
this type of wealth. These are our com-
munity bankers and our credit unions
and institutions that support Main
Street America. According to the Bu-
reau of Labor Statistics, the average
bank employee salary is $63,000. And
guess who makes more than these
bankers. Their regulators, like the
CFPB.

Last year, Congressman SEAN DUFFY
of Wisconsin and I introduced the
CFPB Pay Fairness Act to rein in the
CFPB’s rates of pay. I am offering this
bill as an amendment to the Economic
Growth, Regulatory Relief, and Con-
sumer Protection Act. The amendment
requires the Director of the CFPB to
set the basic rate of pay in accordance
with the GS scale—the same fairness
scale that everybody else works under.
The GS scale provides information to
the public on the credentials of Federal
employees, with each level requiring
qualification standards, such as edu-
cation and years of experience.

As it stands, the CFPB does not pro-
vide any qualification standards for its
employees’ pay, nor is it transparent to
the American people or even the
CFPB’s own employees. This proved to
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be an issue when in 2016 the Govern-
ment Accountability Office inves-
tigated allegations of discrimination at
the CFPB. Thirty-three percent of the
CFPB employee respondents to the
GAO—Government Accountability Of-
fice—indicated they believed their pay
was not commensurate with their
skills, work experience, and education.

Because of the way the CFPB was
created in the Dodd-Frank legislation
that we are working on right now, Con-
gress failed to impose the usual con-
stitutional checks to rein in this be-
havior. Congress needs to bring ac-
countability to the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau, and we should
start with the Bureau’s lavish spending
on employee salaries. This common-
sense amendment would ensure that
the Bureau is keeping employees’ sala-
ries in line with the regular govern-
ment pay scale, which promotes trans-
parency and equity in pay across the
Federal Government.

There is a lot more that I could say
about this Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau, but I want to concentrate
on the fact that they are paid substan-
tially more than anybody else in gov-
ernment, and we have no control over
it. There is only one person who does,
and that is the one who gets the job as
Director—which was taken to court
since even the President can’t fire that
person, no matter which President it
is. So this is just one of the things that
make it an unusual organization.

From my experience, they aren’t
doing what they said they would do at
the time that they said it needed to be
created. Instead, they are harassing
different businesses until these busi-
nesses pay a fine, and that fine goes
into a slush fund for them that they
can give out to ones that we would
never approve for any money from the
Federal Government.

They have this guaranteed revenue.
In checking, I find out they are sup-
posed to spend all of it. The Director
can set the salaries and has very little
firing capability to go along with that.
But they are paid an inordinate
amount compared to everybody else in
government, including Supreme Court
Justices, the Vice President, and other
people who work around here. The
highest paid people at the White House
make $1,000 less than the lowest paid of
these 170 workers.

I hope people consider this amend-
ment to bring a degree of fairness and
transparency so we know what the
agency is doing. It is only in the way of
salaries, but that is a good starting
place.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nebraska.

Mrs. FISCHER. Mr. President, I rise
today in support of the bill before us,
the Economic Growth, Regulatory Re-
lief, and Consumer Protection Act.
This bill is a product of a multiyear,
bipartisan process. It is the result of
stakeholder input, multiple legislative
hearings, a committee markup, and a
committee report.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

There are a lot of great provisions in
this bill, but what I would like to focus
on today is what this bill will accom-
plish for smaller financial institu-
tions—our community banks and our
credit unions—especially in the State
of Nebraska. I also want to touch on
the important regulatory relief in-
cluded for small public housing agen-
cies that are in Nebraska and all across
this country.

Over the course of the past year, I re-
ceived an overwhelming amount of
positive feedback from people and busi-
nesses across Nebraska about this bill,
but the outpouring of support from
community banks and credit unions
has been particularly notable. These
institutions are the pillars of our local
communities. They sponsor local Little
League sports teams. They provide
scholarship funds. They award grants
to students.

The prosperity of America’s small fi-
nancial institutions is directly tied to
the success of the communities they
serve. These institutions, from Eastern
Nebraska to the Panhandle, have
shared with me their support for this
bill we have before us today. For exam-
ple, Lee Potts from Security Bank in
Laurel, NE, wrote:

The bill is a step in the right direction to
remove ill-fitting regulations on community
banks. As a lender in my community, I am
not against regulations in general, as there
is a need for certain regulations. However,
the regulatory spectrum has become so bur-
densome that it often has affected otherwise
creditworthy borrowers in my community.

Brandon Luetkenhause from the Ne-
braska Credit Union League cited the
positive effect this legislation will
have on seniors in America’s commu-
nities. He wrote:

This bipartisan, commonsense reform leg-
islation will protect seniors from elder
abuse, make mortgage processing easier and
quicker, increase affordable rental housing
in our communities, and help my credit
union provide better service to members.

Under this legislation, well-managed,
well-capitalized community banks with
less than $3 billion in total assets
would qualify for an 18-month exam
cycle that is currently only available
for banks with less than $1 billion in
total assets.

Furthermore, the legislation allows
banks with less than $56 billion in total
assets to use short form call reports in
the first and the third quarters of the
year. The quarterly call report commu-
nity banks currently have to file com-
prises 80 pages of forms and 670 pages of
instructions. Only a fraction of the in-
formation that is collected is actually
useful to regulators in ensuring safety
and soundness of these institutions.
The minimal impact is far outweighed
by the expense incurred and the staff
hours dedicated to collecting it.

The legislation also increases the ap-
praisal requirement exemption for
rural mortgage portfolio loans from
$250,000 to $400,000. This provision of
the bill reflects that in rural markets,
it can be hard to find an independent
appraiser. They may live hours away,
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and it could take weeks for them to
come and appraise a property. This
slows down and adds cost to the trans-
action, where a bank has 100 percent of
the risk associated with that loan.

Simply put, provisions like these in
the bill help provide relief to Main
Street lenders who did nothing to
cause the financial crisis and have been
unfairly burdened under Dodd-Frank.

For example, Alan Emshoff from
Generations Bank in Exeter, NE, told
me:

This bill is a solid step towards right-sizing
regulations. As one of the smallest banks in
Nebraska, reducing the regulatory burden
will allow us to do what we do best, to serve
our community through the making of loans
to help start new businesses, finance agri-
culture, and put people in homes more effi-
ciently and at a lower cost to the consumer.

. Even with reduced regulation, we will
continue to respect the safety of our cus-
tomers and provide all of our customers a
safe and sound banking environment, just as
we have for the past 80 plus years.

Steve Edgerton from Centrist Fed-
eral Credit Union in Omaha wrote me:

The increasing trend of regulation ulti-
mately reduces the availability of products
and services to credit union members, as
well as increases the cost.

Clearly, any claims that this bill
only provides relief to big banks are
not true.

In addition to the great regulatory
relief provisions for community banks
and credit unions, I was very pleased to
see provisions from my bill with Sen-
ator TESTER, the Small Public Housing
Agency Opportunity Act, included in
this legislation. Our bill would address
the overwhelming administrative bur-
den that has been placed on the rough-
ly 3,800 small and rural housing au-
thorities across the country, including
the approximately 100 public housing
agencies in the State of Nebraska. The
provisions included from our bill will
simplify the inspection and compliance
requirements facing public housing
agencies with fewer than 550 units.

Specifically, it would limit HUD in-
spections of housing and voucher units
to once every 3 years unless a small
PHA is classified as troubled. The less
time Directors and employees of small
public housing agencies are required to
spend complying with unnecessary re-
porting and oversight demands, the
more time they can spend improving
the lives of their residents.

The bill we are considering today is
good policy. It is a major step in the
right direction, but there is more we
can do.

Since 2013, I have called for Congress
to consider changing the CFPB’s lead-
ership structure. For the past three
Congresses, I have introduced legisla-
tion to change the leadership structure
of the Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau from a single Director to a
multimember, bipartisan board or com-
mission.

Although consumers and the industry
have experienced some relief under Di-
rector Mulvaney, a problem remains—
the Bureau’s unaccountable leadership
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structure. A bipartisan board of direc-
tors would increase transparency, pro-
vide regulatory certainty, and guar-
antee input from multiple stakeholders
with various points of view.

I do not view this as a partisan issue
and neither do Americans. A poll in
March of 2017 found that 58 percent of
those surveyed support a bipartisan
commission, including a majority of
Republicans, a majority of Democrats,
and a majority of Independents who
were surveyed.

Given our success working together
on this bill before us today, I hope
some of my colleagues from the other
side of the aisle will consider joining
my bill so we can reform that structure
of the CFPB.

I would like to close by thanking
Chairman CRAPO and the other cospon-
sors of the bill for their hard work on
this legislation. I strongly urge my col-
leagues to join me in voting for the
Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief,
and Consumer Protection Act. It is
what our communities need to grow
and to prosper.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MERKLEY. Mr. President, the
first three words of our Constitution
are, ‘“We the People.” This is the mis-
sion statement of the United States of
America. Our government was set up
not to create a government by and for
the powerful and the privileged but by
and for the people of the United States
and, as Jefferson put it, the govern-
ment would reflect the will of the peo-
ple. It is quite a different concept from
many of the European governments
that operated directly for the benefit of
the best-off or the wealthy and well
connected.

We have seen a corruption of the
American Constitution. We have seen
it turned on its head, with government
implemented by and for the rich and
powerful, time after time over this last
year.

What did we see in 20177 We saw
much of the year spent destroying
healthcare for 22 million to 30 million
Americans and increasing the cost of
healthcare for everyone else—certainly
not reflecting the will of the people—
and then we saw a tax bill taking $1.5
trillion from our children and our
grandchildren and giving it to the rich-
est of Americans, the largest bank
heist in world history.

Well, now we have another assault on
‘““‘we the people’ government. S. 2155
undoes a lot of the work to create a fi-
nancial system for America to thrive,
for families to thrive, and restores the
lack of regulation and high-leveraged
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bets that brought the economy down in
2007 and 2008.

When the economy came down, the
wealthy and well-off did quite well.
They picked up properties at pennies
on the dollar, but who was hurt? The
American people were hurt. The Amer-
ican workers were hurt. They lost their
jobs. They lost their retirements. Cer-
tainly, they lost so much in terms of
the financial foundation for their fami-
lies. Yet here we are again. We seem to
have forgotten that when you let the
big banks rampage through our econ-
omy, you are setting the stage for an-
other big mess—high-risk gambling on
Wall Street, destroying Americans’ fi-
nancial lives, lost homes, lost jobs, and
lost retirement savings.

When we passed Dodd-Frank, the
principle was, never again will we let
the Wall Street casino crash our econ-
omy. Well, ‘“‘never’” hasn’t lasted very
long.

In the bill before us, section 203 ex-
empts financial institutions—smaller
banks with assets under $10 billion—
from the Volcker rule. What was the
Volcker rule? The Volcker rule was a
firewall that said: Take deposits to
make loans but don’t engage in high-
risk, high-leverage bets on the future
price of stocks or the future price of
currencies. Those are called deriva-
tives, those bets on those future prices.
Those are appropriate in a hedge fund.
If somebody wants to compile money
for millionaires and billionaires and
make bets on the future prices, then go
ahead and gamble in your hedge fund,
but don’t do it in our banks.

So now we have this bill that says:
Well, let’s open the door to reestab-
lishing the Wall Street casino but just
not on Wall Street; let’s do it on our
small banks. Well, what was bad and
risky for big banks is bad for small
banks. Should they put their money
into loans to help the rural economy
thrive or should they make big bets on
future prices casino-style? This bill
opens up small banks to being casinos.
It is the wrong way to go.

Then there is section 401 on capital
requirements. It takes enormously
large banks up to $250 billion in size
and repeals the requirement for living
wills. It repeals the requirement for an-
nual stress tests to make sure the cap-
ital is truly being set aside and the
bank is being operated in an appro-
priate fashion for a depository institu-
tion.

Former Deputy Treasury Secretary
and Federal Reserve Governor Sarah
Bloom Raskin said granting the Fed
control for the stress test, rather than
having them annually, is ‘‘legislative
fool’s gold.” That is the expert talking
about the foolishness of eliminating
stress tests.

In addition, it lowers capital stand-
ards. So often I have heard folks come
to this floor saying, ‘“We don’t need so
much regulation. Let’s just increase
the capital standards,” but this bill
does the opposite. It impacts 25 of the
38 largest U.S. banks, which together
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hold $3.5 trillion in assets. This is
clearly a situation that creates enor-
mous risks for our economy. Who will
pay the price? Working America will
pay the price. Build the bubble, burst
the bubble, and the boom goes down on
middle-class America.

Then there is section 402. Section 402
is related to globally systemically im-
portant banks. They are referred to by
the initials GSIBs—globally system-
ically important banks. Then there are
custodial banks. Those banks received
$6 billion in Federal bailout money
during the financial crisis. They want
to escape the supplemental leverage
ratio that was designed to decrease the
risk. Each megabank has to have
enough tier 1 capital to satisfy an
SLR—a supplemental leverage ratio—
but custody banks want relief so they
don’t have to hold as much common
stock—common stock, which is tier 1
capital, but shoehorned into this are
Citi and JPMorgan. CBO says the fol-
lowing: ‘“There is a 50% chance that
regulators would allow two other fi-
nancial institutions—JPMorgan and
Citibank, with combined assets of $4.4
trillion—to adjust their SLRs under
the terms in this bill.”” In other words,
higher leverage ratios, lower capital,
exactly the kinds of things that imper-
iled our economy previously, and yet
that is right in the heart of this bill.

What about consumer protection?
Let’s turn to section 107, which grants
exemption from key mortgage lending
protections for the buyers of manufac-
tured homes. Manufactured homes are
put on a foundation and sold as regular
homes. Then you have modular homes.
This provision expands it to modular
homes. It would reduce consumer pro-
tections of the part of the market that
disproportionately serves low- and very
low-income Americans and rural Amer-
ica. Do we really want to strip the con-
sumer protections for lower income
Americans and rural Americans when
buying a home? No, we don’t, which is
why this provision should not be in this
bill. It is why this provision is a bad
idea.

One more section of the bill; that is,
HMDA reporting—Home Mortgage Dis-
closure Act reporting.

The Consumer Financial Protection
Bureau required expanded data report-
ing because it allows you to see where
the rules might be being broken on
predatory lending. It allows you to see
where there might be an engagement in
discriminatory lending. But this bill
says that we are not going to get that
data anymore. We are not going to get
the data that would help us identify il-
legal redlining, for example, and that
this exemption would apply to 85 per-
cent of the reporting institutions that
are covered by the Home Mortgage Dis-
closure Act.

Most of this information is data that
is already collected. Reporting it pro-
vides an understanding about red-
lining, about discrimination, about dis-
criminatory practices. If you don’t
have the information, those things get
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hidden. That is damaging to America’s
families.

That is quite a list of things that are
wrong with this bill. This bill has been
presented as remedies for small banks,
but, as my colleagues just noticed from
these items, what we see are the rip-
ping aside of consumer protections and
a whole lot that is being demanded by
the big banks that want less capital
and higher leverage.

Let’s do a bill for smaller banks.
Let’s understand that more flexibility
is appropriate in rural areas. Let’s ob-
serve that more flexibility in the types
of mortgages might be appropriate in
small banks in small communities
where those 1loans are portfolioed.
Democrats came forward with a whole
list of these things to help small banks,
but what do we have from our Repub-
lican leadership? A bill designed for
Wall Street. A bill designed for Wall
Street, for the wealthy and the well-
connected. It is not designed to help or-
dinary Americans.

Ordinary Americans are plagued by
the challenges of discrimination, and
this makes it worse; or redlining, and
this makes it worse; or predatory prac-
tices, and this makes it worse. They
are also plagued by high-interest pay-
day loans. What does this bill do to
take on the 500-percent interest rates
that every society across the globe has
recognized are incredibly destructive,
sucking people into a vortex of debt
and destroying families? This body
right here said that they are so de-
structive, we cannot allow these high-
interest loans to be given to our serv-
icemembers because they destroy our
service families. Shouldn’t we stand up
for all of our families in America? If
something is so predatory and so de-
structive to our service families that
we say it is illegal, shouldn’t we make
those same loans illegal for everybody?

Do you see anything in this bill re-
lated to ‘‘we the people’? Very little.
The ‘“‘we the people” bill the Demo-
crats put forward was rejected, and
what we have is this Wall Street bill
for lower capital, more leverage, more
predatory practices. That is just not
right.

I hold a lot of townhalls. I hold 36
townhalls a year, 32 of them in very red
counties. Not one person in over 300
townhalls has come up to me and said:
Get rid of the regulations on Wall
Street because we want them to be able
to do more low-capital, high-leverage
bets and put our economy at risk. No-
body in America advocates building an-
other bubble on high-risk leverage.

So what are we doing with this bill?
What we are doing is making a mis-
take. We should defeat this assault on
the effort to have a financial system in
America that is designed to serve the
mission of the United States, the ‘“‘we
the people’” mission of the TUnited
States of America.

Mr. President, I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.
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NUCLEAR ENERGY INNOVATION
CAPABILITIES ACT OF 2017

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
am here for the happy task of moving
a piece of bipartisan legislation that
has been cleared on both sides of the
aisle. I am particularly pleased to be
doing it in front of the Presiding Offi-
cer because the Presiding Officer and I
and Senator HEITKAMP and others
worked so hard on the Carbon Capture
Utilization and Storage Act, which pro-
vides a means of encouraging carbon
capture technologies to develop. This is
a related bill that I joined with Sen-
ator CRAPO on to advance. Senator
CRAPO has been our lead on this bill.
The bill will encourage innovation in
the nuclear industry. So it is a great
pleasure for me to be here, and I am
very honored that my distinguished
colleague Senator CRAPO has joined me
on the floor.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate proceed to the im-
mediate consideration of Calendar No.
153, S. 97.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the bill by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A bill (S. 97) to enable civilian research
and development of advanced nuclear energy
technologies by private and public institu-
tions, to expand theoretical and practical
knowledge of nuclear physics, chemistry,
and materials science, and for other pur-
poses.

There being no objection, the Senate
proceeded to consider the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Idaho.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the Crapo
amendment at the desk be agreed to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 2104) was agreed
to, as follows:

(Purpose: To modify provisions relating to
the advanced nuclear energy licensing
cost-share grant program)

On page 20, line 3, insert ‘‘in accordance
with section 988 of the Energy Policy Act of
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16352)’ before the period at the
end.

On page 20, strike lines 15 through 17.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the bill, as
amended, be considered read a third
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The bill was ordered to be engrossed
for a third reading and was read the
third time.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I know of
no further debate on the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
any further debate on the bill?

Hearing none, the bill having been
read the third time, the question is,
Shall the bill pass?

The bill (S. 97),
passed, as follows:

S. 97

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

The

as amended, was
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SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Nuclear En-
ergy Innovation Capabilities Act of 2017,
SEC. 2. NUCLEAR ENERGY INNOVATION CAPA-

BILITIES.

(a) NUCLEAR ENERGY.—Section 951 of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16271) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 951. NUCLEAR ENERGY.

‘‘(a) MISSION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary shall
carry out programs of civilian nuclear re-
search, development, demonstration, and
commercial application, including activities
under this subtitle.

‘“(2) CONSIDERATIONS.—The programs car-
ried out under paragraph (1) shall take into
consideration the following objectives:

““(A) Providing research infrastructure to
promote scientific progress and enable users
from academia, the National Laboratories,
and the private sector to make scientific dis-
coveries relevant for nuclear, chemical, and
materials science engineering.

‘(B) Maintaining nuclear energy research
and development programs at the National
Laboratories and institutions of higher edu-
cation, including infrastructure at the Na-
tional Laboratories and institutions of high-
er education.

“(C) Providing the technical means to re-
duce the likelihood of nuclear proliferation.

‘(D) Increasing confidence margins for
public safety of nuclear energy systems.

‘“(E) Reducing the environmental impact
of activities relating to nuclear energy.

‘““(F) Supporting technology transfer from
the National Laboratories to the private sec-
tor.

‘(G) Enabling the private sector to partner
with the National Laboratories to dem-
onstrate novel reactor concepts for the pur-
pose of resolving technical uncertainty asso-
ciated with the objectives described in sub-
paragraphs (A) through (F).

““(b) DEFINITIONS.—In this subtitle:

‘(1) ADVANCED NUCLEAR REACTOR.—The
term ‘advanced nuclear reactor’ means—

‘“(A) a nuclear fission reactor with signifi-
cant improvements over the most recent
generation of nuclear fission reactors, which
may include—

‘(i) inherent safety features;

‘“(ii) lower waste yields;

‘“(iii) greater fuel utilization;

“‘(iv) superior reliability;

‘“(v) resistance to proliferation;

‘“(vi) increased thermal efficiency; and

‘‘(vii) the ability to integrate into electric
and nonelectric applications; or

‘“(B) a nuclear fusion reactor.

‘(2) CoMMISSION.—The term ‘Commission’
means the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

‘“(3) FAST NEUTRON.—The term ‘fast neu-
tron’ means a neutron with Kkinetic energy
above 100 kiloelectron volts.

*“(4) NATIONAL LABORATORY.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), the term ‘National Lab-
oratory’ has the meaning given the term in
section 2.

‘(B) LIMITATION.—With respect to the Law-
rence Livermore National Laboratory, the
Los Alamos National Laboratory, and the
Sandia National Laboratories, the term ‘Na-
tional Laboratory’ means only the civilian
activities of the laboratory.

‘“(6) NEUTRON FLUX.—The term ‘neutron
flux’ means the intensity of neutron radi-
ation measured as a rate of flow of neutrons
applied over an area.

‘“(6) NEUTRON SOURCE.—The term ‘neutron
source’ means a research machine that pro-
vides neutron irradiation services for—

‘“(A) research on materials sciences and
nuclear physics; and
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“‘(B) testing of advanced materials, nuclear
fuels, and other related components for reac-
tor systems.”’.

(b) NUCLEAR ENERGY RESEARCH PRO-
GRAMS.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Section 952 of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16272) is amend-
ed—

(A) by striking subsection (c); and

(B) by redesignating subsections (d) and (e)
as subsections (¢) and (d), respectively.

(2) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
641(b)(1) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42
U.S.C. 16021(b)(1)) is amended by striking
‘“‘section 942(d)” and inserting ‘‘section
952(c)”’.

(¢) ADVANCED FUEL CYCLE INITIATIVE.—Sec-
tion 953(a) of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(42 U.S.C. 16273(a)) is amended by striking
acting through the Director of the Office of
Nuclear Energy, Science and Technology,”.

(d) UNIVERSITY NUCLEAR SCIENCE AND ENGI-
NEERING SUPPORT.—Section 954(d)(4) of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C.
16274(d)(4)) is amended by striking ‘‘as part
of a taking into consideration effort that
emphasizes’ and inserting ‘‘that emphasize’’.

(e) DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY CIVILIAN NU-
CLEAR INFRASTRUCTURE AND FACILITIES.—
Section 955 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005
(42 U.S.C. 16275) is amended—

(1) by striking subsections (c) and (d); and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

¢“(c) VERSATILE NEUTRON SOURCE.—

‘(1) MISSION NEED.—

‘““(A) IN GENERAL.—Not later than Decem-
ber 31, 2017, the Secretary shall determine
the mission need for a versatile reactor-
based fast neutron source, which shall oper-
ate as a national user facility.

“(B) CONSULTATIONS REQUIRED.—In car-
rying out subparagraph (A), the Secretary
shall consult with the private sector, institu-
tions of higher education, the National Lab-
oratories, and relevant Federal agencies to
ensure that the user facility described in
subparagraph (A) will meet the research
needs of the largest practicable majority of
prospective users.

‘“(2) ESTABLISHMENT.—AS soon as prac-
ticable after determining the mission need
under paragraph (1)(A), the Secretary shall
submit to the appropriate committees of
Congress a detailed plan for the establish-
ment of the user facility.

*“(3) FACILITY REQUIREMENTS.—

‘““(A) CAPABILITIES.—The Secretary shall
ensure that the user facility will provide, at
a minimum, the following capabilities:

‘(i) Fast neutron spectrum irradiation ca-
pability.

‘‘(ii) Capacity for upgrades to accommo-
date new or expanded research needs.

‘“(B) CONSIDERATIONS.—In carrying out the
plan submitted under paragraph (2), the Sec-
retary shall consider the following:

‘(i) Capabilities that support experimental
high-temperature testing.

‘‘(ii) Providing a source of fast neutrons at
a neutron flux, higher than that at which
current research facilities operate, sufficient
to enable research for an optimal base of pro-
spective users.

‘(iii) Maximizing irradiation flexibility
and irradiation volume to accommodate as
many concurrent users as possible.

‘‘(iv) Capabilities for irradiation with neu-
trons of a lower energy spectrum.

‘“(v) Multiple loops for fuels and materials
testing in different coolants.

“(vi) Additional pre-irradiation and post-
irradiation examination capabilities.

“(vii) Lifetime operating costs
lifecycle costs.

‘(4) DEADLINE FOR ESTABLISHMENT.—The
Secretary shall, to the maximum extent
practicable, complete construction of, and

and
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approve the start of operations for, the user
facility by not later than December 31, 2025.

‘“(5) REPORTING.—The Secretary shall in-
clude in the annual budget request of the De-
partment an explanation for any delay in the
progress of the Department in completing
the user facility by the deadline described in
paragraph (4).

‘“(6) COORDINATION.—The Secretary shall
leverage the best practices for management,
construction, and operation of national user
facilities from the Office of Science.”.

(f) SECURITY OF NUCLEAR FACILITIES.—Sec-
tion 956 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42
U.S.C. 16276) is amended by striking ‘¢, acting
through the Director of the Office of Nuclear
Energy, Science and Technology,”.

(g) HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTATION AND
SUPPORTIVE RESEARCH.—Section 957 of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16277) is
amended to read as follows:

“SEC. 957. HIGH-PERFORMANCE COMPUTATION
AND SUPPORTIVE RESEARCH.

‘‘(a) MODELING AND SIMULATION.—The Sec-
retary shall carry out a program to enhance
the capabilities of the United States to de-
velop new reactor technologies through high-
performance computation modeling and sim-
ulation techniques.

‘“(b) COORDINATION.—In carrying out the
program under subsection (a), the Secretary
shall coordinate with relevant Federal agen-
cies as described by the National Strategic
Computing Initiative established by Execu-
tive Order 13702 (80 Fed. Reg. 46177 (July 29,
2015)), while taking into account the fol-
lowing objectives:

‘(1) Using expertise from the private sec-
tor, institutions of higher education, and the
National Laboratories to develop computa-
tional software and capabilities that pro-
spective users may access to accelerate re-
search and development of advanced nuclear
reactor systems and reactor systems for
space exploration.

‘“(2) Developing computational tools to
simulate and predict nuclear phenomena
that may be validated through physical ex-
perimentation.

‘“(3) Increasing the utility of the research
infrastructure of the Department by coordi-
nating with the Advanced Scientific Com-
puting Research program within the Office of
Science.

‘“(4) Leveraging experience from the En-
ergy Innovation Hub for Modeling and Sim-
ulation.

‘“(5) Ensuring that new experimental and
computational tools are accessible to rel-
evant research communities, including pri-
vate sector entities engaged in nuclear en-
ergy technology development.

‘“(c) SUPPORTIVE RESEARCH ACTIVITIES.—
The Secretary shall consider support for ad-
ditional research activities to maximize the
utility of the research facilities of the De-
partment, including physical processes—

‘(1) to simulate degradation of materials
and behavior of fuel forms; and

‘“(2) for wvalidation of computational
tools.”.

(h) ENABLING NUCLEAR ENERGY INNOVA-
TION.—Subtitle E of title IX of the Energy
Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16271 et seq.) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 958. ENABLING NUCLEAR ENERGY INNOVA-

TION.

‘‘(a) NATIONAL REACTOR INNOVATION CEN-
TER.—There is authorized a program to en-
able the testing and demonstration of reac-
tor concepts to be proposed and funded, in
whole or in part, by the private sector.

‘“(b) TECHNICAL EXPERTISE.—In carrying
out the program under subsection (a), the
Secretary shall leverage the technical exper-
tise of relevant Federal agencies and the Na-
tional Laboratories in order to minimize the
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time required to enable construction and op-
eration of privately funded experimental re-
actors at National Laboratories or other De-
partment-owned sites.

‘“(c) OBJECTIVES.—The reactors described
in subsection (b) shall operate to meet the
following objectives:

‘(1) Enabling physical validation of ad-
vanced nuclear reactor concepts.

‘(2) Resolving technical uncertainty and
increasing practical knowledge relevant to
safety, resilience, security, and functionality
of advanced nuclear reactor concepts.

““(3) General research and development to
improve nascent technologies.

‘(d) SHARING TECHNICAL EXPERTISE.—In
carrying out the program under subsection
(a), the Secretary may enter into a memo-
randum of understanding with the Chairman
of the Commission in order to share tech-
nical expertise and knowledge through—

‘(1) enabling the testing and demonstra-
tion of advanced nuclear reactor concepts to
be proposed and funded, in whole or in part,
by the private sector;

‘(2) operating a database to store and
share data and knowledge relevant to nu-
clear science and engineering between Fed-
eral agencies and the private sector;

‘“(3) developing and testing electric and
nonelectric integration and energy conver-
sion systems relevant to advanced nuclear
reactors;

‘“(4) leveraging expertise from the Commis-
sion with respect to safety analysis; and

‘“(5) enabling technical staff of the Com-
mission to actively observe and learn about
technologies developed under the program.

‘‘(e) AGENCY COORDINATION.—The Chairman
of the Commission and the Secretary shall
enter into a memorandum of understanding
regarding the following:

‘(1) Ensuring that—

‘““(A) the Department has sufficient tech-
nical expertise to support the timely re-
search, development, demonstration, and
commercial application by the civilian nu-
clear industry of safe and innovative ad-
vanced nuclear reactor technology; and

‘(B) the Commission has sufficient tech-
nical expertise to support the evaluation of
applications for licenses, permits, and design
certifications and other requests for regu-
latory approval for advanced nuclear reac-
tors.

‘“(2) The use of computers and software
codes to calculate the behavior and perform-
ance of advanced nuclear reactors based on
mathematical models of the physical behav-
ior of advanced nuclear reactors.

‘(3) Ensuring that—

‘‘(A) the Department maintains and devel-
ops the facilities necessary to enable the
timely research, development, demonstra-
tion, and commercial application by the ci-
vilian nuclear industry of safe and innova-
tive reactor technology; and

‘(B) the Commission has access to the fa-
cilities described in subparagraph (A), as
needed.

*“(f) REPORTING REQUIREMENTS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of the Nuclear
Energy Innovation Capabilities Act of 2017,
the Secretary, in consultation with the Na-
tional Laboratories, relevant Federal agen-
cies, and other stakeholders, shall submit to
the appropriate committees of Congress a re-
port assessing the capabilities of the Depart-
ment to authorize, host, and oversee Dpri-
vately funded experimental advanced nu-
clear reactors as described in subsection (b).

‘“(2) CONTENTS.—The report submitted
under paragraph (1) shall address—

“‘(A) the safety review and oversight capa-
bilities of the Department, including options
to leverage expertise from the Commission
and the National Laboratories;
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‘“(B) options to regulate privately proposed
and funded experimental reactors hosted by
the Department;

“(C) potential sites capable of hosting pri-
vately funded experimental advanced nu-
clear reactors;

‘(D) the efficacy of the available contrac-
tual mechanisms of the Department to part-
ner with the private sector and Federal agen-
cies, including cooperative research and de-
velopment agreements, strategic partnership
projects, and agreements for commer-
cializing technology;

‘““(E) the liability of the Federal Govern-
ment with respect to the disposal of low-
level radioactive waste, spent nuclear fuel,
or high-level radioactive waste (as those
terms are defined in section 2 of the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 10101));

‘“(F) the impact on the aggregate inven-
tory in the United States of low-level radio-
active waste, spent nuclear fuel, or high-
level radioactive waste (as those terms are
defined in section 2 of the Nuclear Waste
Policy Act of 1982 (42 U.S.C. 10101));

‘(G) potential cost structures relating to
physical security, decommissioning, liabil-
ity, and other long-term project costs; and

‘“(H) other challenges or considerations
identified by the Secretary.

‘“(3) UPDATES.—Once every 2 years, the
Secretary shall update relevant provisions of
the report submitted under paragraph (1) and
submit to the appropriate committees of
Congress the update.

‘“(g) SAVINGS CLAUSES.—

‘(1) LICENSING REQUIREMENT.—Nothing in
this section authorizes the Secretary or any
person to construct or operate a nuclear re-
actor for the purpose of demonstrating the
suitability for commercial application of the
nuclear reactor unless licensed by the Com-
mission in accordance with section 202 of the
Energy Reorganization Act of 1974 (42 U.S.C.
5842).

‘“(2) FINANCIAL PROTECTION.—AnNy activity
carried out under this section that involves
the risk of public liability shall be subject to
the financial protection or indemnification
requirements of section 170 of the Atomic
Energy Act of 1954 (42 U.S.C. 2210) (com-
monly known as the ‘Price-Anderson Act’).”.

(i) BUDGET PLAN.—Subtitle E of title IX of
the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (42 U.S.C. 16271
et seq.) (as amended by subsection (h)) is
amended by adding at the end the following:
“SEC. 959. BUDGET PLAN.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 1 year
after the date of enactment of the Nuclear
Energy Innovation Capabilities Act of 2017,
the Secretary shall submit to the Committee
on Energy and Natural Resources of the Sen-
ate and the Committee on Science, Space,
and Technology of the House of Representa-
tives 2 alternative 10-year budget plans for
civilian nuclear energy research and develop-
ment by the Secretary, as described in sub-
sections (b) through (d).

“(b) BUDGET PLAN ALTERNATIVE 1.—One of
the budget plans submitted under subsection
(a) shall assume constant annual funding for
10 years at the appropriated level for the ci-
vilian nuclear energy research and develop-
ment of the Department for fiscal year 2016.

‘‘(c) BUDGET PLAN ALTERNATIVE 2.—One of
the budget plans submitted under subsection
(a) shall be an unconstrained budget.

‘‘(d) IncLUsIONS.—Each alternative budget
plan submitted under subsection (a) shall in-
clude—

‘(1) a prioritized list of the programs,
projects, and activities of the Department to
best support the development of advanced
nuclear reactor technologies;

‘(2) realistic budget requirements for the
Department to implement sections 955(c),
957, and 958; and
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‘(8) the justification of the Department for
continuing or terminating existing civilian
nuclear energy research and development
programs.’’.

(j) REPORT ON FUSION INNOVATION.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Not later than 180 days
after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Energy shall submit to the
Committee on Energy and Natural Resources
of the Senate and the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology of the House of Rep-
resentatives a report identifying engineering
designs for innovative fusion energy systems
that have the potential to demonstrate net
energy production not later than 15 years
after the start of construction.

(2) INCLUSIONS.—The report submitted
under paragraph (1) shall identify budgetary
requirements that would be necessary for the
Department of Energy to carry out a fusion
innovation initiative to accelerate research
and development of the engineering designs
identified in the report.

(k) CONFORMING AMENDMENTS.—The table
of contents for the Energy Policy Act of 2005
is amended by striking the item relating to
section 957 and inserting the following:

“‘057. High-performance computation and
supportive research.
‘958. Enabling nuclear energy innovation.
©‘959. Budget plan.”.
SEC. 3. ADVANCED NUCLEAR ENERGY LICENSING
COST-SHARE GRANT PROGRAM.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) CoMMISSION.—The term ‘‘Commission”
means the Nuclear Regulatory Commission.

(2) PROGRAM.—The term ‘‘program’ means
the Advanced Nuclear Energy Cost-Share
Grant Program established under subsection
(b).

(3) SECRETARY.—The term
means the Secretary of Energy.

(b) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish a grant program, to be known as
the ‘‘Advanced Nuclear Energy Cost-Share
Grant Program’’, under which the Secretary
shall make cost-share grants to applicants
for the purpose of funding a portion of the
Commission fees of the applicant for pre-ap-
plication review activities and application
review activities.

(c) REQUIREMENT.—The Secretary shall
seek out technology diversity in making
grants under the program.

(d) COST-SHARE AMOUNT.—The Secretary
shall determine the cost-share amount for
each grant under the program in accordance
with section 988 of the Energy Policy Act of
2005 (42 U.S.C. 16352).

(e) USE OF FUNDS.—A recipient of a grant
under the program may use the grant funds
to cover Commission fees, including those
fees associated with—

(1) developing a licensing project plan;

(2) obtaining a statement of licensing fea-
sibility;

(3) reviewing topical reports; and

(4) other—

(A) pre-application review activities;

(B) application review activities; and

(C) interactions with the Commission.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the motion to
reconsider be considered made and laid
upon the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I rise to
speak today on the Nuclear Energy In-
novation Capabilities Act, or NEICA.
This measure is the result of a strong
bipartisan partnership among many
Senators, including Senator WHITE-
HOUSE, Senator RISCH, Senator BOOKER,
Senator HATCH, Senator MURKOWSKI,

“Secretary”
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and Senator DURBIN, along with myself
and a number of other Senators who
have worked with us on this legisla-
tion.

I want to give special thanks to Sen-
ator WHITEHOUSE, who is here with us
today. He has been my tireless partner
in this effort. I thank Senator WHITE-
HOUSE for his hard work and the assist-
ance of his staff. Sometimes, even on
the easiest of legislation—and this is
not in that category; this is a critical,
strong piece that has taken a lot of at-
tention—but sometimes it just takes a
lot of work and effort and time. I ap-
preciate Senator WHITEHOUSE’s efforts
to stick with us, as he actually helped
move this ball forward as we have tried
to get this across the finish line.

I also want to express strong thanks
to Senator RISCH, who also deserves
strong recognition for his tireless work
to get this bill advanced.

This is a Senate companion to a
House measure of the very same name,
introduced by Representatives WEBER,
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON, and LAMAR
SMITH. We have been working together
to get this bill passed for some time,
and I am eager to work with my House
colleagues to make sure that NEICA is
enacted as soon as possible.

We all recognize that innovation
within the nuclear industry must con-
tinue and must build on American pre-
eminence in nuclear research and de-
velopment. Having grown up in Idaho
Falls, ID, I am a strong supporter of
nuclear energy and the Idaho National
Lab, which is a world leader in R&D
and a key partner in sustaining our Na-
tion’s commercial nuclear power sec-
tor. The INL has been home to more
than 50 one-of-a-kind nuclear test reac-
tors. It has led innovation after inno-
vation and breakthrough after break-
through. The imagination, ingenuity,
and hard work of the scientists at the
Lab, along with the scientists at Ar-
gonne and Oak Ridge, ensure that the
United States remains the leader in de-
velopment and commercialization of
nuclear power.

Today, many in the industry are fo-
cusing on what it takes to keep the
current fleet of reactors alive and oper-
ational. Industry leaders are worried
about the waste issues, the economics
of operation, and navigating the re-
quirements of the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission. Understandably, many
are not focused on the future of nuclear
power and what lies beyond the current
generation of reactors.

Congress must find a way to help in-
dustry deal with the very real chal-
lenges that the current fleet faces.
Congress must address the waste issue,
and we must evaluate the costs and
benefits of regulations that the govern-
ment has placed on this industry.
Many of the burdens on the nuclear in-
dustry are government-created, and so
they must be government-solved. I
look forward to working with my col-
leagues on the Environment and Public
Works Committee to provide sound so-
lutions.
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Congress can’t ignore the challenges
of the current fleet, but we must not
allow these challenges to keep us from
looking forward. The nuclear power in-
dustry in America is, for better or
worse, increasingly paralyzed by gov-
ernment redtape.

Congress must lead in focusing gov-
ernment agencies toward preparing for
the next generation of nuclear reac-
tors. We should create an environment
in which industry can grow and ad-
vance. If we don’t, we will lose to for-
eign competitors as companies take
their technologies and business over-
seas. This is happening already. Com-
panies are increasingly going to places
like China, Russia, South Korea, and
India. These countries want to export
nuclear technology and are investing
heavily toward that goal. If we con-
tinue down our current path, these
countries will take the lead in setting
the rules on proliferation and safety in
the advanced nuclear industry. I would
prefer that America continue to lead in
this area.

The Senate version of NEICA does
four very important things to encour-
age innovation in advanced nuclear
power.

No. 1, it directs the Department of
Energy to carry out a modeling and
simulation program that aids in the de-
velopment of new reactor technologies.

This is an important first step in al-
lowing the private sector to have ac-
cess to the capabilities of our National
Laboratories to test reactor designs
and concepts.

No. 2, it requires the Department of
Energy to report its plan to establish a
user facility for a versatile reactor-
based fast neutron source.

This is a critical step that will allow
private companies the ability to test
principles of nuclear science and prove
the science behind their work.

No. 3, NEICA directs the Department
of Energy to carry out a program to
enable the testing and demonstration
of reactor concepts proposed and fund-
ed by the private sector.

This site is to be called the National
Nuclear Innovation Center, and it will
function as a database to store and
share knowledge on nuclear science be-
tween Federal agencies and the private
sector. The Senate version of NEICA
encourages the Department of Energy
and the Nuclear Regulatory Commis-
sion to work together in this effort. We
would like to see the Department of
Energy lead the effort to establish and
operate the National Nuclear Innova-
tion Center while consulting with the
NRC regarding safety issues. We would
also like the NRC to have access to the
work done by the center in order to
provide its staff with the knowledge it
will need to eventually license any new
reactors coming out of the center. If
these reactors are ever to get to the
market, the NRC must be able to un-
derstand the ins and outs of the science
and work behind their development.
The NRC needs the data in order to
make data-driven licensing require-
ments.
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No. 4, finally, it requires the NRC to
report on its ability to license ad-
vanced reactors within 4 years of re-
ceiving an application.

The NRC must explain any institu-
tional or organizational barriers it
faces in moving forward with the 1li-
censing of advanced reactors.

NEICA is an important step in main-
taining U.S. leadership in nuclear en-
ergy. It will enable the private sector
and our National Labs to work to-
gether to create cutting-edge achieve-
ments in nuclear science. NEICA en-
courages the smartest, most innovative
and creative minds in nuclear science
to partner together to move the indus-
try forward. This is a very exciting
piece of legislation, and I look forward
to working with my congressional col-
leagues to help American nuclear en-
ergy thrive today and prepare for the
future.

Thank you.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. COT-
TON). The Senator from Rhode Island.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, it
has been the Senator from Idaho whose
leadership has driven this bill forward
more than anything else, and I express
my great appreciation to him for the
opportunity to work with him to ac-
complish this success.

Like Senator CRAPO, I want to recog-
nize our colleagues in this effort, Sen-
ators RISCH, BOOKER, DURBIN, and MUR-
KOWSKI. I particularly thank Senator
MURKOWSKI because she is the chair of
the Senate Energy Committee, and she
and Senator CANTWELL together
cleared this bill, so we could bring it to
the floor, and gave it the blessing of
their committee.

I also thank Senator INHOFE from
Oklahoma, who has been a strong sup-
porter of our efforts at nuclear mod-
ernization, and I ask unanimous con-
sent that a U.S. News & World Report
editorial, which Senator CRAPO wrote
with Senator INHOFE, Senator BOOKER,
and me, be printed in the RECORD at
the conclusion of my remarks.

I thank Senator ALEXANDER from
Tennessee—the home of Oak Ridge, the
other National Lab that focuses so
much in this area—who has been a con-
stant advocate and has been very inter-
ested in all things nuclear for a very
long time.

This bill, the Nuclear Energy Innova-
tion Capabilities Act, has been so well
summarized by Senator CRAPO that I
will not go back and resummarize it,
but I will emphasize that it is our in-
tention that it provide an opening for
nuclear innovation into next-genera-
tion, third-generation, even fourth-gen-
eration nuclear technologies, with the
goal that we can compete effectively
internationally to be the producers of
clean and safe nuclear energy, with the
hope—and at this point I think it is
somewhere between a hope and a pros-
pect—that this technology will develop
to the point where we can begin to look
at our existing nuclear waste stockpile
and use these new technologies to turn
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hazardous and dangerous nuclear
waste, for which we have no present
plan, into something that is valuable
and can help create energy. We need to
work on how to price that because, at
present, there is no mechanism that
provides any value to someone who
might have a solution to that problem
for lifting this cost off of our books.
But that is something Senator CRAPO,
Senator ALEXANDER, Senator INHOFE,
Senator BOOKER, Senator MURKOWSKI,
and I can continue to work on. That, I
think, is a really valuable prospect in
all of this, and it is one of the things
that moves me to do this.

Let me close by thanking Senator
CRAPO for also working with me on
NEIMA, the Nuclear Energy Innova-
tion and Modernization Act, which we
are still working to get passed but
which we hope will get passed. It par-
allels very nicely with this legislation
because what that would do is get the
Nuclear Regulatory Commission to up-
date its permitting process to accom-
modate new technologies.

When I am asked what I mean by
that, I use a very rough example, which
is that the current light water reactor
permitting process makes about as
much sense as the test for these new
technologies as taking a Tesla and hav-
ing it pass the DMV carburetor re-
quirements. It is a new technology; it
requires a different testing regime. Our
other bill would authorize and require
the NRC to update and work with the
innovation community to make sure
that when these things are ready for
permitting, permitting is, in fact,
ready for them.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

[From U.S. News & World Report, July 11,

2016]
THE NEW NUCLEAR RENAISSANCE
(By Jim Inhofe, Sheldon Whitehouse, Mike
Crapo and Cory Booker)

There has been a groundswell of activity
and investment in recent years surrounding
advanced nuclear reactors. A dynamic group
of nuclear engineers and scientists are chas-
ing the future—and racing against China and
Russia—to develop innovative reactor de-
signs. These technologies hold enormous
promise to provide clean, safe, affordable,
and reliable energy, not just for our country,
but for the world. These innovators have a
vision for the future, and they charge ahead
backed by more than $1 billion in private
capital. The future of nuclear energy is
bright.

Some would argue that we have been here
before. In 2005, Congress passed incentives to
encourage a ‘‘nuclear renaissance’” amid
high natural gas prices. The industry stood
ready to build a large number of modern
light-water reactors, improved versions of
existing nuclear technology.

But reality fell short of expectations and
the result was only five new nuclear plants,
with a price tag of $8 billion to $10 billion
each. Now, in an age of low-cost natural gas,
it is becoming harder for the nearly 100 ex-
isting reactors to compete. The Energy In-
formation Administration calculates that
electricity generation from a new nuclear
plant would cost about 25 percent more than
electricity from a new gas-fired combined-
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cycle power plant. This is causing some nu-
clear energy companies to scale back their
operations. For instance, Chicago-based
Exelon Corporation announced just a few
weeks ago that it would shutter two of its
nuclear plants in Illinois in the coming
years, citing pressure from natural gas as a
major factor.

So this begs the question: Will this new
wave of innovative reactors live up to its
promise? Investors think so, and so do we.
For starters, these advanced reactors differ
significantly from their predecessors. Rather
than water, they use materials like molten
salt or noble gasses as coolants. Most are
considered ‘‘walk away safe,” since they are
designed to use the laws of physics, rather
than equipment, to prevent accidents. If a
natural disaster strikes, for instance, these
reactors would simply shut down, substan-
tially reducing the threat of a a meltdown.
Many are designed to be small and modular,
so they could be built in factories with con-
struction costs that are a fraction of their
big, custom-built forerunners. Small reac-
tors could also be plugged into future micro-
grid systems without requiring extensive
transmission infrastructure. Some of these
new reactor technologies could actually help
to reduce the amount of nuclear waste we’ve
accumulated through the years by using that
waste as fuel. That could alleviate a major
challenge facing the industry. And of course,
all of this would be achieved without any air
pollution.

Nuclear energy used to be just another par-
tisan issue. Thankfully, that is changing.
The four of us represent opposite ends of the
political spectrum in the Senate, but we are
all pulling in the same direction, backing
various pieces of legislation to promote ad-
vanced nuclear innovation and development.
One bill would open the doors of our national
laboratories to entrepreneurs and their inno-
vative new companies to develop public-pri-
vate partnerships with the potential to bring
new ideas to market. Another bill looks to
build a sensible regulatory framework to
allow diverse advanced reactor concepts to
go from the drawing board to reality.

These bills have been moving through Con-
gress and are garnering broad bipartisan sup-
port. The Nuclear Energy Innovation Capa-
bilities Act recently passed the Senate as
part of a bipartisan energy bill, on an 87-4
vote. The Nuclear Energy Innovation and
Modernization Act was approved by the Sen-
ate Environment and Public Works Com-
mittee on a 17-3 vote.

Though we may come to this issue for dif-
ferent reasons, our end goal is the same. We
want to promote new technologies that pro-
vide cleaner energy and get them built by
and for Americans. We can’t take a back seat
as China and Russia build test reactors and
lure away American innovators. This new
nuclear renaissance is primed for success. It
has broad bipartisan support in Congress, se-
rious private capital investment and the
ability to help address environmental chal-
lenges—all while encouraging American in-
novation. The world is heading into a new
age of nuclear energy, and the United States
must lead the way.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
with great appreciation to Senator
CRAPO, the distinguished Senator from
Idaho who has been my leader and
partner in all this, I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

ECONOMIC GROWTH, REGULATORY
RELIEF, AND CONSUMER PRO-
TECTION ACT—MOTION TO PRO-
CEED—Continued

Mr. CRAPO. Mr. President, I have
been very encouraged by the reaction
of my colleagues and their support for
the Economic Growth, Regulatory Re-
lief, and Consumer Protection Act over
the last few days.

We have heard many stories about
how the regulatory burden on our fi-
nancial institutions has had a direct
impact on Main Street. Yesterday,
Senator MORAN talked about the
ranchers who couldn’t get a loan be-
cause they lacked collateral in an
emergency. Senators HEITKAMP and
PERDUE explained the benefits of rela-
tionship banking and the advantage of
lending based on a personal knowledge
of the customer. Senator CORKER
talked about Dodd-Frank’s unintended
consequences for small financial insti-
tutions. Senator TESTER discussed
bank consolidation and the real impact
it has had on communities in Montana.
Senator DONNELLY went through the
various important consumer protection
items included in this bill. Senator
KENNEDY also talked about some of the
important consumer protection provi-
sions and about the lack of access to
credit for small businesses in Lou-
isiana. Senator WARNER spent a good
amount of time defending this robust
bipartisan bill against its critics and
some of the false information being
shared about the bill.

Today, we have heard even more Sen-
ators come to the floor with similar
stories and expressions of similar senti-
ments about the need to help free up
our small community banks and credit
unions around this country from the
overpowering burdens they are facing
right now in the regulatory world.

Many of my colleagues who are not
on the Banking Committee have asked
if they could have the time and oppor-
tunity to speak about the bill, as well,
and we will see them coming to the
floor, as we have started to see today,
to discuss these kinds of issues. Sen-
ators MCCONNELL, CORNYN, PORTMAN,
LANKFORD, and others have been very
supportive of these efforts to enact pro-
growth, pro-jobs legislation.

We also heard from the bill’s critics
yesterday. But the resounding message
from Congress was that our constitu-
ents have asked for regulatory relief
and consumer protection and economic
growth, and we stand ready to deliver
it.

We and our neighbors have noticed
that many of our community financial
institutions have closed their doors
over the last decade. In fact, we have
seen almost no new community finan-
cial institutions chartered or new
branches being opened over the last few
years.

These financial institutions, of all
sizes and forms, provide critical serv-
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ices in our communities. They help
businesses manage operations, help en-
trepreneurs get funding to start their
businesses, help families buy a home,
help all of us save for our kids’ edu-
cations, and help us deal with financial
emergencies.

Community financial institutions are
the pillars of towns and communities
across America, particularly in rural
States like my own, Idaho. They have
certain advantages compared with
their larger counterparts, operating
with an understanding and history of
their customers and, therefore, a will-
ingness to be flexible.

Unfortunately, increased regulatory
burdens and one-size-fits-all regula-
tions have limited their ability to help
customers. The operating landscape of
these institutions has changed dra-
matically over the last few years, and
community banks and credit unions
across the country have struggled to
keep up with the ever-increasing regu-
latory compliance and examiner de-
mands coming out of Washington.

I regularly hear from small banks
and credit unions in Idaho about how
one-size-fits-all regulatory approaches
are impacting their businesses and
product offerings and hindering their
ability to serve their communities.

For example, Koreen Dursteler from
the Bank of Commerce in Idaho Falls,
a small bank with just over $1 billion
in assets, has written about the ava-
lanche of regulation over the past 8 to
10 years. Due to excessive regulations
related to qualified mortgage loans and
the cost of hiring extra compliance
staff to help keep up with additional
regulation, her bank has had to stop of-
fering consumer mortgages and real es-
tate loans. That is a big deal. This is
not an isolated incident. I hear stories
like that all the time.

Another example: Val Brooks works
at Simplot Employees Credit Union,
which serves Canyon County, ID. She
noted that Simplot has long been proud
to serve this area, where some folks
come from lower income households
and may be underserved. Simplot
worked to obtain the necessary edu-
cation, compliance certification, and
licensing standards to better serve its
customers and the community. How-
ever, after the CFPB increased already
burdensome mortgage regulations,
such as the qualified mortgage and
HMDA, Simplot credit union had to
make the very difficult business deci-
sion to stop offering mortgage loans al-
together. It was just too cost prohibi-
tive and resource-draining.

When these small financial institu-
tions are not able to offer certain prod-
ucts within the communities they
serve, it is a direct hit to the citizens
of Idaho and to all of our States.

To be absolutely clear, it is not that
folks are against all regulation, but
rather, to the people outside of Wash-
ington, it seems as if regulatory
changes are made without much
thought as to how they will truly af-
fect customers and financial providers.
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As policymakers, we have a responsi-
bility to diligently and frequently
study the state of our economy, our
regulatory framework, and how these
things are impacting our communities
and citizens, including people’s access
to financial services.

We must encourage regulations that
not only ensure proper behavior and
safety for our markets but also are tai-
lored appropriately to the size and risk
type that is being regulated. This
means making sure the burden on fi-
nancial institutions is not so large that
consumers, businesses, and our commu-
nities are deprived of financial services
and suffer as a result.

This has been an important issue to
Members on both sides of the aisle.
Congress has held numerous hearings
in prior years exploring many of these
issues, including a series of hearings in
the Banking Committee in 2015. Then,
in March of last year, the Banking
Committee issued a request for legisla-
tive proposals that would promote eco-
nomic growth. We held bipartisan hear-
ings and briefings and meetings with
stakeholders across the spectrum, vet-
ting potential ideas for right-sizing the
regulatory dynamics. We began the
process by holding a hearing on the
role of financial companies in fostering
economic growth, which included
former regulators, stakeholders, and
the chief economist of the AFL-CIO.

At our next two hearings, we exam-
ined proposals that would tailor exist-
ing laws and regulations to ensure that
they are proportionate and appropriate
for small financial institutions and
midsized regional banks. Then, in
June, the financial regulators provided
feedback on their Economic Growth
and Regulatory Paperwork Reduction
Act, or EGRPRA, report and the pro-
posals discussed in previous hearings.
As a result of this process, we intro-
duced the Economic Growth, Regu-
latory Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act, which is now S. 2155.

I repeat that often there are those
who say we are dismantling the regu-
latory system. This legislation focuses
on the smallest financial institutions
in our country. The legislative system
that was put into place was marketed
as being aimed at Wall Street excesses,
but I held a townhall meeting when we
were debating this legislation on Main
Street in Boise, ID, and said then that
although the justification for some of
these regulations was focused on Wall
Street, the crosshairs were on Main
Street. Unfortunately, that has turned
out to be all too true. Large banks
have profited tremendously in the last
6 to 10 years. Small banks and credit
unions have suffered dramatically. We
have lost many of our banks and credit
unions across this country. As I indi-
cated earlier, very few new ones have
started up because they simply cannot
meet the compliance burdens of being
required to meet regulatory require-
ments that are designed, in the first in-
stance, for huge banks.

What we need is a regulatory system
that recognizes there is a difference be-
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tween a community bank or a credit
union in a small community and a
megabank on Wall Street that is doing
its business globally. We need to have
our regulatory system tailored so the
risk posed by a particular financial in-
stitution is taken into consideration in
the regulations applied. That is what
this legislation seeks to accomplish.
Like I said at the outset, I am very
glad we have had broad support for
this.

I would like to take a minute and go
over some of the specific provisions in
the bill. The Economic Growth, Regu-
latory Relief, and Consumer Protection
Act is aimed at rightsizing regulation
for financial institutions, including
community banks and credit unions,
making it easier for consumers to get
mortgages and to obtain credit.

As I have often said, the real victims
of what I am talking about are not
really the community banks and the
credit unions but the people, the small
businesses—those who need to have ac-
cess to credit and need to have the
ability to get a loan to purchase a
house or to start a small business or to
expand a small business or other im-
portant needs.

This bill also increases important
consumer protections for veterans, for
senior citizens, victims of fraud, and
those who fall on tough financial
times. The provisions in this bill will
directly address some of the problems I
frequently hear about from the finan-
cial institutions in Idaho. Community
banks and credit unions are simple in-
stitutions focused on relationship lend-
ing and have a special relationship pro-
viding credit to traditionally under-
served and rural communities where it
may be harder to access banking prod-
ucts and services or to get a loan.

Dodd-Frank instituted numerous new
mortgage rules and complex capital re-
quirements on community banks and
credit unions that have hindered con-
sumers’ access to mortgage credit and
lending more broadly. On July 20, 2016,
the American Action Forum attempted
to estimate the number of paperwork
hours and final costs associated with
the Dodd-Frank rules. In total, the
forum estimated that the bill had im-
posed more than $36 billion in final rule
costs and 73 million paperwork hours
as of July 2016.

To put those figures into perspective,
the costs are nearly $112 per person, or
$310 per household. Additionally, it
would take 36,950 employees working
full time to complete a single year of
the law’s paperwork based on agency
calculations.

Our bill is focused on providing
meaningful relief to community banks
and credit unions, helping them to pru-
dently lend to consumers, home buy-
ers, and small businesses.

I have more I want to say. I want to
take a brief break right now, and I will
come back in a few minutes.

At this point, I yield back my time
until I return.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BROWN. Thank you, Mr. Presi-
dent.

The legislation we are considering
today has been portrayed as modest,
not that big of a deal, that it doesn’t
matter that much, that it is something
narrow to help community banks and
credit unions and regional lenders like
the three institutions in my State—
Huntington, Key, and Fifth Third—all
pretty much things I support. Unfortu-
nately, that is really not the only
thing this bill does.

I tried for months to work with
Chairman CRAPO, whom I respect and
admire—and I mean that. People say
those things on the floor, but I actu-
ally mean that. I tried for months to
work with Chairman CRAPO on a com-
monsense package of reforms aimed at
community banks and credit unions
and small and midsized financial insti-
tutions. We had a lot of agreement on
that. Then the creep began. Then the
expansion began. Then leaking into
this process were all kinds of help for
all kinds of bigger banks.

These are the local lenders that we
want to help to fuel home ownership
and small business in our community. I
get that. These are the community
banks in Lakeview, Cleveland, Milford,
Parma, and West Chester, the banks
that we lost when the big banks
crashed the economy a decade ago.

I know people in this institution—es-
pecially those who get lots of money
from Wall Street—like to blame Dodd-
Frank for so many community banks
going out of business, but it was really
what led up to the crash, including the
crash, that caused so many community
banks to go out of business.

Here is how this place works. I think
most Senators understand this. If they
don’t understand it, they don’t want to
understand it. When the big banks and
when Wall Street and the lobbyists—
and there are hundreds of them for big
banks in this town—when the big
banks spot some legislation crawling
through this body, when they see a bill
in front of the Senate or the House
that might help some small institu-
tions, do you know what they do? They
see an opportunity. They see an oppor-
tunity to grab more for themselves. It
is the history of this country. We know
what happens whenever Congress lis-
tens to Wall Street and listens to the
big banks and Wall Street and the big
banks get their way. Inevitably, the
economy stumbles or, worse, crashes
because we have given too much to the
big banks. They put too much risk on
the system, and in places like my ZIP
Code in Cleveland, OH—ZIP Code
44105—my ZIP Code in 2007 had more
foreclosures than any ZIP Code in the
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United States of America. That is not
because people in my ZIP Code have
anything about them that they de-
served this; that is just what happens
in an economy when the big banks get
too powerful, when Wall Street runs
Congress, and we see what happens.

Now we see Wall Street moving in,
trying to grab more for themselves de-
spite the fact that some of these big
banks wouldn’t exist today without
taxpayer bailouts of a decade ago. We
remember what happened. This body
bailed out the biggest Wall Street
banks, which didn’t deserve it, to be
sure. But we didn’t bail out the big
banks—at least most of us didn’t—to
help the big banks, we bailed out the
big banks to help Main Street, to help
the economy.

So these Wall Street lobbyists have
swarmed into this institution to grab
more for themselves despite the fact
that they wouldn’t exist today without
taxpayer bailouts, despite the fact that
Wall Street banks are now making
record profits, and despite the fact that
the tax cut this body just jammed
through Congress—=81 percent of the re-
cent tax cuts from the end of last year,
81 percent of that bill over time will go
to the richest 1 percent of the people in
this country.

You have taxpayers bailing out the
big banks, then you have this huge tax
cut go to the big banks, and now they
want more. They want this legislation
that will weaken rules and make the
big banks even more profitable. They
always want more. Understand, it is
American history. It is what we have
seen in the last 10 years. It is what we
have seen since the Great Depression
seven decades ago. The big banks al-
ways want more, and it is always at
the expense of everyone else. This leg-
islation gives them exactly what they
want.

Listen to this. Not long ago, a bank
lobbyist—one of the top bank lobbyists
working for the American Bankers As-
sociation—said: We don’t want a seat
at the table, we want the whole table.
They are about to get it under this
bill—the whole table.

This bill weakens stress tests for the
38 biggest banks in the country, includ-
ing Wells Fargo, Bank of America,
JPMorgan Chase, HSBC, Citigroup.
You know these banks. These banks in
the aggregate are almost half of the as-
sets of banks in our country—banks
that together took $239 billion in tax-
payer bailouts. Now, $239 billion—that
is 239 thousand million dollars. That is
a whole lot of money.

Stress tests are the best tool we have
to make sure another bailout never
happens again. This bill weakens these
tests. It changes the requirement from
present law—semi-annual stress tests.
So instead of having these tests twice a
year, they are now going to be periodic.
What does periodic mean? Well, we
don’t know. The bill doesn’t define it.
Former Fed Governor Dan Tarullo, the
architect of many of these post-crisis
reforms, has called this provision
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‘“‘quite vague, with little indication of
what kind of test is contemplated for
these banks.”

We also know something else. When
Congress writes vague laws using words
like ‘‘periodic’’—vague, versus spe-
cific—‘‘semi-annual”—when Congress
writes vague laws, bank lawyers, who
are really good, very smart, and very

well paid, can drive a truck right
through those loopholes. We Kknow
that.

Do we really want to give the current
crowd in charge more leeway—a White
House that looks like a retreat for Wall
Street executives? We are talking
about an administration stocked with
former bank executives. Are these real-
ly the people we want to give the op-
portunity—are these the people we
want to trust to interpret vague words
like “‘periodic’’?

This legislation weakens oversight of
foreign banks operating in the United
States, many of which have a track
record of breaking U.S. laws. Think
about that. We are not only deregu-
lating a number of these large banks in
this country, we have singled out that
we are going to give a break to foreign
banks.

Let me talk about the rap sheet of
some of these foreign banks.
Santander, a Spanish bank, illegally
repossessed cars from members of the
military who were serving our country
overseas. Think about that. We have
somebody from Wright-Patterson Air
Force Base who is serving overseas.
Santander repossessed her car or his
car when he or she was serving over-
seas. Yet we are going to give a break
to that Spanish bank?

Deutsche Bank, the President’s fa-
vorite—President Trump, the business-
man Trump’s favorite bank—Deutsche
Bank manipulated the benchmark in-
terest rates used to set borrowers’
mortgages. So we are going to give
Deutsche Bank a break? We are going
to deregulate part of Deutsche Bank?

Barclays, a British bank, manipu-
lated electric energy prices in Western
U.S. markets. My constituents don’t
live in those areas that were hurt by
that, but a whole lot of people do in
this country.

Credit Suisse, a Swiss bank, illegally
did business with Iran. I know what the
Presiding Officer, the Senator from Ar-
kansas, thinks about Iran. Yet we are
going to vote—he is going to vote—all
of us are going to vote for a bill that
rewards a Swiss bank that illegally did
business with Iran? Is that the message
we want to send? I guess it is.

UBS, another Swiss bank, sold toxic
mortgage-backed securities. It goes on
and on and on. We are rewarding these
foreign banks that have defrauded our
constituents and our government and
clearly don’t have much regard for U.S.
law, and we are going to give them
breaks.

Again, we have heard from Governor
Tarullo, we have heard from former
Fed Chair Volcker, we have heard from
former Deputy Secretary of the Treas-
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ury Sarah Bloom Raskin on this. They
don’t want to loosen foreign bank over-
sight, and they are joined by Repub-
lican former regulators, like Sheila
Bair, Tom Hoenig, and others, who
think this bill doesn’t make sense.

The bill also requires the Fed to fur-
ther weaken the rules just for the
dozen or so banks with $250 billion in
assets. It subverts the Fed’s independ-
ence; it subjects the Fed to pressure
from FSOC and the Treasury Sec-
retary—the same Treasury Secretary
who foreclosed on 40,000 Americans at
OneWest. We are giving more power to
help the banks to a Treasury Secretary
who, before he became Treasury Sec-
retary, played a major role in fore-
closing 40,000 homes, including hun-
dreds of homes in my State of Ohio. It
opens the door for more lawsuits when
banks try to avoid the rules they don’t
like.

The former Commodities Futures
Trading Commission Chair, Gary
Gensler, wrote to the Senate last week
that this change ‘‘may subject the gov-
ernment to additional lobbying and

possible litigation from individual
banks seeking specially tailored
rules.”

Back about 10 years ago, when Presi-
dent Obama signed the Dodd-Frank
law, that same day, the top financial
service lobbyists in this town—the day
Obama signed the bill, the day the
President signed Dodd-Frank, the head
of the top financial services lobbyists
in this town said: Well, folks, now it is
halftime.

What did he mean? He meant, OK, we
lost the first half, but we are going to
go to work to do everything we can to
block and misinterpret and reinterpret
and eventually scale back and repeal as
much of this law as we can. They went
to work on the agencies. This is the
culmination of their efforts. They now
have a pro-Wall Street majority in the
Senate, a pro-Wall Street majority in
the House, a President whose office
looks as if it is a retreat for Wall
Street executives, and they are ready
to go to help Wall Street, even
though—I don’t know when; maybe the
Senator from Massachusetts knows—1
year, 2 years, b years, 10 years, 20 years
from now, it makes a bailout more
likely.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice recently said that this bill will
make a bailout more likely and that it
is a $672 million giveaway to Wall
Street.

This bill makes another change to
big bank rules that now stops them
from borrowing more money than they
can afford. The New York Times de-
scribed this provision as weakening
rules ‘“‘aimed at keeping banks from
being able to take big risks without
properly preparing for a disaster.” Just
let that sink in, because Ohio families
know how bad a disaster can be;
“aimed at keeping banks from being
able to take big risks without properly
preparing for a disaster,” isn’t that
what we want?
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Don’t we want bank regulators, don’t
we want bank rules to stop the big
banks from taking risks that could end
up in a disaster? As I said, my neigh-
borhood knows what disaster is. As I
said, in 2007, there were more fore-
closures in my ZIP Code in the first
half of that year than in any other ZIP
Code in America.

Families in my State were hurt by
this. People lost retirement accounts,
people lost their homes, people lost
their jobs, plants closed—all of that.

Wall Street lobbyists came out of
that last disaster just fine. I am think-
ing that probably none of them had
their houses foreclosed on. I know that
nobody who tanked the economy went
to jail. So folks in New York and Wash-
ington, most of them are doing fine.
They might not appreciate what dis-
aster means when we talk about the
economy, but Ohio families who lost
their homes and their life savings know
what that means.

Do you know what else? For 14 years
in a row, there were more foreclosures
in my State each year than there were
the previous year. OK, that is a sta-
tistic, and maybe you don’t know any
of those people. Well, the fact is that
every time that happened, people lost
their possessions. Their lives were
turned upside down. Their kids may
have had to go to a different school.
They probably lost their family pet be-
cause they couldn’t afford it. It was
one thing after another for those fami-
lies. We don’t think much about them.

Here is how to think about this roll-
back. Bank capital requirements are
like a dam that keeps the risks inside
the bank. It keeps the risks from flood-
ing out into the rest of the economy.
So if the banks are going to take risks,
you want to keep them contained in
the bank so that only the bank gets
hurt, but this bill punches a hole in
that dam by loosening the rules on five
of the biggest banks. Once the dam
starts to leak, it is more likely that
bad decisions by those banks could
spill out and harm taxpayers and retir-
ees and bank customers.

These banks have $5 trillion in com-
bined assets. Should we feel safer with
a weaker dam around a potential $5
trillion flood of banking assets? If that
weren’t bad enough, we have a team of
lapdogs at our financial agencies who
think this bill is just a starting point.
Think about who they are. I don’t
come to this floor and attack indi-
vidual people, but I do come to this
floor and point out the history of some
of these regulators.

Secretary of the Treasury Mnuchin
was a bank executive who ran a bank
that foreclosed on thousands of cus-
tomers, many of them unfairly or pos-
sibly illegally. One of his top people,
Mr. Otting, is the new Comptroller of
the Currency. Mulvaney is the new Di-
rector of the Consumer Bureau, and he
thinks the Consumer Bureau shouldn’t
even exist. Those are the kKinds of regu-
lators we see. Randal Quarles is the
head of supervision at the Federal Re-
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serve, and he said as late as 2006 or 2007
in the Bush Treasury Department that
things were fine in our country. These
are the people we have entrusted to do
the regulations, to hold back this dam
that they have weakened legislatively.
They are the ones who are charged
with holding it back.

If we want to help community banks,
let’s help community banks. Let’s not
try to sell it the same way this major-
ity sold the tax cut bill. They said that
it was a tax cut for the middle class,
but 81 percent of the benefits over time
went to the wealthiest 1 percent, so it
wasn’t a tax cut for the middle class
any more than this was a bill for com-
munity bankers.

The community bankers will get
some help. I want to do that. I know
Senator WARREN wants to, and I know
all of us on the floor want to do that,
but that is not what this bill really
does. If we want to help community
banks, let’s help community banks. If
we want to help credit unions, let’s
help credit unions. If we want to help
regionals like Fifth Third and Hun-
tington and KeyBank in my State, let’s
help the regionals like that.

Why do the biggest banks have to
say: Give me more; give me more; give
me more.

Let’s take Wells Fargo. What has
Wells Fargo done to deserve an ounce
of leniency? This is a bank that created
more than 3.5 million fake accounts,
including hundreds in my State. It is a
bank that illegally forced unwanted
auto insurance on its customers and
charged homeowners improper fees to
lock in their mortgage rates. So why
would we want to help them with this
bill? Just last week, the bank disclosed
yet more problems with its money
management unit. So why do we want
to help Wells Fargo with this bill? It is
a bank that outsources jobs. Six hun-
dred call center jobs have been sent
overseas by Wells Fargo just in the last
year. So why do we want to help that
bank in this bill? For those lucky
enough to keep their jobs, it is a bank
that mistreats its workers, punishing
them with a high-pressure sales cul-
ture, and some of them lost their jobs
as a result. Yet this bank, like the
other big banks—they want more,
more, more. I don’t know why, but this
Congress wants to give it to them, ap-
parently.

What has the Senate done to respond
to Wells Fargo’s misbehavior? Well,
first of all, Republicans a couple of
months ago passed a $1.5 trillion—that
is 1,000 billion—tax cut, and one of the
biggest beneficiaries was Wells Fargo.
What did they do with that money?
They say that they gave a little bit to
employees. They say that maybe they
will invest a little more. What they
really did—they announced that they
are going to buy back $22 billion of
stock this year. When they buy back
stock, the price of the stock goes up,
and executives and shareholders are en-
riched. So the stock buyback invest-
ment—the $22 billion they are spending
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to buy back stock—is 288 times what
Wells Fargo will spend on pay raises
for its workers. So it gives a little bit
to its workers. Whatever it gave to its
workers, multiplied by almost 300—
that is what the executives and the
shareholders are going to get. So why
are we doing favors for Wells Fargo in
this bill?

I don’t mean to pick only on them. It
is not just Wells Fargo.

What has HSBC done to deserve spe-
cial treatment? Since the crisis, the
Department of Justice prosecuted the
bank for laundering money on behalf of
the Sinaloa drug cartel. In the midst of
an addiction crisis, we are going to re-
ward a bank that illegally laundered
money for a drug cartel?

Why are we doing any favors for
Citigroup? Last month, Citigroup an-
nounced it had systematically over-
charged almost 2 million of its cus-
tomers on their credit cards.

Why are we giving a single ounce of
help to these big banks? They are re-
peat offenders. Not only are they re-
peat offenders—and as we help these
big banks in this bill, we say we want
to help the community banks—these
repeat offender big banks are banks
that compete with our local lenders
and probably will put more and more of
them out of business as these bigger
banks get more and more powerful.

The four biggest banks held 6 percent
of industry assets in 1984. In 1984, 33
years ago, 34 years ago, the four largest
banks in the country held 6 percent of
industry assets. Today, the four largest
banks hold 51 percent of industry as-
sets. So what we are doing is giving
them more—what we are doing is giv-
ing them more. Think about that.
Thirty-plus years ago, the biggest
banks held $1 of every $16 of banking
assets. Now they hold $1 out of every
$2. Think about how many community
banks these big banks have been able
to gobble up. This bill will lead to more

consolidation, more concentration,
fewer customer choices, less investor
choice.

One article from American Banker
talking about this bill said it could
“‘kick-start bank mergers and acquisi-
tions.”” What that means in plain
English is that big banks will get big-
ger. So we are helping the big banks
get bigger, and we are falling over our-
selves this week to help these banks
because they just don’t have enough.
But we are doing nothing for con-
sumers this week. We are doing noth-
ing for workers, nothing for those
tipped employees that the Department
of Labor is cheating out of their tips
and basically legalizing wage theft. We
are doing nothing for middle-class
workers. We are doing nothing for
those supervisors making $30,000,
$40,000 a year, who are having their
overtime taken from them. We are
doing nothing for them.

If we are trying to help our commu-
nity banks and credit unions, why give
favors to their big competitors—to the
big banks?
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This isn’t the weather. We can do
something about the challenges Ohio
faces. We can stop these crises that
tear apart families and entire commu-
nities. We can do that by stopping this
bill, to begin with.

Don’t take my word for it. The Con-
gressional Budget Office says that the
risk of another financial crisis is very
low right now because of the rules we
passed in Dodd-Frank. Just dwell on
that for a moment. They said that the
risk of another financial crisis right
now is very low because of the rules we
passed in Dodd-Frank, but they went
on and said that this bill increases the
risk of another bank failure and an-
other bank bailout.

All of my particularly conservative
friends in this body always talk about
how they hate bailouts. They are al-
ways against bailouts. They are
against bailouts for middle-class fami-
lies. Their voting record doesn’t really
show that they are against bailouts for
the rich, but that is a whole other sub-
ject.

This bill that we are about to vote on
this week, this bill that the banking
industry is salivating over, this bill
that they just can’t wait to pass and
get to the President’s desk—and we
know all the advisers sitting around
the President, all the people in the
Oval Office, all the people in the Cabi-
net room are all whispering in the
President’s ear: Mr. President, you are
going to sign this bill, and this is going
to be great.

The President said in his campaign:
We have to go after Dodd-Frank. All
the big bankers in the country know
this is going to be a great thing.

We are spending all this time doing
this to help the big banks but, again,
nothing for workers, nothing for mid-
dle-class employees, nothing for con-
sumers, nothing for infrastructure—all
the things we ought to be doing.

I am just not willing to ask tax-
payers to take that gamble of increas-
ing the chances of another bank bail-
out. We don’t have to. We could amend
this bill just to help the small commu-
nity banks and credit unions that we
all agree should be helped. We could
amend this bill in a modest way to help
the regional banks that have generally
been good actors in this equation. I am
offering amendments this week that
would do just that.

We don’t have to give the big banks
more just because they come here, just
because they have the best lobbyists,
just because they ask for it. We don’t
have to be at their beck and call. Let’s
do this right this week.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
GARDNER). The Senator from Massa-
chusetts.

Ms. WARREN. Mr. President, I want
to commend Senator BROWN for leading
the fight to oppose rollbacks for Wall
Street banks. He has been tireless in
the fight on behalf of Ohio families and
on behalf of families all across this
country, and I thank him very much
for his work.
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This is a tough fight. This week,
nearly 10 years to the day after we first
discovered that big banks crashed our
economy, Washington is about to take
many of those same giant banks off the
government watch list. I doubt that
this makes any sense to any of the mil-
lions of Americans who experienced
firsthand the economic horrors of the
financial collapse. Oh, but it makes
perfect sense in Washington, where
swarms of lobbyists seem to have the
power to erase politicians’ memories.

The Senate is debating a bill that
would roll back the rules designed to
protect consumers and prevent another
economic meltdown. Yesterday I
talked about how this bill scraps a lot
of important consumer protections for
American families buying homes. In
addition to squeezing consumers, this
bill also loosens our hold on some of
the very same giant banks that
wrecked our economy.

Ten years ago, a bunch of enormous
banks got giant bailouts, while Amer-
ican consumers got a punch in the gut.
The excuse in Washington was, well,
these banks were so interconnected
with one another and with the overall
economy that the failure of one could
bring down the rest of the system too.
Too bad, they said, we have to bail
them out. Individual families, however,
could be crushed underfoot; they
weren’t big enough to be worth saving
by Congress.

Congress passed a huge bailout, but
to keep this from ever happening
again, Congress decided to put the
small number of American banks that
control more than $50 billion in as-
sets—this is about 40 of the largest
banks in the country—on a watch list.
Those banks would be subject to tough-
er Federal oversight and would be sub-
ject to some stronger rules to stop
them from bringing down the economy
again. A small bank in Adams, MA,
would be regulated one way, and a
giant bank, with offices around the
country and around the globe, would
get a much closer look. That makes
real sense.

If this bill passes, Washington will
scrap those rules for 25 of those enor-
mous banks. Under this bill, a bank
that controls up to a quarter of a tril-
lion dollars in assets and has offices
around the country and around the
globe will follow the same rules and
regulations and have the same over-
sight as a tiny little bank in Adams,
MA. That is great if you are a quarter-
of-a-trillion-dollar bank but not so
great for anyone else.

This bill isn’t about restrictions on
asset measures and investments. It is
not about appropriate leverage ratios
and proprietary trading. It is about
keeping hard-working American fami-
lies from getting crushed by another fi-
nancial crisis. It is about a Congress
that isn’t here to do the bidding of
quarter-trillion-dollar banks. It is
about a Congress that is supposed to be
working for the American people.

Right after the financial crisis, be-
fore I ever thought about running for
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the Senate, Congress put me in charge
of an independent panel that was sup-
posed to police the bailout money. We
held hearings around the country to
talk to people who had been punched in
the gut by the financial crisis.

I will never forget one witness I met
at a hearing in Las Vegas. His name
was Mr. Estrada. He was a father of
two little girls, and he wore a jacket
over his T-shirt. He had on a red U.S.
Marine Corps baseball cap. He and his
wife both worked. They stretched their
budget to buy a home that would get
their girls into a good school, and the
house was right across the street from
their school. He was very proud of his
house. When payments on their mort-
gage jumped, Mr. and Mrs. Estrada fell
behind. He tried to negotiate with the
bank, thought that the bank had ar-
ranged a settlement, and then, poof,
the house was sold at auction.

““So at the end,” he said, the bankers
““tell me that I have fourteen days to
get my children out of the house.”

Mr. Estrada explained what happened
next:

My six-year-old came home the other day
with a full sheet of paper with all of her
friends’ names on it. And she told me that
these were the people that were going to
miss her because we were going to have to be
moving. And I told my daughter, I says, ‘I
don’t care if I have to live in a van. You're
still going to be able to go to this school.”
I'm trusting in God that we’re going to be
able to be back into this home again.

Several times while he testified, Mr.
Estrada paused to try to get control of
himself, and his pain and desperation
seemed to push all the air out of the
room.

I am here today to ask who in the
U.S. Senate will fight for Mr. Estrada?
Who will fight for the millions of other
Americans who paid the price because
big banks gambled with the economy
and lost? I am here to fight for every-
one who in 2008 had to tell their chil-
dren: Pack up your toys because we
have to move. I am here to fight for
every American who worked a lifetime,
did everything right, saved for retire-
ment, only to watch their savings go
up in smoke. I am here to fight for
every small business owner who had to
shut their doors after years of long
hours and sweat and hope and tell their
employees not to come back the next
day. I am here to fight for those hard-
working employees who lost their jobs.
I am here to fight for all those Ameri-
cans who kept fighting through the cri-
sis, no matter how hard it was, who
kept pushing, and who, years after cor-
porate profits rebounded and the banks
were riding high on Wall Street again,
finally got their families back on their
feet. They are who I am fighting for.

On the other side, there is an army of
bank lobbyists who are fighting for
some of the biggest banks in this coun-
try. Now, that is not what they are
telling you. They will tell you: Oh, this
isn’t about big banks at all. The lobby-
ists swear up and down that they are
fighting for small banks—banks that
aren’t risky and didn’t cause the finan-
cial crisis—and they will make up all
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sorts of false claims about how the
banks are struggling under these new
rules, never mind that banks of all
sizes are literally making record-
breaking profits. Give me a break.

This bill is about goosing the bottom
line and executive bonuses at the
banks that make up the top one-half of
1 percent of banks in this country by
size—the very tippy, tippy top. Your
local community bank doesn’t have a
quarter of a trillion dollars in assets.
Your local community bank doesn’t
own the naming rights to a stadium or
a ballpark. This bill is designed to help
a handful of giant banks that together
control more money than the nominal
GDP of more than 100 independent na-
tions on planet Earth. These are not
small banks, and the idea that these
wealthy and powerful banks need Con-
gress to step in and protect them from
having to follow some commonsense
rules would be downright laughable if
it weren’t so dangerous.

How big and important are these
banks to the financial system? Just
look at what happened in 2008. During
the financial crisis, some of the very
same big banks that will be deregu-
lated by this bill sucked down nearly
$50 billion in taxpayer bailout money.
That is taxpayer money—money that
could have gone to building roads or
building bridges or building schools or
medical research, but that money in-
stead went to propping up big, failing
banks. Now the Senate wants to turn
loose those big banks again.

It is not just the bailouts. Banks
with less than a quarter of a trillion
dollars in assets helped cause the fi-
nancial crisis in the first place. Re-
member Countrywide? In its 2006 an-
nual report, right in the heart of the
housing boom, Countrywide reported
that it had $199 billion in assets, which
would put it right smack in the middle
of the pack of banks that would be
taken off the watch list.

Countrywide made billions of dollars
by scamming consumers. At its peak,
it was the biggest mortgage lender in
the country. It was also a subprime
specialist—an expert on trapping peo-
ple into tricky loans that they didn’t
understand and couldn’t afford. Coun-
trywide was obsessed with making as
many loans as possible and squeezing
out the competition. They gobbled up
fees and downpayments and then sold
those risky loans before they blew up.
Wall Street gobbled up those loans,
packaged them, and sold them on down
the line just as quickly as Countrywide
could make them.

How could this happen? How could it
happen? One reason is the Feds had
been really easy on Countrywide. In
fact, Countrywide was allowed to pick
its own regulator—the Office of Thrift
Supervision, which cuddled up so close
to these banks that it was supposed to
be policing that after the financial cri-
sis, Congress actually abolished the
regulator.

Eventually, Bank of America bought
the bank at a bargain price, and its
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owners lost money on the Countrywide
deal. Poor Bank of America. Of course,
that was nothing—nothing—compared
to what people with retirement ac-
counts lost when their investments
tanked. It was certainly nothing like
what Mr. Estrada and his little girls
suffered because banks like Country-
wide pushed off mortgages with hidden
fees or exploding payments on their lit-
tle family.

Countrywide’s scam mortgages were
one of the main causes of this financial
crisis. If Countrywide were still around
today, this bill would make it easier
for them to escape government over-
sight, and that is just plain reckless.

We know banks of this size can help
bring down the financial system. We
know banks of this size demand bil-
lions of dollars in taxpayer bailouts
when things go wrong. That should be
the end of the conversation, but it
isn’t, not here in Washington.

Consider this: The banks that are
being deregulated under this bill have
done nothing—nothing—to earn our
trust and deference since the financial
crisis. Instead, these banks have en-
gaged in breaking the law left and
right. Let’s talk about a few of them.

Take SunTrust. SunTrust has $208
billion in assets and so would be de-
regulated under this bill. They would
be cut loose. In 2014, SunTrust agreed
to pay $320 million to settle claims
that it misused bailout money that was
supposed to help distressed home-
owners. The law enforcement agency
that led this investigation said that
the bank literally took homeowners’
applications to modify their mort-
gages, tossed them in a room, and ig-
nored them. There were so many appli-
cations that the floor in that room
buckled under the weight of the docu-
ments. Think about that. They got al-
most $5 billion in taxpayer bailout
money, they promised to help home-
owners, and then they just tossed ap-
plication forms for that help onto a
pile that was so big that it made the
floor buckle. And now this Congress is
offering to help loosen the oversight on
that bank.

How about Santander Bank.
Santander has $132 billion in assets.
They could be cut loose by this bill.
Less than a year ago, Santander was
nabbed by the attorneys general of
Massachusetts and Delaware for fund-
ing auto loans it knew its customers
couldn’t repay, using paperwork they
knew was doctored—pretty brazen
fraud. Now this Congress is offering to
help loosen oversight on Santander as
well.

Then there are the financial institu-
tions that have been caught discrimi-
nating against customers.

Ally Financial has $164 billion in as-
sets. They would be cut loose by this
bill. In 2013, Ally Financial paid $98
million to settle charges that it dis-
criminated against minority borrowers
in providing auto loans. The scam was
actually pretty straightforward:
Charge African Americans and Latinos
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more than White people. The scale was
huge—235,000 non-White borrowers on
average paid 200 to 300 bucks more than
White borrowers with similar credit
profiles. Now this Congress is offering
to help loosen oversight of this bank as
well.

Then there are the banks that cheat-
ed investors. Barclays U.S. has $175 bil-
lion in assets. They could be cut loose
by this bill. In 2015, Barclays was
among the handful of banks that were
charged record fines by the Federal Re-
serve for manipulating foreign ex-
change markets. Barclays traders
colluded with traders from other banks
to share intel and to push the market
up or down in whatever direction prof-
ited them, and now this Congress is of-
fering to help loosen oversight on
Barclays.

Last year, the Fed caught BNP
Paribas USA in the same game. BNP
Paribas has $146 billion in assets, and
they could be cut loose by this bill.
Now Congress is offering to help loosen
oversight on BNP Paribas.

Finally, there are the banks that got
caught violating sanctions. The Bank
of Tokyo Mitsubishi has $155 billion in
assets. They could be cut loose by this
bill. In 2013, the Bank of Tokyo
Mitsubishi settled with the New York
Department of Financial Services for
$250 million over charges that it
cleared tens of thousands of trans-
actions. DSF estimated that the bank
wired more than $100 billion to coun-
tries that were under U.S. sanctions,
including Iran, Sudan, and Burma. The
bank specifically tried to evade sanc-
tions by telling employees to leave des-
tination information out of the wire in-
structions of money going to those
countries so they could fool the regu-
lators. Now this Congress is offering to
help loosen oversight on the Bank of
Tokyo Mitsubishi.

Let’s pause on this one. Washington
thinks this bank needs less oversight.
A year after it got caught funneling
money to dangerous regimes and then
trying to cheat rather than fix the
problem, a State banking regulator
was so alarmed by this that they actu-
ally put an independent monitor inside
the bank to keep an eye on them. Now
Republicans and Democrats have de-
cided this is a bank we can trust.

This is nuts. These are banks that
taxpayers bailed out 10 years ago. They
have cheated customers, cheated com-
munities, cheated markets, and endan-
gered our national security, and still
Republicans and Democrats are joining
together to loosen oversight over these
banks.

So what is this all about? What is it
really all about? You will not hear this
coming from the supporters of this bill,
but it is the truth. It is about letting
these banks snap up smaller banks. It
is about more consolidation in the
banking industry. It is about goosing
banking profits and expanding execu-
tive bonuses.

It sure as heck is not about increased
lending. These banks are sitting on
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mountains of cash that they could lend
at any time. Just look at their profits.
BB&T made more than $2.25 billion.
SunTrust pocketed a cool $2.3 billion.
M&T clocked in at $1.3 billion. I could
go on and on.

In fact, instead of lending more
money, these banks have been plowing
their massive earnings into stock
buybacks. Just last month, M&T Bank
announced it was spending an addi-
tional $745 million to repurchase stock.
A few weeks later, Fifth Third author-
ized buying back $3 billion in stock.
Every single one of those dollars could
have been put to new small business
loans or it could have been put to home
mortgages. Instead, they went to
goosing the banks’ stock price and put-
ting bigger bonuses in executives’
pockets. Does anyone really think that
if the banks have even more money to
burn they will completely change
course and pour that money into lend-
ing? To ask the question is to answer
the question.

These banks aren’t exactly acting
like they are starving for cash, at least
not when they send their executives’
paychecks. In 2016, the head of Regions
made $14 million all in. The CEO of
Huntington, almost $9 million, not in-
cluding almost another quarter of a
million dollars that the company spent
to cover the CEO’s personal use of its
jet. The CEO of Keycorp made $7.1 mil-
lion. The CEO of CIT Group made the
same—up from $3.2 million the pre-
vious year.

That is not all. The good times are
rolling at these banks. Zions Bank held
a swanky party to Kkick off the
Sundance Film Festival this year with
a cute little hot chocolate bar. Amer-
ican Express just opened a shiny new
regional headquarters building which
cost $200 million.

If this law passes and if these bank-
ers, sitting around a shiny new table in
their gorgeous new headquarters, de-
cide to gamble just a little bit more,
just like they did in the lead-up to the
financial crisis, regulators may not
even know it. If lying back in their
plush seats of their corporate jets they
cook up some Kkind of risky, com-
plicated investment that nobody un-
derstands until after it goes bad, regu-
lators probably will not catch it in
time. If their bets fail, these more dan-
gerous banks are more likely to crum-
ble and more likely to bring the rest of
the economy with them.

This is madness. This is greed run
wild. These rules have kept us safe for
almost a decade, even as the same
banks have chomped at every regula-
tion and tried to evade every rule. Now
Washington is about to make it easier
for the banks to run up risk, make it
easier to put our constituents at risk,
and make it easier to put American
families in danger, just so the CEOs of
these banks can get a new corporate jet
and add another new floor to their
shiny corporate headquarters.

Despite everything they have already
done to cheat their customers and en-
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danger the financial system, those big
banks will always have their advocates
here in Washington. What about Mr.
Estrada, and what about the millions
of working Americans like him who
want Washington to think about them
for a change? Mr. Estrada can’t afford
to hire a lobbyist and he can’t cut a
$1,000 campaign check and he can’t
host a fundraiser at a DC steakhouse.
The result, it seems, is that every Re-
publican in this Chamber—and far too
many Democrats—will lie down with
the banks and ignore Mr. Estrada and
his two little girls.

We should be working for people like
Mr. Estrada and not for the big banks.
Mr. Hstrada earned it; the big banks
did not.

I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. LEE).
Without objection, it is so ordered.

CLIMATE CHANGE

Mr. WHITEHOUSE. Mr. President,
the reason ‘I came to speak on the
floor [right now is to talk] about an
issue that many in Washington would
prefer to ignore; that is, [the] climate
changes that are being caused by our
carbon pollution.”

That is how I began these speeches,
with that sentence, on April 18, 2012,
from this desk. I have returned week
after week to try to make sure there
would not be silence in the Senate on
the climate crisis. This is my 199th
weekly foray; next week will make it
an even 200.

Back on that April Wednesday in
2012, debate about climate change had
all but died in Congress. Just a few
years prior, the House of Representa-
tives had passed the Waxman-Markey
cap-and-trade bill, led by our col-
league, now the Senator from Massa-
chusetts. In this body, Republican col-
leagues had openly acknowledged the
existence of climate change and called
for legislative action to cut carbon
emissions. Since John Chafee, climate
change had been a bipartisan concern.

In 2010, came the Supreme Court’s
disastrous Citizens United decision,
which allowed the fossil fuel industry
to unleash limitless dark money on our
elections. The polluters’ money and
threats cast a shadow across any Re-
publican who might work on carbon
pollution, and it ended that bipartisan-
ship.

When I gave that first speech, even
the White House had thrown in the
towel on climate change, after letting
Waxman-Markey die on the vine. You
couldn’t get them to put the words
“climate” and ‘‘change’ in the same
paragraph, at least not until the Presi-
dent engaged on this issue in his speech
in June of 2013. Washington had gone
dark on climate.
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I knew I couldn’t match the financial
muscle of the big polluters, but I be-
lieved if anything was going to change
around here, we would need to shine a
little light on the facts and on the so-
phisticated scheme of denial being per-
petrated by the polluters. I decided to
put at least my little light to work,
and I started these speeches.

The last 6 years, unfortunately, have
offered no shortage of bad climate news
and dubious milestones. This chart
shows the 4 hottest years ever recorded
have occurred since I began giving
these speeches. Global warming is, of
course, driven by the buildup of carbon
dioxide and other greenhouse gases.

When I gave the first “Time to Wake
Up” speech in April 2012, the con-
centration of CO, in the atmosphere
was 396 parts per million. Today, it is
at 408. It has never been so high in the
history of the human species. It is not
just the carbon dioxide in the atmos-
phere that has been rising. So has the
sea, as warming seawater expands and
glaciers melt, making our coasts—par-
ticularly in my Ocean State—ever
more vulnerable to flooding and
storms. The oceans are becoming more
acid, as ocean water reacts chemically
with the heightened carbon concentra-
tion in the atmosphere.

During the 6 years I have been giving
these speeches, the United States has
experienced more and more extreme
weather events, many of which sci-
entists tell us are linked to climate
change: from deadly storms, including
2012’s Hurricane Sandy and 2017’s Har-
vey, Irma, and Maria, to California’s
record drought and wildfires, to tem-
peratures so warm in the Alaskan Arc-
tic that the computer algorithms
thought the thermometer had broken.

In 2017 alone, the string of U.S. ex-
treme weather disasters—six major
hurricanes, wildfires in the West, cata-
strophic mudslides, temperature
records breaking all over the country—
caused well north of $300 billion in
damage and killed more than 300 peo-
ple. The last 6 years provide us with a
menacing preview of things to come.

Scientists, including scientists at all
of our home State universities, say
these changes are driven by carbon pol-
lution. Our national security leaders
warn of the increasing danger of inter-
national strife caused by climate
change, as well as the threat to U.S.
military facilities and force readiness.

Faith leaders urge us to protect cre-
ation and those less fortunate than we
are, led by Pope Francis, who, on this,
has been magnificent. The insurance
and credit rating industries, whose
business models depend on accurate
and responsible assessment of risk,
warn us, as do major American cor-
porations and leading investors—folks
who can’t let climate politics interfere
with their bottom lines. I have spoken
about them all.

I also visited States across the coun-
try to see for myself and to talk to peo-
ple firsthand—folks who know climate
change is real because they see it
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where they live, because they study it.
In North Carolina, business leaders
were organizing to protect the local
coastal economy from climate change
and associated sea level rise. In South
Carolina, tide gauges in Charleston
were up over 10 inches since the 1920s.
In Georgia, I went out on the water
with a clammer who showed me how
changes in climate are hurting his live-
lihood. In Florida, the Army Corps of
Engineers officials in Jacksonville
gave a dire presentation of what the
sea level rise portends for the Sunshine
State. In Ohio, I saw the ice cores from
faraway glaciers that record our loom-
ing climate catastrophe.

In Utah, the ski resorts fear climate
change will ruin their ‘‘greatest snow
on Earth.” I know the Presiding Officer
takes pride in Utah’s greatest snow on
Earth. In Pennsylvania, child health
specialists from the Children’s Hospital
of Philadelphia see climate change
worsening children’s asthma. In Iowa,
Des Moines Water Works was busy pre-
paring the city for more frequent and
severe climate-driven flooding. In Ari-
zona, they are changing the staffing for
emergency responders facing summer
temperatures the human body cannot
sustain. New Hampshire is forecasting
that its State bird may no longer be
seen as its range moves ever northward
out of New Hampshire on our warming
planet.

I traveled on to Texas, Iowa, Ne-
braska, Delaware, and more. I brought
stories to this floor from every corner
of the country, hoping colleagues
would heed the warnings from their
own home States, to match what I was
hearing from Rhode Island, from Rhode
Island’s coastal towns and scientists
and fishermen: ‘‘Sheldon, it’s getting
weird out there,” I was told. “‘It’s not
my grandfather’s ocean.”

Many Democratic colleagues joined
me to discuss the changes they see in
their home States, including 30 col-
leagues who held the floor all night
long in 2014.

In July of 2016, 18 Senators and I took
to the Senate floor for days to expose
the fossil fuel-funded front groups that
were behind the campaign to deny cli-
mate science and stymie legislative ac-
tion. There is a whole carefully built
apparatus: phony-baloney front groups
that are designed to look and sound
like they are real; messages honed by
public relations experts to sound like
they are truthful; scientists on the fos-
sil fuel payroll whom polluters can trot
out as needed.

This industry-fueled misinformation
campaign has been a theme of these
speeches. I relayed the findings of re-
searchers who study the flow of money
through the climate denial network
and the journalists who uncovered
Exxon’s coverup of what they knew of
the climate dangers. I compared the
fossil fuel polluter playbook to the
fraudulent tactics of the tobacco indus-
try to bury the truth about the health
effects of cigarettes.

I listened to conservative economists
and offered market-based solutions.
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Back in March 2013, I described the
market failure of carbon pollution’s
not being baked into the price of the
product. Market economics doesn’t
work when corporations can just off-
load their costs onto the general pub-
lic. It is called a negative externality
in economics jargon, and we see it all
around us in storm-damaged homes and
flooded cities, in drought-stricken
farms and raging wildfires. The big oil
companies and the coal barons have
offloaded those costs onto society.

Virtually every Republican who has
thought the climate change problem
through to a solution comes to the
same place: put a price on carbon emis-
sions; let the market work; and return
the revenues to the American public.
This concept is supported by a who’s
who of former Republican Cabinet offi-
cials and Presidential economic advis-
ers. I listened, and, in November 2014, I
introduced with Senator SCHATZ the
American Opportunity Carbon Fee Act
to establish an economywide fee on
carbon dioxide, return all of the rev-
enue to the American public, correct
the market failure, promote energy in-
novation, and, of course, dramatically
reduce carbon pollution.

I have seen over the years of these
speeches that the landscape is shifting.
The Senate has actually held votes
that show that a majority here believes
climate change is real, not a hoax, and
is driven by human activity. It took
years, but I guess that counts for
progress around here.

Outside of Congress, the Paris Agree-
ment in 2015 committed the nations of
the world to Kkeep global warming
below 2 degrees Celsius by reducing
carbon emissions. America’s part was
the Clean Power Plan—to reduce car-
bon emissions from the power sector by
one-third by 2030 from 2005 levels.

Automakers adopted new fuel econ-
omy standards for cars and light
trucks in 2012. Vehicles would get near-
ly 55 miles per gallon by 2025, saving
consumers billions of dollars while
eliminating billions of tons of carbon
emissions.

The EPA issued new rules in 2016 to
limit the flaring of methane—a much
more potent greenhouse gas than car-
bon dioxide—at oil and gas wells, and
the Obama administration helped nego-
tiate the Kigali Amendment to phase
out the wuse of hydrofluorocarbons,
which have powerful greenhouse gas
heat-trapping properties in the atmos-
phere. Secretary Kerry convened wildly
successful international oceans con-
ferences, which are still ongoing and
are scheduled for years ahead, to ad-
dress the warming and the acidifica-
tion of the seas.

In sum, up through 2016, even if Con-
gress had been trapped in fossil fuel
muck, the United States had still been
making slow but steady progress on
climate policy. Then Trump was elect-
ed President, and he decided to see if
he could reverse all of this.

He announced that he would with-
draw the United States from the Paris
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Agreement. He put the three stooges of
fossil fuel—Scott Pruitt, Ryan Zinke,
and Rick Perry—in charge of climate
policy. Trump completely forgot his
and his family’s own words from a full-
page New York Times advertisement in
2009, calling climate change ‘‘irref-
utable” and portending ‘‘catastrophic
and irreversible consequences.”” That
was Donald Trump and his family in
2009.

As bad as the news became coming
out of Washington, we saw action
around the country to give us some
reason for optimism. The Ileadership
void left by the Trump administration
was filled by State and local govern-
ments, businesses, academic institu-
tions, and faith organizations which
pledged to honor the Paris Agreement.
California and Washington State joined
with Canada, Chile, Colombia, Costa
Rica, and Mexico to announce a plan to
put a price on carbon that would reach
virtually up and down the entire west
coast of the Americas.

Over management opposition,
BlackRock, the great investment firm,
helped force ExxonMobil to report its
climate risk to its shareholders.
Moody’s announced it will start using
climate risk in rating the bonds of
coastal communities. Companies like
Microsoft and Unilever adopted an in-
ternal carbon price to help them reduce
the carbon intensity of their oper-
ations.

At heart, this is a battle of truth
versus lies, and courts are a good
forum for the truth. California munici-
palities as well as New York City have
sued fossil fuel companies, under State
law, over the huge adaptation costs
they will have to bear from sea level
rise and extreme weather. The State
attorneys general in Massachusetts
and New York are pursuing a fraud in-
vestigation into what ExxonMobil has
been covering up about its fossil fuels.

So there you have it. Over the last 6
years, we are ever more aware of the
accelerating pace of climate change
and ever more aware of the terrible
threat that rising seas, increased tem-
peratures, and more frequent extreme
weather events pose. It has become
harder and harder for the fossil fuel in-
dustry and the web of front groups and
Trump administration officials who do
its bidding to claim there is nothing to
see here, folks, that it is all a hoax,
and to move along.

Yet, despite all of the information
and all of the evidence, this great insti-
tution—the U.S. Senate—continues to
sit silent, paralyzed by the threats of
retribution that come from the fossil
fuel lobby. When this started, I had
hoped we would never get to 100—let
alone 199—of these speeches. We ought
to have solved this years ago. It is a
disgrace that we haven’t, and it is a
disgrace as to why we haven’t. If we re-
main as ineffective as we have been
during the last 6 years, we will have
failed ourselves and all future genera-
tions.

America deserves better than this. A
city on a hill, with the eyes of the
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world upon it, can ill afford to ignore
such a problem—worse still when the
reason is one all-powerful industry
that demands obedience. America de-
serves better. The countries and people
around the world who rely on and look
to American leadership deserve better.
At long last, it is time for us to wake
up here and meet our responsibilities.
NUCLEAR INNOVATION BILL

Mr. President, the distinguished
chairman of the Energy and Natural
Resources Committee has come to the
floor. While she is here, may I thank
her for her work in clearing the nu-
clear innovation bill that Senator
CRAPO and I passed into law this after-
noon by unanimous consent. The chair-
man’s work, along with the ranking
member’s, in clearing that bill was es-
sential to getting it passed, and she
was a cosponsor and a critical force in
getting it done. I am grateful to her.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Alaska.

Ms. MURKOWSKI. Mr. President, I
thank my colleague and congratulate
him. I recognize him and Senator
CRAPO, as well, for their efforts.

I think, as we look to those energy
solutions that can take our country
and our planet to a place that is better,
that demonstrate a truly greater envi-
ronmental stewardship through the
uses of clean energy, one should almost
immediately look to the benefits that
nuclear is able to provide for us.

In my coming from a fossil-producing
State like Alaska, people often ask, if
I were not someone in Congress, would
I be a supporter of nuclear. I truly be-
lieve that when it comes to our energy
portfolio and those that will allow us
to have a balanced approach to our en-
ergy and our energy solutions and
when we are talking about the afford-
ability, the accessibility, the diversity
of supply, and the security of supply,
you must also include and emphasize
the clean energy supply.

What the Senator from Rhode Island
continues to repeat is worth repeating.
Focusing on how we move ourselves to
a cleaner energy environment is some-
thing we have had opportunities to
visit and is something to which I am
committed. So I look forward to find-
ing those areas of balance.

REMEMBERING JIM BALAMACT

Mr. President, I am here this after-
noon for a brief few moments to pay
tribute to an Alaskan whom we lost
just within the past 2 weeks.

My State is a State that is well
known for the strength of its nonprofit
sector, and we lost one of our leaders of
that sector—a very special person who
was beloved by many. He was a gen-
tleman, a friend, by the name of Jim
Balamaci. Jim was the president and
chief executive officer of Alaska’s Spe-
cial Olympics. He unexpectedly passed
away at the age of 63.

This Sunday, I will be going home
and will join with thousands who will
fill the Alaska Airlines Arena on the
University of Alaska Anchorage cam-
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pus to pay tribute to Jim and to cele-
brate his contributions to the Special
Olympics. Jim was really a giant in the
Special Olympics, both at the local
level and at the national level.

I think it is most fitting that the
celebration of Jim’s life will occur dur-
ing the weekend of the Special Olym-
pics Alaska Winter Games. This will
provide an opportunity for the many
Special Olympians, the coaches, the
volunteers—I am actually going to be
there to help pass out awards—and for
so many of us whose lives have been
touched by Jim’s inspiration to gather
together to show our love and our ad-
miration for, again, a truly great man.

Being born in Alaska affords one a
certain quantum of bragging rights
when it comes to leadership, but truth
be told, when the history of Alaska
post-statehood is written, it is people
like Jim who came from somewhere
else and chose to make Alaska their
home—their lives will be remembered
for making Alaska the extraordinary
and very special place that it is. Jim
really fit that bill.

Our NBC affiliate in Anchorage,
KTUU, said: “If there was ever an Alas-
kan who wore his heart on his sleeve, it
was Balamaci.”

In a 2017 interview with KTUU, Jim
explained what makes Alaska so spe-
cial in words that show how significant
a figure he will be remembered as. He
said: “We build our communities, we
build our state, and we build our
friendships.”” That in a nutshell really
explains the DNA of post-statehood
Alaska. Jim absolutely got it, and I
think that is one of the reasons he has
earned a place in history, as well as in
our hearts.

Jim was born in Bridgeport, CT. He
was active in sports. He was active in
church. He entered a pretheology pro-
gram at St. Vladimir’s Orthodox Theo-
logical Seminary in Yonkers, NY. He
was concurrently a student at Iona
College in nearby New Rochelle. He
graduated from Iona in 1976.

A year after graduation, Jim left the
suburbs of New York City to pursue his
Alaskan adventure, his Alaskan dream.
He moved north. He settled in Kodiak—
pretty remote, not on anybody’s road
system. He worked in commercial fish-
eries there. He was a carpenter and
teacher, and he kind of did it all. That
is when he began his career, his life-
time of volunteer service.

He began volunteering in the Special
Olympics in 1979, and shortly there-
after, he moved into coaching. He was
selected as president and CEO of Spe-
cial Olympics in Alaska in 1996. Back
in 1996, there were about 400 athletes
around the State. Jim grew that uni-
verse of athletes of Special Olympians.
Alaska’s Special Olympics community
today includes some 2,000 athletes, and
I can tell you, they are all friends of
Jim’s.

In a career as rich as Jim’s, it might
be difficult to identify just one or two
experiences that were truly excep-
tional, but I would bet that Jim would
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probably say that he was most proud of
the 2001 Special Olympics World Winter
Games that were hosted in Alaska. We
had over 3,000 athletes from 80 coun-
tries who participated in the event. Eu-
nice Kennedy Shriver, who, of course,
is the founder of the Special Olympics,
reportedly told Jim that it was the
best World Winter Games in Special
Olympics’ history. That was substan-
tial praise from the founder of the Spe-
cial Olympics.

Up until the last visit I had with Jim
here in Washington, DC, Tim Shriver,
who is also an extraordinary individual
working within the Special Olympics,
has been there with Jim when they
come to Washington to visit with me.

Another capstone experience oc-
curred in 2014 with the completion of
the Special Olympics Alaska Athlete
Training Center and Campus. I will tell
you, this is a phenomenal facility. It is
really a one-of-a-kind facility. It is
28,000 square feet. It has a facility cen-
ter, an indoor track, and a multipur-
pose sports court. It has a Kkitchen
where the athletes learn about nutri-
tion. It was built at a cost of about $7
million. It remains one of the world’s
only dedicated training centers for de-
velopmentally disabled athletes. I have
had occasion several times a year to be
able to go out to their games. They
have field hockey inside. The games
they are able to participate in year-
round in a place like Alaska—to have
this training facility is absolutely ex-
ceptional and unparalleled.

When we think of the Special Olym-
pians, we typically tend to think of
younger athletes, but as young Special
Olympians age, they still remain Spe-
cial Olympians. Jim saw this. We had
so many conversations where he was
talked about just the demographic, the
aging population that we are seeing
among our Special Olympians and
those who are developmentally dis-
abled. He said that we cannot not be
thinking about their future as well.

Jim was truly a pioneer. He worked
in developing the Aging Unified Ath-
lete Program with Special Olympics
leaders across the country to ensure
that developmentally disabled athletes
live long and healthy lives, focusing on
lifetime learning but really making
sure that at all ages, there is engage-
ment.

Jim had an extraordinary heart, a
big heart, a warm personality. He was
just so loved. I cannot convey it
enough. He was loved by not only those
within the community of the Special
Olympics but within the broader Alas-
kan community at large. I certainly
saw that this fall when the torch run
was being put on, which is a partner-
ship with our law enforcement, along
with our Special Olympians—again, a
coming together of a community to
provide support for one another.

Jim could motivate and charm with
the best of them. You need look no fur-
ther for evidence of that than to be out
at a place called Goose Lake in An-
chorage, AK, the third week of Decem-
ber. Jim Balamaci is a guy who could
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get thousands of Alaskans—literally
thousands of Alaskans—to jump into a
hole in a frozen lake in December to
raise money for the Special Olympics.

If you have never dressed up in cos-
tume to jump into a hole—this is not
something where you can wade out to
get your feet wet and say: I have done
the polar plunge. This is a polar plunge
where you go into that hole and you
are swimming in a frozen lake, and it is
December. I was out there in Decem-
ber. Jim Balamaci reminded us that we
were all there ‘‘freezin’ for a reason,”
and that reason was to help the Special
Olympics and Special Olympians. He
was an extraordinarily special person
to so many of us.

On behalf of my Senate colleagues, I
send my condolences to Jim’s mother
Frusina. She visited him often during
his 40-year Alaskan adventure. We send
our condolences to his sister and broth-
er and to all those who were touched
by Jim’s kindness and generosity.

Alaska and our Special Olympians
across the country are better because
of Jim Balamadci.

With that, Mr. President, I thank
you, and I yield the floor.

I suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant bill clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. McCONNELL. Mr. President, I
ask unanimous consent that the order
for the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HOEVEN). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

All postcloture time has expired.

The question is on agreeing to the
motion to proceed.

The motion was agreed to.

———

ECONOMIC GROWTH, REGULATORY
RELIEF, AND CONSUMER PRO-
TECTION ACT

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report the bill by title.

The senior assistant legislative clerk
read as follows:

A Dbill (S. 2155) to promote economic
growth, provide tailored regulatory relief,
and enhance consumer protections, and for
other purposes.

Thereupon, the Senate proceeded to
consider the bill, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Bank-
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs, with
amendments, as follows:

(The parts of the bill intended to be
stricken are shown in boldface brack-
ets and the parts of the bill intended to
be inserted are shown in italics.)

S. 2155

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS.

(a) SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as
the “Economic Growth, Regulatory Relief,
and Consumer Protection Act”.

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

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents.
Sec. 2. Definitions.
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TITLE I—-IMPROVING CONSUMER ACCESS
TO MORTGAGE CREDIT
Sec. 101. Minimum standards for residential
mortgage loans.

Sec. 102. Safeguarding access to habitat for
humanity homes.

Sec. 103. Exemption from appraisals of real
property located in rural areas.

Sec. 104. Home Mortgage Disclosure Act ad-
justment and study.

Sec. 105. Credit union residential loans.

Sec. 106. Eliminating barriers to jobs for
loan originators.

Sec. 107. Protecting access to manufactured
homes.

Sec. 108. Property Assessed Clean Energy fi-
nancing.

Sec. 109. Escrow requirements relating to

certain consumer credit trans-
actions.
Sec. 110. No wait for lower mortgage rates.

TITLE II—REGULATORY RELIEF AND
PROTECTING CONSUMER ACCESS TO
CREDIT

Sec. 201. Capital simplification for quali-

fying community banks.

Sec. 202. Limited exception for reciprocal
deposits.

Community bank relief.

Removing naming restrictions.

Short form call reports.

Option for Federal savings associa-
tions to operate as covered sav-
ings associations.

Small bank holding company pol-
icy statement.

Sec. 208. Application of the Expedited Funds

Availability Act.

[Sec. 209. Mutual holding company dividend

waivers.]

Sec. 2[10]109. Small public housing agencies.

Sec. 21[1]10. Examination cycle.

208.
204.
205.
206.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec. 207.

Sec. 21[2]1. National securities exchange
regulatory parity.
Sec. 212. International insurance capital stand-

ards accountability.
213. Budget transparency for the NCUA.
214. Making online banking initiation legal
and easy.

TITLE III—PROTECTIONS
ERANS, CONSUMERS,
OWNERS

Sec. 301. Protecting consumers’ credit.

Sec. 302. Protecting veterans’ credit.

Sec. 303. Immunity from suit for disclosure
of financial exploitation of sen-
ior citizens.

Sec. 304. Restoration of the Protecting Ten-
ants at Foreclosure Act of 2009.

Sec. 305. Remediating lead and asbestos haz-

ards.

Family self-sufficiency program.

Rehabilitation of qualified education

loans.

TITLE IV—TAILORING REGULATIONS
FOR CERTAIN BANK HOLDING COMPA-
NIES

Sec. 401. Enhanced supervision and pruden-
tial standards for certain bank
holding companies.

Sec. 402. Supplementary leverage ratio for
custodial banks.

Sec. 403. Treatment of certain municipal ob-
ligations.

TITLE V—STUDIES

Sec. 501. Treasury report on risks of cyber
threats.

Sec. 502. SEC study on algorithmic trading.

Sec. 503. GAO report on consumer reporting
agencies.

SEC. 2. DEFINITIONS.

In this Act:
(1) APPROPRIATE FEDERAL BANKING AGENCY;

COMPANY; DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION; DEPOSI-

TORY INSTITUTION HOLDING COMPANY.—The

Sec.
Sec.

FOR VET-
AND HOME-

Sec. 306.
Sec. 307.
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terms ‘‘appropriate Federal banking agen-
cy”’, ‘‘company’’, ‘‘depository institution’,
and ‘‘depository institution holding com-
pany’’ have the meanings given those terms
in section 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance
Act (12 U.S.C. 1813).

(2) BANK HOLDING COMPANY.—The term
“bank holding company’ has the meaning
given the term in section 2 of the Bank Hold-
ing Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841).
TITLE I-IMPROVING CONSUMER ACCESS

TO MORTGAGE CREDIT
SEC. 101. MINIMUM STANDARDS FOR RESIDEN-
TIAL MORTGAGE LOANS.

Section 129C(b)(2) of the Truth in Lending
Act (156 U.S.C. 1639¢c(b)(2)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

“(F) SAFE HARBOR.—

‘(i) DEFINITIONS.—In this subparagraph—

““(I) the term ‘covered institution’ means
an insured depository institution or an in-
sured credit union that, together with its af-
filiates, has less than $10,000,000,000 in total
consolidated assets;

‘“(IT) the term ‘insured credit union’ has
the meaning given the term in section 101 of
the Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1752);

‘(IIT) the term ‘insured depository institu-
tion’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act
(12 U.S.C. 1813);

““(IV) the term ‘interest-only’ means that,
under the terms of the legal obligation, one
or more of the periodic payments may be ap-
plied solely to accrued interest and not to
loan principal; and

(V) the term ‘negative amortization’
means payment of periodic payments that
will result in an increase in the principal
balance under the terms of the legal obliga-
tion.

‘‘(ii) SAFE HARBOR.—In this section—

“(I) the term ‘qualified mortgage’ includes
any residential mortgage loan—

‘‘(aa) that is originated and retained in
portfolio by a covered institution;

‘“(bb) that is in compliance with the limi-
tations with respect to prepayment penalties
described in subsections (¢)(1) and (¢)(3);

‘‘(cec) that is in compliance with the re-
quirements of clause (vii) of subparagraph
(A);

‘‘(dd) that does not have negative amorti-
zation or interest-only features; and

‘‘(ee) for which the covered institution con-
siders and documents the debt, income, and
financial resources of the consumer in ac-
cordance with clause (iv); and

‘“(IT) a residential mortgage loan described
in subclause (I) shall be deemed to meet the
requirements of subsection (a).

¢‘(iii) EXCEPTION FOR CERTAIN TRANSFERS.—
A residential mortgage loan described in
clause (ii)(I) shall not qualify for the safe
harbor under clause (ii) if the legal title to
the residential mortgage loan is sold, as-
signed, or otherwise transferred to another
person unless the residential mortgage loan
is sold, assigned, or otherwise transferred—

‘“(I) to another person by reason of the
bankruptcy or failure of a covered institu-
tion;

““(IT) to a covered institution so long as the
loan is retained in portfolio by the covered
institution to which the loan is sold, as-
signed, or otherwise transferred; [or]

“(IIT) pursuant to a merger of a covered in-
stitution with another person or the acquisi-
tion of a covered institution by another per-
son or of another person by a covered insti-
tution, so long as the loan is retained in
portfolio by the person to whom the loan is
sold, assigned, or otherwise transferredl.]; or

“(1IV) to a wholly owned subsidiary of a cov-
ered institution, provided that, after the sale,
assignment, or transfer, the residential mortgage
loan is considered to be an asset of the covered
institution for regulatory accounting purposes.
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‘“(iv) CONSIDERATION AND DOCUMENTATION
REQUIREMENTS.—The consideration and docu-
mentation requirements described in clause
(i1)(D)(ee) shall—

“(I) not be construed to require compliance
with, or documentation in accordance with,
appendix Q to part 1026 of title 12, Code of
Federal Regulations, or any successor regu-
lation; and

“(II) be construed to permit multiple
methods of documentation.”.

SEC. 102. SAFEGUARDING ACCESS TO HABITAT
FOR HUMANITY HOMES.

Section 129E(i)(2) of the Truth in Lending
Act (15 U.S.C. 1639¢e(i)(2)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subparagraphs (A) and
(B) as clauses (i) and (ii), respectively, and
adjusting the margins accordingly;

(2) in the matter preceding clause (i), as so
redesignated, by striking ‘“‘For purposes of”’
and inserting the following:

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—For purposes of”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

“(B) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION RELATED TO AP-
PRAISAL DONATIONS.—If a fee appraiser volun-
tarily donates appraisal services to an orga-
nization eligible to receive tax-deductible
charitable contributions, such voluntary do-
nation shall be considered customary and
reasonable for the purposes of paragraph
Q).”.
SEC. 103. EXEMPTION FROM APPRAISALS OF

REAL PROPERTY LOCATED IN
RURAL AREAS.

Title XI of the Financial Institutions Re-
form, Recovery, and Enforcement Act of 1989
(12 U.S.C. 3331 et seq.) is amended by adding
at the end the following:

“SEC. 1127. EXEMPTION FROM APPRAISALS OF
REAL ESTATE LOCATED IN RURAL
AREAS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘mortgage originator’ has the meaning given
the term in section 103 of the Truth in Lend-
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1602).

“(b) APPRAISAL NOT REQUIRED.—Except as
provided in subsection (d), notwithstanding
any other provision of law, an appraisal in
connection with a federally related trans-
action involving real property or an interest
in real property is not required if—

‘(1) the real property or interest in real
property is located in a rural area, as de-
scribed in section 1026.35(b)(2)(iv)(A) of title
12, Code of Federal Regulations;

‘“(2) not later than 3 days after the date on
which the Closing Disclosure Form, made in
accordance with the final rule of the Bureau
of Consumer Financial Protection entitled
‘Integrated Mortgage Disclosures Under the
Real Estate Settlement Procedures Act
(Regulation X) and the Truth in Lending Act
(Regulation Z)’ (78 Fed. Reg. 79730 (December
31, 2013)), relating to the federally related
transaction is given to the consumer, the
mortgage originator or its agent, directly or
indirectly—

‘“‘(A) has contacted not fewer than 3 State
certified appraisers or State licensed ap-
praisers, as applicable; and

‘“(B) has documented that no State cer-
tified appraiser or State licensed appraiser,
as applicable, was available within a reason-
able amount of time, as determined by the
Federal financial institutions regulatory
agency with oversight of the mortgage origi-
nator, to perform the appraisal in connection
with the federally related transaction;

“(3) the [balance of the loan] transaction
value is less than $400,000; and

‘‘(4) the mortgage originator is subject to
oversight by a Federal financial institutions
regulatory agency.

‘“(c) SALE, ASSIGNMENT, OR TRANSFER.—A
mortgage originator that makes a loan with-
out an appraisal under the terms of sub-
section (b) shall not sell, assign, or otherwise
transfer legal title to the loan unless—
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‘(1) the loan is sold, assigned, or otherwise
transferred to another person by reason of
the bankruptcy or failure of the mortgage
originator;

‘“(2) the loan is sold, assigned, or otherwise
transferred to another person regulated by a
Federal financial institutions regulatory
agency, so long as the loan is retained in
portfolio by the person; or

‘“(3) the sale, assignment, or transfer is
pursuant to a merger of the mortgage origi-
nator with another person or the acquisition
of the mortgage originator by another per-
son or of another person by the mortgage
originator[.]; or

‘“(4) the sale, loan, or transfer is to a wholly
owned subsidiary of the mortgage originator,
provided that, after the sale, assignment, or
transfer, the loan is considered to be an asset of
the mortgage originator for regulatory account-
ing purposes.

‘‘(d) EXCEPTION.—Subsection (b) shall not
apply if—

‘(1) a Federal financial institutions regu-
latory agency requires an appraisal under
section 225.63(c), 323.3(c), 34.43(c), or 722.3(e)
of title 12, Code of Federal Regulations; or

‘“(2) the loan is a high-cost mortgage, as
defined in section 103 of the Truth in Lend-
ing Act (15 U.S.C. 1602).

‘“‘(e) ANTI-EvASION.—Each Federal financial
institutions regulatory agency shall ensure
that any mortgage originator that the Fed-
eral financial institutions regulatory agency
oversees that makes a significant amount of
loans under subsection (b) is complying with
the requirements of subsection (b)(2) with re-
spect to each loan.”.

SEC. 104. HOME MORTGAGE DISCLOSURE ACT AD-
JUSTMENT AND STUDY.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 304 of the Home
Mortgage Disclosure Act of 19756 (12 U.S.C.
2803) is amended—

(1) by redesignating subsection (i) as para-
graph (3) and adjusting the margins accord-
ingly;

(2) by inserting before paragraph (3), as so
redesignated, the following:

‘(i) EXEMPTIONS.—

(1) CLOSED-END MORTGAGE LOANS.—With
respect to an insured depository institution
or insured credit union, the requirements of
paragraphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b) shall
not apply with respect to closed-end mort-
gage loans if the insured depository institu-
tion or insured credit union originated fewer
than 500 closed-end mortgage loans in each
of the 2 preceding calendar years.

‘(2) OPEN-END LINES OF CREDIT.—With re-
spect to an insured depository institution or
insured credit union, the requirements of
paragraphs (5) and (6) of subsection (b) shall
not apply with respect to open-end lines of
credit if the insured depository institution
or insured credit union originated fewer than
500 open-end lines of credit in each of the 2
preceding calendar years.”’; and

(3) by adding at the end the following:

‘‘(0) DEFINITIONS.—In this section—

‘(1) the term ‘insured credit union’ has the
meaning given the term in section 101 of the
Federal Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1752);
and

‘“(2) the term ‘insured depository institu-
tion’ has the meaning given the term in sec-
tion 3 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act
(12 U.S.C. 1813).”.

(b) LOOKBACK STUDY.—

(1) STuDY.—Not earlier than 2 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall
conduct a study to evaluate the impact of
the amendments made by subsection (a) on
the amount of data available under the
Home Mortgage Disclosure Act of 1975 (12
U.S.C. 2801 et seq.) at the national and local
level.

(2) REPORT.—Not later than 3 years after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Comp-
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troller General of the United States shall
submit to the Committee on Banking, Hous-
ing, and Urban Affairs of the Senate and the
Committee on Financial Services of the
House of Representatives a report that in-
cludes the findings and conclusions of the
Comptroller General with respect to the
study required under paragraph (1).

(c) TECHNICAL CORRECTION.—Section
304(1)(3) of the Home Mortgage Disclosure
Act of 1975, as so redesignated by subsection
(a)(1), is amended by striking ‘‘section
303(2)(A)”" and inserting ‘‘section 303(3)(A)”.
SEC. 105. CREDIT UNION RESIDENTIAL LOANS.

(a) REMOVAL FROM MEMBER BUSINESS LOAN
LIMITATION.—Section 107A(c)(1)(B)(i) of the
Federal Credit Union Act (@12 U.S.C.
1757a(c)(1)(B)(i)) is amended by striking
‘“‘that is the primary residence of a member’’.

(b) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this section or the amendment made by this
section shall preclude the National Credit
Union Administration from treating an ex-
tension of credit that is fully secured by a
lien on a 1- to 4-family dwelling that is not
the primary residence of a member as a
member business loan for purposes other
than the member business loan limitation
requirements under section 107A of the Fed-
eral Credit Union Act (12 U.S.C. 1757a).

SEC. 106. ELIMINATING BARRIERS TO JOBS FOR
LOAN ORIGINATORS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The S.A.F.E. Mortgage
Licensing Act of 2008 (12 U.S.C. 5101 et seq.)
is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing:

“SEC. 1518. EMPLOYMENT TRANSITION OF LOAN
ORIGINATORS.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) APPLICATION STATE.—The term ‘appli-
cation State’ means a State in which a reg-
istered loan originator or a State-licensed
loan originator seeks to be licensed.

¢“(2) STATE-LICENSED MORTGAGE COMPANY.—
The term ‘State-licensed mortgage company’
means an entity that is licensed or reg-
istered under the law of any State to engage
in residential mortgage loan origination and
processing activities.

‘“(b) TEMPORARY AUTHORITY TO ORIGINATE
LOANS FOR LOAN ORIGINATORS MOVING FROM
A DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION TO A NON-DEPOSI-
TORY INSTITUTION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon becoming em-
ployed by a State-licensed mortgage com-
pany, an individual who is a registered loan
originator shall be deemed to have tem-
porary authority to act as a loan originator
in an application State for the period de-
scribed in paragraph (2) if the individual—

‘“(A) has not had—

‘(i) an application for a loan originator li-
cense denied; or

‘(ii) a loan originator license revoked or
suspended in any governmental jurisdiction;

‘“(B) has not been subject to, or served
with, a cease and desist order—

‘(1) in any governmental jurisdiction; or

‘“(ii) under section 1514(c);

‘(C) has not been convicted of a felony
that would preclude licensure under the law
of the application State;

‘(D) has submitted an application to be a
State-licensed loan originator in the applica-
tion State; and

‘“(E) was registered in the Nationwide
Mortgage Licensing System and Registry as
a loan originator during the 1-year period
preceding the date on which the information
required under section 1505(a) is submitted.

‘“(2) PERIOD.—The period described in this
paragraph shall begin on the date on which
an individual described in paragraph (1) sub-
mits the information required under section
1505(a) and shall end on the earliest of the
date—



S1434

““(A) on which the individual withdraws the
application to be a State-licensed loan origi-
nator in the application State;

‘(B) on which the application State denies,
or issues a notice of intent to deny, the ap-
plication;

‘(C) on which the application State grants
a State license; or

‘(D) that is 120 days after the date on
which the individual submits the applica-
tion, if the application is listed on the Na-
tionwide Mortgage Licensing System and
Registry as incomplete.

‘(c) TEMPORARY AUTHORITY TO ORIGINATE
LOANS FOR STATE-LICENSED LOAN ORIGINA-
TORS MOVING INTERSTATE.—

‘(1 IN GENERAL.—A State-licensed loan
originator shall be deemed to have tem-
porary authority to act as a loan originator
in an application State for the period de-
scribed in paragraph (2) if the State-licensed
loan originator—

““(A) meets the requirements of subpara-
graphs (A), (B), (C), and (D) of subsection
()(D);

“(B) is employed by a State-licensed mort-
gage company in the application State; and

‘(C) was licensed in a State that is not the
application State during the 30-day period
preceding the date on which the information
required under section 1505(a) was submitted
in connection with the application submitted
to the application State.

‘“(2) PERIOD.—The period described in this
paragraph shall begin on the date on which
the State-licensed loan originator submits
the information required under section
1505(a) in connection with the application
submitted to the application State and end
on the earliest of the date—

““(A) on which the State-licensed loan
originator withdraws the application to be a
State-licensed loan originator in the applica-
tion State;

‘“(B) on which the application State denies,
or issues a notice of intent to deny, the ap-
plication;

‘(C) on which the application State grants
a State license; or

‘(D) that is 120 days after the date on
which the State-licensed loan originator sub-
mits the application, if the application is
listed on the Nationwide Mortgage Licensing
System and Registry as incomplete.

“(d) APPLICABILITY.—

(1) EMPLOYER OF LOAN ORIGINATORS.—ANy
person employing an individual who is
deemed to have temporary authority to act
as a loan originator in an application State
under this section shall be subject to the re-
quirements of this title and to applicable
State law to the same extent as if that indi-
vidual was a State-licensed loan originator
licensed by the application State.

‘(2) ENGAGING IN MORTGAGE LOAN ACTIVI-
TIES.—Any individual who is deemed to have
temporary authority to act as a loan origi-
nator in an application State under this sec-
tion and who engages in residential mort-
gage loan origination activities shall be sub-
ject to the requirements of this title and to
applicable State law to the same extent as if
that individual was a State-licensed loan
originator licensed by the application
State.”.

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS AMENDMENT.—Sec-
tion 1(b) of the Housing and Economic Re-
covery Act of 2008 (42 U.S.C. 4501 note) is
amended by inserting after the item relating
to section 1517 the following:

“Sec. 1518. Employment transition of loan
originators.”.

(c) EFFECTIVE DATE.—This section and the
amendments made by this section shall take
effect on the date that is 18 months after the
date of enactment of this Act.
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SEC. 107. PROTECTING ACCESS TO MANUFAC-

TURED HOMES.

Section 103 of the Truth in Lending Act (15
U.S.C. 1602) is amended—

(1) by redesignating the second subsection
(ce) (relating to definitions relating to mort-
gage origination and residential mortgage
loans) and subsection (dd) as subsections (dd)
and (ee), respectively; and

(2) in paragraph (2) of subsection (dd), as so
redesignated, by striking subparagraph (C)
and inserting the following:

‘“(C) does not include any person who is—

‘(i) not otherwise described in subpara-
graph (A) or (B) and who performs purely ad-
ministrative or clerical tasks on behalf of a
person who is described in any such subpara-
graph; or

‘“(ii) a retailer of manufactured or modular
homes or an employee of the retailer if the
retailer or employee, as applicable—

‘“(I) does not receive compensation or gain
for engaging in activities described in sub-
paragraph (A) that is in excess of any com-
pensation or gain received in a comparable
cash transaction;

‘“(IT) discloses to the consumer—

‘“(aa) in writing any corporate affiliation
with any [lender] creditor; and

‘“(bb) if the retailer has a corporate affili-
ation with any [lender] creditor, at least 1
unaffiliated [lender] creditor; and

‘“(ITIT) does not directly negotiate with the
consumer or lender on loan terms (including
rates, fees, and other costs).”.

SEC. 108. PROPERTY ASSESSED CLEAN ENERGY
FINANCING.

Section 129C(b)(3) of the Truth in Lending
Act (15 U.S.C. 1639¢c(b)(3)) is amended by add-
ing at the end the following:

¢“(C) CONSIDERATION OF UNDERWRITING RE-
QUIREMENTS FOR PROPERTY ASSESSED CLEAN
ENERGY FINANCING.—

‘(i) DEFINITION.—In this subparagraph, the
term ‘Property Assessed Clean Energy fi-
nancing’ means financing to cover the costs
of home improvements that results in a tax
assessment on the real property of the con-
sumer.

‘‘(i1) REGULATIONS.—The Bureau shall pre-
scribe regulations that carry out the pur-
poses of subsection (a) and apply section 130
with respect to violations under subsection
(a) of this section with respect to Property
Assessed Clean Energy financing, which shall
account for the unique nature of Property
Assessed Clean Energy financing.

¢‘(iii) COLLECTION OF INFORMATION AND CON-
SULTATION.—In prescribing the regulations
under this subparagraph, the Bureau—

‘“(I) may collect such information and data
that the Bureau determines is necessary; and

‘(II) shall consult with State and local
governments and bond-issuing authorities.”.
SEC. 109. ESCROW REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO

CERTAIN CONSUMER CREDIT
TRANSACTIONS.

Section [129D(c)] 129D of the Truth in
Lending Act (156 U.S.C. [1639d(c)] 1639d) is
amended—

(1) [byl in subsection (¢)—

(A) by redesignating paragraphs (1) through
(4) as subparagraphs (A) through (D), respec-
tively, and adjusting the margins accord-
ingly;

[(2))(B) in the matter preceding subpara-
graph (A), as so redesignated, by striking
““The Board” and inserting the following:

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—The Bureau’’;

[(3))(C) in paragraph (1), as so redesig-
nated, by striking ‘‘the Board’ each place
that term appears and inserting ‘‘the Bu-
reau’’; and

[()1(D) by adding at the end the following:

¢(2) TREATMENT OF LOANS HELD BY SMALLER
INSTITUTIONS.—The Bureau shall, by regula-
tion, exempt from the requirements of sub-
section (a) any loan made by an insured de-
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pository institution or an insured credit
union secured by a first lien on the principal
dwelling of a consumer if—

“(A) the insured depository institution or
insured credit union has assets of
$10,000,000,000 or less;

‘“(B) during the preceding calendar year,
the insured depository institution or insured
credit union and its affiliates originated 1,000
or fewer loans secured by a first lien on a
principal dwelling; and

“(C) the transaction [otherwise] satisfies
the criteria in sections [1026.35(b)(2)(iii)l
1026.35(0)(2)(iii)(A), 1026.35(b)(2)(iii)(D), and
1026.35(b)(2)(v) of title 12, Code of Federal

Regulations, or any successor regula-
tion.”[.]; and

(2) in subsection (i), by adding at the end the
following:

““(3) INSURED CREDIT UNION.—The term ‘in-
sured credit union’ has the meaning given the
term in section 101 of the Federal Credit Union
Act (12 U.S.C. 1752).

““(4) INSURED DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION.—The
term ‘insured depository institution’ has the
meaning given the term in section 3 of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813).”.
SEC. 110. NO WAIT FOR LOWER MORTGAGE

RATES.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 129(b) of the
Truth in Lending Act (15 U.S.C. 1639(b)) is
amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and

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

“(3) NO WAIT FOR LOWER RATE.—If a cred-
itor extends to a consumer a second offer of
credit with a lower annual percentage rate,
the transaction may be consummated with-
out regard to the period specified in para-
graph (1) with respect to the second offer.”.

(b) SENSE OF CONGRESS.—It is the sense of
Congress that, whereas the Bureau of Con-
sumer Financial Protection issued a final
rule entitled ‘‘Integrated Mortgage Disclo-
sures Under the Real Estate Settlement Pro-
cedures Act (Regulation X) and the Truth in
Lending Act (Regulation Z)” (78 Fed. Reg.
79730 (December 31, 2013)) (in this subsection
referred to as the “TRID Rule’’) to combine
the disclosures a consumer receives in con-
nection with applying for and closing on a
mortgage loan, the Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection should endeavor to pro-
vide clearer, authoritative guidance on—

(1) the applicability of the TRID Rule to
mortgage assumption transactions;

(2) the applicability of the TRID Rule to
construction-to-permanent home loans, and
the conditions under which those loans can
be properly originated; and

(3) the extent to which lenders can rely on
model disclosures published by the Bureau of
Consumer Financial Protection without 1li-
ability if recent changes to regulations are
not reflected in the sample TRID Rule forms
published by the Bureau of Consumer Finan-
cial Protection.

TITLE II—REGULATORY RELIEF AND PRO-
TECTING CONSUMER ACCESS TO CRED-
IT

SEC. 201. CAPITAL SIMPLIFICATION FOR QUALI-

FYING COMMUNITY BANKS.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) COMMUNITY BANK LEVERAGE RATIO.—The
term ‘“‘Community Bank Leverage Ratio”
means the ratio of the tangible equity cap-
ital of a qualifying community bank, as re-
ported on the qualifying community bank’s
applicable regulatory filing with the quali-
fying community bank’s appropriate Federal
banking agency, to the average total consoli-
dated assets of the qualifying community
bank, as reported on the qualifying commu-
nity bank’s applicable regulatory filing with
the qualifying community bank’s appro-
priate Federal banking agency.
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(2) GENERALLY APPLICABLE LEVERAGE CAP-
ITAL REQUIREMENTS; GENERALLY APPLICABLE
RISK-BASED CAPITAL REQUIREMENTS.—The
terms ‘‘generally applicable leverage capital
requirements’” and ‘‘generally applicable
risk-based capital requirements’” have the
meanings given those terms in section 171(a)
of the Financial Stability Act of 2010 (12
U.S.C. 5371(a)).

(3) QUALIFYING COMMUNITY BANK.—

(A) ASSET THRESHOLD.—The term ‘‘quali-
fying community bank’ means a depository
institution or depository institution holding
company with total consolidated assets of
less than $10,000,000,000.

(B) RISK PROFILE.—The appropriate Federal
banking agencies may determine that a de-
pository institution or depository institu-
tion holding company (or a class of deposi-
tory institutions or depository institution
holding companies) described in subpara-
graph (A) is not a qualifying community
bank based on the depository institution’s or
depository institution holding company’s
risk profile, which shall be based on consid-
eration of—

(i) off-balance sheet exposures;

(ii) trading assets and liabilities;

(iii) total notional derivatives exposures;
and

(iv) such other factors as the appropriate
Federal banking agencies determine appro-
priate.

(b) COMMUNITY BANK LEVERAGE RATIO.—
The appropriate Federal banking agencies
shall, through notice and comment rule
making under section 553 of title 5, United
States Code—

(1) develop a Community Bank Leverage
Ratio of not less than 8 percent and not more
than 10 percent for qualifying community
banks; and

(2) establish procedures for treatment of a
[qualified] qualifying community bank that
has a Community Bank Leverage Ratio that
is falls below the percentage developed under
paragraph (1) after exceeding the percentage
developed under paragraph (1).

(¢) CAPITAL COMPLIANCE.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—Any qualifying commu-
nity bank that [meets] exceeds the Commu-
nity Bank Leverage Ratio developed under
subsection (b)(1) shall be considered to have
met—

(A) the generally applicable leverage cap-
ital requirements and the generally applica-
ble risk-based capital requirements;

(B) in the case of a qualifying community
bank that is a depository institution, the
capital ratio requirements that are required
in order to be considered well capitalized
under section 38 of the Federal Deposit In-
surance Act (12 U.S.C. 18310) and any regula-
tion implementing that section; and

(C) any other capital or leverage require-
ments to which the qualifying community
bank is subject.

(2) EXISTING AUTHORITIES.—Nothing in
paragraph (1) shall limit the authority of the
appropriate Federal banking agencies as in
effect on the date of enactment of this Act.

(d) CONSULTATION.—The appropriate Federal
banking agencies shall—

(1) consult with the applicable State bank su-
pervisors in carrying out this section; and

(2) notify the applicable State bank supervisor
of any qualifying community bank that it super-
vises that exceeds, or does not exceed after pre-
viously exceeding, the Community Bank Lever-
age ratio developed under subsection (b)(1).

SEC. 202. LIMITED EXCEPTION FOR RECIPROCAL
DEPOSITS.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 29 of the Federal
Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1831f) is
amended by adding at the end the following:

‘(1) LIMITED EXCEPTION FOR RECIPROCAL
DEPOSITS.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Reciprocal deposits of an
agent institution shall not be considered to
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be funds obtained, directly or indirectly, by
or through a deposit broker to the extent
that the total amount of such reciprocal de-
posits does not exceed the lesser of—

““(A) $5,000,000,000; or

‘(B) an amount equal to 20 percent of the
total liabilities of the agent institution.

‘“(2) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection:

‘“(A) AGENT INSTITUTION.—The term ‘agent
institution’ means an insured depository in-
stitution that places a covered deposit
through a deposit placement network at
other insured depository institutions in
amounts that are less than or equal to the
standard maximum  deposit insurance
amount, specifying the interest rate to be
paid for such amounts, if the insured deposi-
tory institution—

‘“(i)(I) when most recently examined under
section 10(d) was found to have a composite
condition of outstanding or good; and

‘“(IT) is well capitalized;

‘“(ii) has obtained a waiver pursuant to
subsection (c); or

‘‘(iii) does not receive an amount of recip-
rocal deposits that causes the total amount
of reciprocal deposits held by the agent insti-
tution to be greater than the average of the
total amount of reciprocal deposits held by
the agent institution on the last day of each
of the 4 calendar quarters preceding the cal-
endar quarter in which the agent institution
was found not to have a composite condition
of outstanding or good or was determined to
be not well capitalized.

‘“(B) COVERED DEPOSIT.—The term ‘covered
deposit’ means a deposit that—

‘(1) is submitted for placement through a
deposit placement network by an agent in-
stitution; and

‘“(ii) does not consist of funds that were ob-
tained for the agent institution, directly or
indirectly, by or through a deposit broker
before submission for placement through a
deposit placement network.

“(C) DEPOSIT PLACEMENT NETWORK.—The
term ‘deposit placement network’ means a
network in which an insured depository in-
stitution participates, together with other
insured depository institutions, for the proc-
essing and receipt of reciprocal deposits.

‘(D) NETWORK MEMBER BANK.—The term
‘network member bank’ means an insured
depository institution that is a member of a
deposit placement network.

“(E) RECIPROCAL DEPOSITS.—The term ‘re-
ciprocal deposits’ means deposits received by
an agent institution through a deposit place-
ment network with the same maturity (Gf
any) and in the same aggregate amount as
covered deposits placed by the agent institu-
tion in other network member banks.

‘“(F) WELL CAPITALIZED.—The term ‘well
capitalized’ has the meaning given the term
in section 38(b)(1).”.

(b) INTEREST RATE RESTRICTION.—Section
29 of the Federal Deposit Insurance Act (12
U.S.C. 1831f) is amended by striking sub-
section (e) and inserting the following:

‘‘(e) RESTRICTION ON INTEREST RATE PAID.—

‘(1) DEFINITIONS.—In this subsection—

““(A) the terms ‘agent institution’, ‘recip-
rocal deposits’, and ‘well capitalized’ have
the meanings given those terms in sub-
section (i); and

“(B) the term ‘covered insured depository
institution’ means an insured depository in-
stitution that—

‘(i) under subsection (c) or (d), accepts
funds obtained, directly or indirectly, by or
through a deposit broker; or

‘“(ii) while acting as an agent institution
under subsection (i), accepts reciprocal de-
posits while not well capitalized.

‘“(2) PROHIBITION.—A covered insured de-
pository institution may not pay a rate of
interest on funds or reciprocal deposits de-
scribed in paragraph (1) that, at the time
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that the funds or reciprocal deposits are ac-
cepted, significantly exceeds the limit set
forth in paragraph (3).

“(3) LIMIT ON INTEREST RATES.—The limit
on the rate of interest referred to in para-
graph (2) shall be—

‘““(A) the rate paid on deposits of similar
maturity in the normal market area of the
covered insured depository institution for
deposits accepted in the normal market area
of the covered insured depository institu-
tion; or

‘“(B) the national rate paid on deposits of
comparable maturity, as established by the
Corporation, for deposits accepted outside
the normal market area of the covered in-
sured depository institution.”.

SEC. 203. COMMUNITY BANK RELIEF.

Section 13(h) of the Bank Holding Com-
pany Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1851(h)) is amend-
ed—

(1) in paragraph (1)—

(A) in subparagraph (D), by redesignating
clauses (i) and (ii) as subclauses (I) and (II),
respectively, and adjusting the margins ac-
cordingly;

(B) by redesignating subparagraphs (A)
through (D) as clauses (i) through (iv), re-
spectively, and adjusting the margins ac-
cordingly;

(C) in the matter preceding clause (i), as so
redesignated, in the second sentence, by
striking ‘“‘institution that functions solely in
a trust or fiduciary capacity, if—’ and in-
serting the following: “‘institution—

‘““(A) that functions solely in a trust or fi-
duciary capacity, if—’;

(D) in clause (iv)(II), as so redesignated, by
striking the period at the end and inserting
“;or”’; and

(E) by adding at the end the following:

[“(B) with—

[“‘(i) not more than $10,000,000,000 of total
consolidated assets; and]

‘““(B) that does not have and is not controlled
by a company that has—

‘(1) more than $10,000,000,000 in total consoli-
dated assets; and

‘‘(ii) total trading assets and trading liabil-
ities, as reported on the most recent applica-
ble regulatory filing filed by the institution,
that are not more than 5 percent of total
consolidated assets.”.

SEC. 204. REMOVING NAMING RESTRICTIONS.

Section 13 of the Bank Holding Company
Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1851) is amended—

(1) in subsection (d)(1)(G)(vi), by inserting
before the semicolon the following: *‘, except
that the hedge fund or private equity fund
may share the same name or a variation of
the same name as a banking entity that is
an investment adviser to the hedge fund or
private equity fund, if—

“(I) such investment adviser is not an in-
sured depository institution, a company that
controls an insured depository institution,
or a company that is treated as a bank hold-
ing company for purposes of section 8 of the
International Banking Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C.
3106);

““(IT) such investment adviser does not
share the same name or a variation of the
same name as an insured depository institu-
tion, any company that controls an insured
depository institution, or any company that
is treated as a bank holding company for
purposes of section 8 of the International
Banking Act of 1978 (12 U.S.C. 3106); and

‘(ITI) such name does not contain the word
‘bank’’’; and

(2) in subsection (h)(5)(C), by inserting be-
fore the period the following: ‘¢, except as
permitted under subsection (d)(1)(G)(vi)”.
SEC. 205. SHORT FORM CALL REPORTS.

Section 7(a) of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1817(a)) is amended by
adding at the end the following:
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¢‘(12) SHORT FORM REPORTING.—

“‘(A) IN GENERAL.—The appropriate Federal
banking agencies shall issue regulations that
allow for a reduced reporting requirement
for a covered depository institution when the
institution makes the first and third report
of condition for a year, as required under
paragraph (3).

‘“(B) DEFINITION.—In this paragraph, the
term ‘covered depository institution’ means
an insured depository institution that—

‘(i) has less than $5,000,000,000 in total con-
solidated assets; and

¢“(ii) satisfies such other criteria as the ap-
propriate Federal banking agencies deter-
mine appropriate.’.

SEC. 206. OPTION FOR FEDERAL SAVINGS ASSO-
CIATIONS TO OPERATE AS COVERED
SAVINGS ASSOCIATIONS.

The Home Owners’ Loan Act (12 U.S.C. 1461
et seq.) is amended by inserting after section
5 (12 U.S.C. 1464) the following:

“SEC. 5A. ELECTION TO OPERATE AS A COVERED
SAVINGS ASSOCIATION.

‘‘(a) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term
‘covered savings association’ means a Fed-
eral savings association that makes an elec-
tion that is approved under subsection (b).

*“(b) ELECTION.—

‘(1) IN GENERAL.—Upon issuance of rules
under subsection (f), and in accordance with
those rules, a Federal savings association
with total consolidated assets equal to or
less than $15,000,000,000 may elect to operate
as a covered savings association by submit-
ting a notice to the Comptroller of that elec-
tion.

‘(2) APPROVAL.—A Federal savings associa-
tion shall be deemed to be approved to oper-
ate as a covered savings association begin-
ning on the date that is 60 days after the
date on which the Comptroller receives the
notice submitted under paragraph (1), unless
the Comptroller notifies the Federal savings
association that the Federal savings associa-
tion is not eligible.

‘‘(c) RIGHTS AND DUTIES.—Notwithstanding
any other provision of law, and except as
otherwise provided in this section, a covered
savings association shall—

‘(1) have the same rights and privileges as
a national bank that has the main office of
the national bank situated in the same loca-
tion as the home office of the covered sav-
ings association; and

“(2) be subject to the same duties, restric-
tions, penalties, liabilities, conditions, and
limitations that would apply to a national
bank described in paragraph (1).

¢(d) TREATMENT OF COVERED SAVINGS ASSO-
CIATIONS.—A covered savings association
shall be treated as a Federal savings associa-
tion for the purposes—

‘(1) of governance of the covered savings
association, including incorporation, bylaws,
boards of directors, shareholders, and dis-
tribution of dividends;

‘(2) of consolidation, merger, dissolution,
conversion (including conversion to a stock
bank or to another charter), conservator-
ship, and receivership; and

“(3) determined by regulation of the Comp-
troller.

‘‘(e) EXISTING BRANCHES.—A covered sav-
ings association may continue to operate
any branch or agency that the covered sav-
ings association operated on the date on
which an election under subsection (b) is ap-
proved.

“(f) RULE MAKING.—The Comptroller shall
issue rules to carry out this section—

‘(1) that establish streamlined standards
and procedures that clearly identify required
documentation [or]l and timelines for an
election under subsection (b);

‘‘(2) that require a Federal savings associa-
tion that makes an election under subsection
(b) to identify specific assets and subsidi-
aries that—
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‘“(A) do not conform to the requirements
for assets and subsidiaries of a national
bank; and

‘“(B) are held by the Federal savings asso-
ciation on the date on which the Federal sav-
ings association submits a notice of the elec-
tion;

““(3) that establish—

‘“(A) a transition process for bringing the
assets and subsidiaries described in para-
graph (2) into conformance with the require-
ments for a national bank; and

‘(B) procedures for allowing the Federal
savings association to submit to the Comp-
troller an application to continue to hold as-
sets and subsidiaries described in paragraph
(2) after electing to operate as a covered sav-
ings association;

‘“(4) that establish standards and proce-
dures to allow a covered savings association
to—

‘“(A) terminate an election under sub-
section (b) after an appropriate period of
time; and

‘(B) make a subsequent election under
subsection (b) after terminating an election
under subparagraph (A);

‘() that clarify requirements for the
treatment of covered savings associations,
including the provisions of law that apply to
covered savings associations; and

‘“(6) as the Comptroller determines nec-
essary in the interests of safety and sound-
ness.

‘‘(g) GRANDFATHERED COVERED SAVINGS AS-
SOCIATIONS.—Subject to the rules issued
under subsection (f), a covered savings asso-
ciation may continue to operate as a covered
savings association if, after the date on
which the election is made under subsection
(b), the covered savings association has total
consolidated assets greater than
$15,000,000,000.”".

SEC. 207. SMALL BANK HOLDING COMPANY POL-
ICY STATEMENT.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) BOARD.—The term ‘‘Board’” means the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve
System.

(2) SAVINGS AND LOAN HOLDING COMPANY.—
The term ‘‘savings and loan holding com-
pany’’ has the meaning given the term in
section 10(a) of the Home Owners’ Loan Act
(12 U.S.C. 1467a(a)).

(b) CHANGES REQUIRED TO SMALL BANK
HOLDING COMPANY POLICY STATEMENT ON AS-
SESSMENT OF FINANCIAL AND MANAGERIAL
FACTORS.—Not later than 180 days after the
date of enactment of this Act, the Board
shall revise appendix C to part 225 of title 12,
Code of Federal Regulations (commonly
known as the ‘“‘Small Bank Holding Company
and Savings and Loan Holding Company Pol-
icy Statement’), to raise the consolidated
asset threshold under that appendix from
$1,000,000,000 to $3,000,000,000 for any bank
holding company or savings and loan holding
company that—

(1) is not engaged in significant non-
banking activities either directly or through
a nonbank subsidiary;

(2) does not conduct significant off-balance
sheet activities (including securitization and
asset management or administration) either
directly or through a nonbank subsidiary;
and

(3) does not have a material amount of
debt or equity securities outstanding (other
than trust preferred securities) that are reg-
istered with the Securities and Exchange
Commission.

(c) EXcLUSIONS.—The Board may exclude
any bank holding company or savings and
loan holding company, regardless of asset
size, from the revision under subsection (b) if
the Board determines that such action is
warranted for supervisory purposes.

(d) CONFORMING AMENDMENT.—Section
171(b)(5) of the Financial Stability Act of
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2010 (12 U.S.C. 5371(b)(5)) is amended by strik-
ing subparagraph (C) and inserting the fol-
lowing:

‘(C) any bank holding company or savings
and loan holding company that is subject to
the application of appendix C to part 225 of
title 12, Code of Federal Regulations (com-
monly known as the ‘Small Bank Holding
Company and Savings and Loan Holding
Company Policy Statement’).”.

SEC. 208. APPLICATION OF THE EXPEDITED
FUNDS AVAILABILITY ACT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—The Expedited Funds
Availability Act (12 U.S.C. 4001 et seq.) is
amended—

(1) in section 602 (12 U.S.C. 4001)—

(A) in paragraph (20), by inserting *,
cated in the United States,”” after “ATM”’;

(B) in paragraph (21), by inserting ‘‘Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the
Northern Mariana Islands,” after ‘‘Puerto
Rico,”’; and

(C) in paragraph (23), by inserting ‘‘Amer-
ican Samoa, the Commonwealth of the

lo-

Northern Mariana Islands,” after ‘‘Puerto
Rico,”’; and

(2) in section 603(d)(2)(A) (@12 U.S.C.
4002(d)(2)(A)), by inserting ‘‘American

Samoa, the Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariana Islands,” after ‘“‘Puerto Rico,”.

(b) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by this section shall take effect on the
date that is 30 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act.

[SEC. 209. MUTUAL HOLDING COMPANY DIVI-
DEND WAIVERS.

[Not later than 180 days after the date of
enactment of this Act, the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System shall
amend section 239.8(d)(2)(iv) of title 12, Code
of Federal Regulations, by striking 12
months” each place that term appears and
inserting ‘24 months’’.]

SEC. 2[10]09. SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES.

(a) SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES.—
Title I of the United States Housing Act of
1937 (42 U.S.C. 1437 et seq.) is amended by
adding at the end the following:

“SEC. 38. SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCIES.

‘‘(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

‘(1) HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAM.—The term
‘housing voucher program’ means a program
for tenant-based assistance under section 8.

‘“(2) SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGENCY.—The
term ‘small public housing agency’ means a
public housing agency—

“(A) for which the sum of the number of
public housing dwelling units administered
by the agency and the number of vouchers
under section 8(o) administered by the agen-
cy is 550 or fewer; and

‘(B) that predominantly operates in a
rural area, as described in section
1026.35(b)(2)(iv)(A) of title 12, Code of Federal
Regulations.

¢“(3) TROUBLED SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGEN-
cY.—The term ‘troubled small public housing
agency’ means a small public housing agency
designated by the Secretary as a troubled
small public housing agency under sub-
section (c¢)(3).

‘“‘(b) APPLICABILITY.—Except as otherwise
provided in this section, a small public hous-
ing agency shall be subject to the same re-
quirements as a public housing agency.

“(c) PROGRAM INSPECTIONS AND EVALUA-
TIONS.—

‘(1) PUBLIC HOUSING PROJECTS.—

““(A) FREQUENCY OF INSPECTIONS BY SEC-
RETARY.—The Secretary shall carry out an
inspection of the physical condition of a
small public housing agency’s public housing
projects not more frequently than once every
3 years, unless the agency has been des-
ignated by the Secretary as a troubled small
public housing agency based on deficiencies
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in the physical condition of its public hous-
ing projects. Nothing contained in this sub-
paragraph relieves the Secretary from con-
ducting lead safety inspections or assessments in
accordance with procedures established by the
Secretary under section 302 of the Lead-Based
Paint Poisoning Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 4822).

‘(B) STANDARDS.—The Secretary shall
apply to small public housing agencies the
same standards for the acceptable condition
of public housing projects that apply to
projects assisted under section 8.

‘(2) HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAM.—[A
smalll Except as required by section 8(0)(8)(F),
a small public housing agency administering
assistance under section 8(o) shall make
periodic physical inspections of each assisted
dwelling unit not less frequently than once
every 3 years to determine whether the unit
is maintained in accordance with the re-
quirements under section 8(0)(8)(A). Nothing
contained in this paragraph relieves a small
public housing agency from conducting lead
safety inspections or assessments in accordance
with procedures established by the Secretary
under section 302 of the Lead-Based Paint Poi-
soning Prevention Act (42 U.S.C. 4822).

¢“(3) TROUBLED SMALL PUBLIC HOUSING AGEN-
CIES.—

‘“‘(A) PUBLIC HOUSING PROGRAM.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary may designate a small public housing
agency as a troubled small public housing
agency with respect to the public housing
program of the small public housing agency
if the Secretary determines that the agency
has failed to maintain the public housing
units of the small public housing agency in a
satisfactory physical condition, based upon
an inspection conducted by the Secretary.

¢(B) HOUSING VOUCHER PROGRAM.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of law, the Sec-
retary may designate a small public housing
agency as a troubled small public housing
agency with respect to the housing voucher
program of the small public housing agency
if the Secretary determines that the agency
has failed to comply with the inspection re-
quirements under paragraph (2).

“(C) APPEALS.—

‘(i) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Secretary shall
establish an appeals process under which a
small public housing agency may dispute a
designation as a troubled small public hous-
ing agency.

‘‘(ii) OFFICIAL.—The appeals process estab-
lished under clause (i) shall provide for a de-
cision by an official who has not been in-
volved, and is not subordinate to a person
who has been involved, in the original deter-
mination to designate a small public housing
agency as a troubled small public housing
agency.

(D) CORRECTIVE ACTION AGREEMENT.—

‘(1) AGREEMENT REQUIRED.—Not later than
60 days after the date on which a small pub-
lic housing agency is designated as a trou-
bled public housing agency under subpara-
graph (A) or (B), the Secretary and the small
public housing agency shall enter into a cor-
rective action agreement under which the
small public housing agency shall undertake
actions to correct the deficiencies upon
which the designation is based.

‘‘(ii) TERMS OF AGREEMENT.—A corrective
action agreement entered into under clause
(i) shall—

“(I) have a term of 1 year, and shall be re-
newable at the option of the Secretary;

‘“(II) provide, where feasible, for technical
assistance to assist the public housing agen-
cy in curing its deficiencies;

¢“(III) provide for—

‘‘(aa) reconsideration of the designation of
the small public housing agency as a trou-
bled small public housing agency not less
frequently than annually; and
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““(bb) termination of the agreement when
the Secretary determines that the small pub-
lic housing agency is no longer a troubled
small public housing agency; and

“(IV) provide that in the event of substan-
tial noncompliance by the small public hous-
ing agency under the agreement, the Sec-
retary may—

‘‘(aa) contract with another public housing
agency or a private entity to manage the
public housing of the troubled small public
housing agency;

“(bb) withhold funds otherwise distribut-
able to the troubled small public housing
agency;

‘‘(cc) assume possession of, and direct re-
sponsibility for, managing the public hous-
ing of the troubled small public housing

agency;
‘“(dd) petition for the appointment of a re-
ceiver, in accordance with section

6(3)(3)(A)(i1); and

‘‘(ee) exercise any other remedy available
to the Secretary in the event of default
under the public housing annual contribu-
tions contract entered into by the small pub-
lic housing agency under section 5.

‘“(E) EMERGENCY ACTIONS.—Nothing in this
paragraph may be construed to prohibit the
Secretary from taking any emergency action
necessary to protect Federal financial re-
sources or the health or safety of residents of
public housing projects.

“(d) REDUCTION OF ADMINISTRATIVE BUR-
DENS.—

‘(1 EXEMPTION.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, a small public hous-
ing agency shall be exempt from any envi-
ronmental review requirements with respect
to a development or modernization project
having a total cost of not more than $100,000.

¢“(2) STREAMLINED PROCEDURES.—The Sec-
retary shall, by rule, establish streamlined
procedures for environmental reviews of
small public housing agency development
and modernization projects having a total
cost of more than $100,000.”’.

(b) ENERGY CONSERVATION.—Section 9(e)(2)
of the United States Housing Act of 1937 (42
U.S.C. 1437g(e)(2)) is amended by adding at
the end the following:

‘(D) FREEZE OF CONSUMPTION LEVELS.—

‘(i) IN GENERAL.—A small public housing
agency, as defined in section 38(a), may elect
to be paid for its utility and waste manage-
ment costs under the formula for a period, at
the discretion of the small public housing
agency, of not more than 20 years based on
the small public housing agency’s average
annual consumption during the 3-year period
preceding the year in which the election is
made (in this subparagraph referred to as the
‘consumption base level’).

¢“(ii) INITIAL ADJUSTMENT IN CONSUMPTION
BASE LEVEL.—The Secretary shall make an
initial one-time adjustment in the consump-
tion base level to account for differences in
the heating degree day average over the
most recent 20-year period compared to the
average in the consumption base level.

““(iii) ADJUSTMENTS IN CONSUMPTION BASE
LEVEL.—The Secretary shall make adjust-
ments in the consumption base level to ac-
count for an increase or reduction in units, a
change in fuel source, a change in resident
controlled electricity consumption, or for
other reasons.

‘“(iv) SAVINGS.—AIll cost savings resulting
from an election made by a small public
housing agency under this subparagraph—

‘() shall accrue to the small public hous-
ing agency; and

‘“(IT) may be used for any public housing
purpose at the discretion of the small public
housing agency.

‘‘(v) THIRD PARTIES.—A small public hous-
ing agency making an election under this
subparagraph—
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“(I) may use, but shall not be required to
use, the services of a third party in its en-
ergy conservation program; and

‘‘(IT) shall have the sole discretion to de-
termine the source, and terms and condi-
tions, of any financing used for its energy
conservation program.”’.

(c) REPORTING BY AGENCIES OPERATING IN
CONSORTIA.—Not later than 180 days after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Sec-
retary of Housing and Urban Development
shall develop and deploy all electronic infor-
mation systems necessary to accommodate
full consolidated reporting by public housing
agencies, as defined in section 3(b)(6) of the
United States Housing Act of 1937 (42 U.S.C.
1437a(b)(6)), electing to operate in consortia
under section 13(a) of such Act (42 U.S.C.
1437k(a)).

(d) EFFECTIVE DATE.—The amendments
made by subsections (a) and (b) shall take ef-
fect on the date that is 60 days after the date
of enactment of this Act.

(e) SHARED WAITING LISTS.—Not later than 1
year after the date of enactment of this Act, the
Secretary of Housing and Urban Development
shall make available to interested public hous-
ing agencies and owners of multifamily prop-
erties receiving assistance from the Department
of Housing and Urban Development 1 or more
software programs that will facilitate the vol-
untary use of a shared waiting list by multiple
public housing agencies or owners receiving as-
sistance, and shall publish on the website of the
Department of Housing and Urban Development
procedural guidance for implementing shared
waiting lists that includes information on how
to obtain the software.

SEC. 2110. EXAMINATION CYCLE.
Section 10(d) [(4)(A)] of the Federal De-

posit Insurance Act (12 TU.S.C. 1820(d)
[(4)(A))]is [amended byl amended—

(1) in paragraph (4)(A), by striking
¢$1,000,000,000" and inserting
‘$3,000,000,000’[.1; and

2) in  paragraph (10), by striking

“$1,000,000,000”’ and inserting ‘‘$3,000,000,000".
SEC. 21[2]1. NATIONAL SECURITIES EXCHANGE
REGULATORY PARITY.

Section 18(b)(1) of the Securities Act of
1933 (15 U.S.C. TTr(b)(1)) is amended—

(1) by striking subparagraph (A);

(2) in subparagraph (B)—

(A) by inserting ‘‘a security designated as
qualified for trading in the national market
system pursuant to section 11A(a)(2) of the
Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C.
78k-1(a)(2)) that is’’ before ‘‘listed’’; and

(B) by striking ‘‘that has listing standards
that the Commission determines by rule (on
its own initiative or on the basis of a peti-
tion) are substantially similar to the listing
standards applicable to securities described
in subparagraph (A)’;

(3) in subparagraph (C), by striking ‘‘or
(B)”’; and

(4) by redesignating subparagraphs (B) and
(C) as subparagraphs (A) and (B), respec-
tively.

SEC. 212. INTERNATIONAL INSURANCE CAPITAL
STANDARDS ACCOUNTABILITY.

(a) FINDINGS.—Congress finds that—

(1) the Secretary of the Treasury, Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System, and
Director of the Federal Insurance Office shall
support increasing transparency at any global
insurance or international standard-setting reg-
ulatory or supervisory forum in which they par-
ticipate, including supporting and advocating
for greater public observer access to working
groups and committee meetings of the Inter-
national Association of Insurance Supervisors;
and

(2) to the extent that the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, and the Director of the Federal
Insurance Office take a position or reasonably
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intend to take a position with respect to an in-
surance proposal by a global insurance regu-
latory or supervisory forum, the Secretary of the
Treasury, the Board of Governors of the Federal
Reserve System, and the Director of the Federal
Insurance Office shall achieve consensus posi-
tions with State insurance regulators through
the National Association of Insurance Commis-
sioners, when they are United States partici-
pants in negotiations on insurance issues before
the International Association of Insurance Su-
pervisors, Financial Stability Board, or any
other international forum of financial regu-
lators or supervisors that considers such issues.

(b) INSURANCE POLICY ADVISORY COM-
MITTEE.—

(1) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established the
Insurance Policy Advisory Committee on Inter-
national Capital Standards and Other Insur-
ance Issues at the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System.

(2) MEMBERSHIP.—The Committee shall be
composed of mot more than 21 members, all of
whom represent a diverse set of expert perspec-
tives from the various sectors of the United
States insurance industry, including life insur-
ance, property and casualty insurance and rein-
surance, agents and brokers, academics, con-
sumer advocates, or experts on issues facing un-
derserved insurance communities and con-
sumers.

(c) REPORTS.—

(1) REPORTS AND TESTIMONY BY SECRETARY OF
THE TREASURY AND CHAIRMAN OF THE FEDERAL
RESERVE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas-
ury and the Chairman of the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, or their
designee, shall submit to the Committee on
Banking, Housing, and Urban Affairs of the
Senate, and the Committee on Financial Serv-
ices of the House of Representatives, an annual
report and provide annual testimony to the
Committee on Banking, Housing, and Urban Af-
fairs of the Senate, and the Committee on Fi-
nancial Services of the House of Representatives
on the efforts of the Secretary and the Chair-
man with the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners with respect to global insurance
regulatory or supervisory forums, including—

(i) a description of the insurance regulatory or
supervisory standard-setting issues under dis-
cussion at international standard-setting bodies,
including the Financial Stability Board and the
International Association of Insurance Super-
ViSOTS;

(ii) a description of the effects that proposals
discussed at international insurance regulatory
or supervisory forums of insurance could have
on consumer and insurance markets in the
United States;

(iii) a description of any position taken by the
Secretary of the Treasury, the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System, and the
Director of the Federal Insurance Office in
international insurance discussions; and

(iv) a description of the efforts by the Sec-
retary of the Treasury, the Board of Governors
of the Federal Reserve System, and the Director
of the Federal Insurance Office to increase
transparency at the Financial Stability Board
with respect to insurance proposals and the
International Association of Insurance Super-
visors, including efforts to provide additional
public access to working groups and committees
of the International Association of Insurance
Supervisors.

(B) TERMINATION.—This paragraph shall ter-
minate on December 31, 2022.

(2) REPORTS AND TESTIMONY BY NATIONAL AS-
SOCIATION OF INSURANCE COMMISSIONERS.—The
National Association of Insurance Commis-
sioners may provide testimony to Congress on
the issues described in paragraph (1)(4).

(3) JOINT REPORT BY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE
FEDERAL RESERVE AND THE DIRECTOR OF THE
FEDERAL INSURANCE OFFICE.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of the Treas-
ury, the Chairman of the Board of Governors of
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the Federal Reserve System, and the Director of
the Federal Insurance Office shall, in consulta-
tion with the National Association of Insurance
Commissioners, complete a study on, and submit
to Congress a report on the results of the study,
the impact on consumers and markets in the
United States before supporting or consenting to
the adoption of any key elements in any inter-
national insurance proposal or international in-
surance capital standard.

(B) NOTICE AND COMMENT.—

(i) NOTICE.—The Secretary of the Treasury,
the Chairman of the Board of Governors of the
Federal Reserve System, and the Director of the
Federal Insurance Office shall provide public
notice before the date on which drafting a re-
port required under subparagraph (A) is com-
menced and after the date on which the draft of
the report is completed.

(ii) OPPORTUNITY FOR COMMENT.—There shall
be an opportunity for public comment for a pe-
riod beginning on the date on which the report
is submitted under subparagraph (A) and end-
ing on the date that is 60 days after the date on
which the report is submitted.

(C) REVIEW BY COMPTROLLER GENERAL.—The
Secretary of the Treasury, Chairman of the
Board of Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys-
tem, and the Director of the Federal Insurance
Office shall submit to the Comptroller General of
the United States the report described in sub-
paragraph (A) for review.

(4) REPORT ON INCREASE IN TRANSPARENCY.—
Not later than 180 days after the date of enact-
ment of this Act, the Chairman of the Board of
Governors of the Federal Reserve System and
the Secretary of the Treasury, or their des-
ignees, shall submit to Congress a report and
provide testimony to Congress on the efforts of
the Chairman and the Secretary to increase
transparency at meetings of the International
Association of Insurance Supervisors.

SEC. 213. BUDGET TRANSPARENCY FOR THE
NCUA.

Section 209(b) of the Federal Credit Union Act
(12 U.S.C. 1789(b)) is amended—

(1) by redesignating paragraphs (1) and (2) as
paragraphs (2) and (3), respectively;

(2) by inserting before paragraph (2), as so re-
designated, the following:

“(1) on an annual basis and prior to the sub-
mission of the detailed business-type budget re-
quired under paragraph (2)—

“(A) make publicly available and publish in
the Federal Register a draft of the detailed busi-
ness-type budget; and

“(B) hold a public hearing, with public notice
provided of the hearing, during which the pub-
lic may submit comments on the draft of the de-
tailed business-type budget;”’; and

(3) in paragraph (2), as so redesignated—

(A) by inserting ‘‘detailed’ after ‘‘submit a’’;
and

(B) by inserting *‘, which shall address any
comment submitted by the public under para-
graph (1)(B)”’ after ““Control Act’.

SEC. 214. MAKING ONLINE BANKING INITIATION
LEGAL AND EASY.

(a) DEFINITIONS.—In this section:

(1) AFFILIATE.—The term ‘‘affiliate’ has the
meaning given the term in section 2 of the Bank
Holding Company Act of 1956 (12 U.S.C. 1841).

(2) DRIVER’S LICENSE.—The term ‘‘driver’s li-
cense’’ means a license issued by a State to an
individual that authorizes the individual to op-
erate a motor vehicle on public streets, roads, or
highways.

(3) FEDERAL BANK SECRECY LAWS.—The term
“Federal bank secrecy laws’ means—

(A) section 21 of the Federal Deposit Insur-
ance Act (12 U.S.C. 1829b);

(B) section 123 of Public Law 91-508 (12 U.S.C.
1953); and

(C) subchapter II of chapter 53 of title 31,
United States Code.

(4) FINANCIAL INSTITUTION.—The term “‘finan-
cial institution’ means—
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(4) an insured depository institution;

(B) an insured credit union; or

(C) any affiliate of an insured depository in-
stitution or insured credit union.

(5) FINANCIAL PRODUCT OR SERVICE.—The term
“financial product or service’’ has the meaning
given the term in section 1002 of the Consumer
Financial Protection Act of 2010 (12 U.S.C.
5481).

(6) INSURED CREDIT UNION.—The term ‘‘in-
sured credit union’’ has the meaning given the
term in section 101 of the Federal Credit Union
Act (12 U.S.C. 1752).

(7) INSURED DEPOSITORY INSTITUTION.—The
term ‘‘insured depository institution’ has the
meaning given the term in section 3 of the Fed-
eral Deposit Insurance Act (12 U.S.C. 1813).

(8) ONLINE SERVICE.—The term ‘‘online serv-
ice’”” means any Internet-based service, such as
a website or mobile application.

(9) PERSONAL IDENTIFICATION CARD.—The term
“‘personal identification card’ means an identi-
fication document issued by a State or local gov-
ernment to an individual solely for the purpose
of identification of that individual.

(10) PERSONAL INFORMATION.—The term ‘‘per-
sonal information’’ means the information dis-
played on or electronically encoded on a driver’s
license or personal identification card that is
reasonably mecessary to fulfill the purpose and
uses permitted by subsection (b).

(11) SCAN.—The term ‘‘scan’’ means the act of
using a device or software to decipher, in an
electronically readable format, personal infor-
mation displayed on or electronically encoded
on a driver’s license or personal identification
card.

(12) STATE.—The term ‘‘State’” means any
State of the United States, the District of Co-
lumbia, the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, and
any other commonwealth, possession, or terri-
tory of the United States.

(b) USE OF A DRIVER’S LICENSE OR PERSONAL
IDENTIFICATION CARD.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—When an individual initiates
a request through an online service to open an
account with a financial institution or obtain a
financial product or service from a financial in-
stitution, the financial institution may record
personal information from a scan of the driver’s
license or personal identification card of the in-
dividual, or make a copy or receive an image of
the driver’s license or personal identification
card of the individual, and store or retain such
information in any electronic format for the
purposes described in paragraph (2).

(2) USES OF INFORMATION.—Except as required
to comply with Federal bank secrecy laws, a fi-
nancial institution may only use the informa-
tion obtained under paragraph (1)—

(A) to verify the authenticity of the driver’s li-
cense or personal identification card;

(B) to verify the identity of the individual;
and

(C) to comply with a legal requirement to
record, retain, or transmit the personal informa-
tion in connection with opening an account or
obtaining a financial product or service.

(3) DELETION OF IMAGE.—A financial institu-
tion that makes a copy or receives an image of
a driver’s license or personal identification card
of an individual in accordance with paragraphs
(1) and (2) shall, after using the image for the
purposes described in paragraph (2), perma-
nently delete—

(A) any image of the driver’s license or per-
sonal identification card, as applicable; and

(B) any copy of any such image.

(4) DISCLOSURE OF PERSONAL INFORMATION.—
Nothing in this section shall be construed to
amend, modify, or otherwise affect any State or
Federal law that governs a financial institu-
tion’s disclosure and security of personal infor-
mation that is not publicly available.

(c) RELATION TO STATE LAW.—The provisions
of this section shall preempt and supersede any
State law that conflicts with a provision of this
section, but only to the extent of such conflict.
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TITLE III—PROTECTIONS FOR VETERANS,
CONSUMERS, AND HOMEOWNERS
[SEC. 301. PROTECTING CONSUMERS’ CREDIT.

[Section 605A of the Fair Credit Reporting
Act (15 U.S.C. 1681c-1) is amended—

[(a) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking 90
days’ and inserting ‘‘1 year’’; and

[(b) by adding at the end the following:

[‘(1) FREE ANNUAL FREEZE ALERTS; ADDI-
TIONAL PROTECTIONS FOR CREDIT REPORTS OF
MINOR CONSUMERS.—

[“(1) DEFINITION.—In this subsection, the
term ‘freeze alert’ means a restriction placed
on the file of a consumer, prohibiting the
ability of a consumer reporting agency to
furnish to any person, for the purpose of
opening a new account involving the exten-
sion of credit, the consumer report of the
consumer.

[‘‘(2) FREE ANNUAL FREEZE ALERT.—

[‘“(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of State law, once every cal-
endar year, free of charge, upon the direct
request of a consumer, or an individual act-
ing on behalf of or as a personal representa-
tive of the consumer, a consumer reporting
agency that maintains a file on the con-
sumer and has received appropriate proof of
the identity of the requester shall provide 1
freeze alert in the file of that consumer that
shall remain in effect until the consumer or
requester requests that such freeze alert be
removed.

[“(B) REMOVAL OF ALERT.—Notwith-
standing any other provision of State law,
once every calendar year, free of charge,
upon the direct request of a consumer, or an
individual acting on behalf of or as a per-
sonal representative of the consumer, a con-
sumer reporting agency that receives a re-
quest to remove a freeze alert provided under
paragraph (1) shall remove such a freeze
alert.

[(C) RULE OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this paragraph shall be construed to limit
the authority of a State to require consumer
reporting agencies to require freeze alerts
free of charge.

[‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL PROTECTIONS FOR CREDIT
REPORTS OF MINOR CONSUMERS.—

[““(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon the direct request
of an individual acting on behalf of or as a
personal representative of a minor, a con-
sumer reporting agency that maintains a file
on the minor and has received appropriate
proof of the identity of the requester shall
include a freeze alert, free of charge, in the
file of that minor that shall remain in effect
until an individual acting on behalf of or as
a personal representative of the minor, or in
the case of a minor who is no longer a minor,
the minor, requests that such freeze alert be
removed.

[“(B) BLOCK OF INFORMATION.—While a
freeze alert under subparagraph (A) is in
place, a consumer reporting agency may not
release—

[*‘(i) the consumer report of the minor;

[¢“(ii) any information derived from the
consumer report of the minor; or

[‘“(iii) any record created for the minor.

[‘(C) REMOVAL.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of State law, a consumer re-
porting agency that receives a request for a
freeze alert for a minor or a request to re-
move a freeze alert for a minor shall provide
or remove the freeze alert, as applicable, free
of charge.”.]

SEC. 301. PROTECTING CONSUMERS’ CREDIT.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 605A of the Fair
Credit Reporting Act (15 U.S.C. 1681c-1) is
amended—

(1) in subsection (a)(1)(A), by striking
days’ and inserting ‘I year’’; and

(2) by adding at the end the following:

““(i) NATIONAL SECURITY FREEZE.—

‘““(1) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this sub-
section:
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“(A) The term ‘consumer reporting agency’
means a consumer reporting agency described in
section 603(p).

“(B) The term ‘proper identification’ has the
meaning of such term as used under section 610.

“(C) The term ‘security freeze’ means a re-
striction that prohibits a consumer reporting
agency from disclosing the contents of a con-
sumer report that is subject to such security
freeze to any person requesting the consumer re-
port for the purpose of opening a new account
involving the extension of credit.

““(2) PLACEMENT OF SECURITY FREEZE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Upon receiving a direct re-
quest from a consumer that a consumer report-
ing agency place a security freeze, and upon re-
ceiving proper identification from the consumer,
the consumer reporting agency shall, free of
charge, place the security freeze mnot later
than—

‘(i) in the case of a request that is by tele-
phone or electronic means, 1 business day after
receiving the request directly from the consumer;
or

““(ii) in the case of a request that is by mail,
3 business days after receiving the request di-
rectly from the consumer.

“(B) CONFIRMATION AND ADDITIONAL INFOR-
MATION.—Not later than 5 business days after
placing a security freeze under subparagraph
(A), a consumer reporting agency shall—

‘(i) send confirmation of the placement to the
consumer; and

““(it) inform the consumer of—

“(I) the process by which the consumer may
remove the security freeze, including a mecha-
nism to authenticate the consumer; and

““(11) the consumer’s right described in section
615(d)(1)(D).

“(C) NOTICE TO THIRD PARTIES.—A consumer
reporting agency may advise a third party that
a security freeze has been placed with respect to
a consumer under subparagraph (A).

““(3) REMOVAL OF SECURITY FREEZE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A consumer reporting
agency shall remove a security freeze placed on
the consumer report of a consumer only in the
following cases:

‘(i) Upon the direct request of the consumer.

““(i1) The security freeze was placed due to a
material misrepresentation of fact by the con-
sumer.

“(B) NOTICE IF REMOVAL NOT BY REQUEST.—If
a consumer reporting agency removes a security
freeze under subparagraph (A)(ii), the consumer
reporting agency shall notify the consumer in
writing prior to removing the security freeze.

“(C) REMOVAL OF SECURITY FREEZE BY CON-
SUMER REQUEST.—Except as provided in sub-
paragraph (A)(ii), a security freeze shall remain
in place until the consumer directly requests
that the security freeze be removed. Upon re-
ceiving a direct request from a consumer that a
consumer reporting agency remove a Security
freeze, and upon receiving proper identification
from the consumer, the consumer reporting
agency shall, free of charge, remove the security
freeze not later than—

“(i) in the case of a request that is by tele-
phone or electronic means, 1 hour after receiv-
ing the request for removal; or

““(i1) in the case of a request that is by mail,
3 business days after receiving the request for
removal.

‘(D) THIRD-PARTY REQUESTS.—If a third
party requests access to a consumer report of a
consumer with respect to which a security freeze
is in effect, where such request is in connection
with an application for credit, and the con-
sumer does not allow such consumer report to be
accessed, the third party may treat the applica-
tion as incomplete.

““(4) EXCEPTIONS.—A security freeze shall not
apply to the making of a consumer report for
use of the following:

“(A) A person or entity, or a subsidiary, affil-
iate, or agent of that person or entity, or an as-
signee of a financial obligation owed by the con-
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sumer to that person or entity, or a prospective
assignee of a financial obligation owed by the
consumer to that person or entity in conjunction
with the proposed purchase of the financial ob-
ligation, with which the consumer has or had
prior to assignment an account or contract in-
cluding a demand deposit account, or to whom
the consumer issued a negotiable instrument, for
the purposes of reviewing the account or col-
lecting the financial obligation owed for the ac-
count, contract, or negotiable instrument. For
purposes of this subparagraph, ‘reviewing the
account’ includes activities related to account
maintenance, monitoring, credit line increases,
and account upgrades and enhancements.

‘““(B) A subsidiary, affiliate, agent, assignee,
or prospective assignee of a person to whom ac-
cess has been granted for purposes of facili-
tating the extension of credit or other permis-
sible use.

‘“(C) Any Federal, State, or local agency, law
enforcement agency, trial court, or private col-
lection agency acting pursuant to a court order,
warrant, or subpoena.

‘(D) A child support agency acting pursuant
to part D of title IV of the Social Security Act
(42 U.S.C. 651 et seq.).

‘““(E) A State or its agents or assigns acting to
investigate fraud or acting to investigate or col-
lect delinquent taxes or unpaid court orders or
to fulfill any of its other statutory responsibil-
ities, provided such responsibilities are con-
sistent with a permissible purpose under section
604.

‘““(F) By a person using credit information for
the purposes described under section 604(c).

‘“(G) Any person or entity administering a
credit file monitoring subscription or similar
service to which the consumer has subscribed.

‘“(H) Any person or entity for the purpose of
providing a consumer with a copy of the con-
sumer’s consumer report or credit score, upon
the request of the consumer.

“(I) Any person using the information in con-
nection with the underwriting of insurance.

“(J) Any person using the information for em-
ployment, tenant, or background screening pur-
poses.

‘““(5) NOTICE OF RIGHTS.—At any time a con-
sumer is required to receive a summary of rights
required under section 609, the following notice
shall be included:

““ ‘CONSUMERS HAVE THE RIGHT TO OBTAIN A
SECURITY FREEZE

““You have a right to place a ‘‘security
freeze’ on your credit report, which will pro-
hibit a consumer reporting agency from releas-
ing information in your credit report without
your express authorization. The security freeze
is designed to prevent credit, loans, and services
from being approved in your name without your
consent. Howeve