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PAY EQUITY

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

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, go
Huskies. But let me speak about an
issue that | think the Huskies care
about as well and that is pay equity,
and | want to speak on an issue that is
important to every woman and every
family in America, one that has been
ignored by this Chamber. Again, it is
about pay equity. The issue of pay eg-
uity goes to the heart of what we fight
for as working women. It is about en-
suring that women who work every bit
as hard as men and who play basket-
ball every bit as hard as men are paid
what they deserve. Fair pay is not a
women’s issue. It is a family issue.

Two-earner families are not the only
norm. Particularly in this economy,
they are a necessity. Robbing women of
their due worth robs entire families. It
underminds their dreams, and that is
why closing the wage gap must be an
integral part of any pro-working fam-
ily agenda. Today women are short-
changed, undervalued to the tune of 76
cents on the dollar. For African Amer-
ican women, they earn only 69 cents for
every dollar that men earn. Hispanic
women, that number plummets to 56
cents.

I am reintroducing today the Pay-
check Fairness Act, and what it would
do for the first time is put wage dis-
crimination on the basis of gender on
the same footing as wage discrimina-
tion occurring on the basis of race or
ethnicity. | ask this House leadership
to please bring this legislation to the
floor so that we can pass it.

—

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION

OF H.R. 1036, PROTECTION OF
LAWFUL COMMERCE IN ARMS
ACT

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, |
call up House Resolution 181 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 181

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant 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
consideration of the bill (H.R. 1036) to pro-
hibit civil liability actions from being
brought or continued against manufacturers,
distributors, dealers, or importers of fire-
arms or ammunition for damages resulting
from the misuse of their products by others.
The first reading of the bill shall be dis-
pensed with. All points of order against con-
sideration of the bill are waived. General de-
bate shall be confined to the bill and shall
not exceed one hour equally divided and con-
trolled by the chairman and ranking minor-
ity member of the Committee on the Judici-
ary. After general debate the bill shall be
considered for amendment under the five-
minute rule. It shall be in order to consider
as an original bill for the purpose of amend-
ment under the five-minute rule the amend-
ment in the nature of a substitute rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill. The committee
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amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be considered as read. No amendment
to the committee amendment in the nature
of a substitute shall be in order except those
printed in the report of the Committee on
Rules accompanying this resolution. Each
amendment may be offered only in the order
printed in the report, may be offered only by
a Member designated in the report, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for the
time specified in the report equally divided
and controlled by the proponent and an op-
ponent, shall not be subject to amendment,
and shall not be subject to a demand for divi-
sion of the question in the House or in the
Committee of the Whole. All points of order
against such amendments are waived. At the
conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. Any Mem-
ber may demand a separate vote in the
House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. GiB-
BONS). The gentlemen from Texas (Mr.
SESSIONS) is recognized for 1 hour.

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

Mr. Speaker, | am exceedingly
pleased today that we will consider leg-
islation protecting interstate com-
merce in firearms and ammunition
under the direction of a structured rule
that allows for a total of five minority
party amendments to be made in order.

Today, Mr. Speaker, | call up H. Res.
181 to do my part to ensure that busi-
nesses in the United States that are en-
gaged in interstate and foreign com-
merce through the lawful design, man-
ufacture, marketing, distribution, im-
portation, and sale to the public of fire-
arms or ammunition are not and
should not be negligent through law-
suit for the harm caused by those who
criminally or unlawfully misuse fire-
arm products or ammunition products
that function as they are designed and
intended. The people who choose to
bring these lawsuits want to hold man-
ufacturers negligent for the criminal
abuse of their products, but it is like
suing the Louisville Slugger for harm
caused by criminals using one of their
famous products to unlawfully threat-
en or harm a third party and not for
hitting baseballs, for which that prod-
uct was intended.

It is my intention today to provide
Members with information about this
fair and balanced rule and also the un-
derlying legislation that will be on the
floor today. This underlying bill must
be passed today if we are to beat back
the forces who believe that responsible
gun ownership is an oxymoron and
those who are bent on destroying a
citizen’s right to firearms for lawful
purposes. Lawsuits have been filed na-
tionwide and are pending in our courts
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today that seek to hold these busi-
nesses responsible on a negligence the-
ory for the harm caused by criminals
or unlawful use of firearms or ammuni-
tion by others, when the product func-
tioned and was designed and was in-
tended to perform and it did, once
again, a dangerous and slippery propo-
sition which the underlying bill will
prevent.

Guns can be dangerous and deadly
when criminals and others who unlaw-
fully use them do so. But then again,
so can automobiles, especially when
they are used illegally, which | will
never condone, and which the under-
lying bill does not condone or seek to
excuse from negligent causes of action.
In fact, under the provisions underlined
in this bill, H.R. 1036, plaintiffs may
still bring negligence causes of action
for harm caused by the criminal or un-
lawful misuse of guns or ammunition.

The forces arrayed against this bill
today believe that guns have no con-
structive purpose in American society
and believe that all firearms are so in-
herently dangerous that no level of re-
sponsible caution and education could
ever render them useful or enjoyable to
a law-abiding citizen. It is on this most
tenuous, dangerous, and shaky logic
that the gun haters have mounted
their present flank maneuvering on the
second amendment in both our State
and Federal courts through these neg-
ligence lawsuits. These hostile forces
to the second amendment can only be
repelled when every single American
who believes in the right to keep and
bear arms shall be firmly entrenched
by passage of this underlying legisla-
tion.
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| believe today that the House of
Representatives is rightly and cor-
rectly again invoking its right to regu-
late interstate commerce in the name
of protecting our citizens’ constitu-
tional rights, in this case, the constitu-
tional right to keep and bear arms.
Without it, the myriad lawsuits na-
tionwide advancing a negligence the-
ory for the harm caused by the crimi-
nal or unlawful use of firearms or am-
munition by others, when the product
is functioning as it was designed and
intended to do, will form a very real
threat, completely halting the move-
ment of these lawful products in inter-
state commerce. In fact, this is the
very intent, what this bill is all about.
It is to stop the chilling effect that
would stop the design, production,
trade and ownership of legal firearms
and ammunition in the United States
by lawsuits.

Mr. Speaker, | want to wrap up what
I have said today by stating that the
interstate commerce clause thankfully
gives us the power and the right to be
here in the House today to protect the
Second Amendment from these dan-
gerous attempts by others who would
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twist the common law to meet their
goal of eroding its protections by
flanking maneuvers in State and Fed-
eral courts.

I am proud of this legislation that we
are on the floor to pass today.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank my friend, the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS),
for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
opposition to the base bill, H.R. 1036. In
my view, this is a cynical, political bill
that like other so-called tort reform
bills that the majority has brought to
the floor this year, would protect and
favor wealthy businesses and campaign
contributors at the expense of those
victimized by irresponsible conduct.

| advocate a decent society. My
strong opposition to H.R. 1036 does not
reflect a broad opposition to gun own-
ership. I own a gun. | am for sensible
gun laws that do not take away the
legal rights of individuals to have guns
for recreational purposes and personal
protection. Gun ownership can further
American values, but H.R. 1036, in-
stead, usurps them.

| said to someone earlier today that
since | was a child | have had, family
and others, BB guns to single shot .22
rifles, that are sports persons and are
involved at some degree in having
owned a gun. | have no family member
that has ever caused a criminal prob-
lem because of a gun. That does not
mean that my family is any better
than anyone else’s, and | believe that |
would go to my grave fighting for the
right of Americans’ values, which in-
clude owning a gun.

But | cannot have anyone make sense
for me how AK-47s can be sold on the
open market at a gun show. Nobody
can make that make sense to me, that
anyone other than the military and
law enforcement should be endowed to
hold those guns in their possession. |
see no reason for them.

The majority, encouraged by a force-
ful and wealthy industry, is pushing
Congress to enact a disastrous bill to
give gun makers and dealers extraor-
dinary shelter from liability suits. | do
not wish to prey on the misery of one
family that has suffered immensely at
the hands of a gun, but several Mem-
bers in this body represent the area of
Palm Beach County, four of us do, and
in our constituency are people who suf-
fered a few years ago, none more than
Ms. Pamela Grunow, the widow of a
schoolteacher killed by gun violence.

Pamela Grunow deserves to have her
day in court, and | am appalled that
some representatives of the people
have the contempt to propose legisla-
tion that would deny her this right.

On May 26, 2000, a 13-year-old stu-
dent, a young man named Nathaniel
Brazil, shot and Kkilled his language
arts teacher, Barry Grunow, at Lake
Worth Middle School, that is in my dis-
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trict and the district of three other
Members, two Republican and two
Democrat.

The gun used to Kkill Mr. Grunow was
a .25 caliber semiautomatic pistol,
which is commonly known as a junk
gun, or “Saturday night special.” Such
handguns have little or no sporting or
self-defense use, and are disproportion-
ately used by criminals and juveniles
to commit murder and other violent of-
fenses. Pamela Grunow is seeking to
hold the distributor of this gun respon-
sible for selling an unreasonably dan-
gerous and defective product.

Under Florida law, a distributor or
dealer who sells a defectively designed
product can be held liable, just as the
manufacturer can be held liable. But
some congressional colleagues of mine
have the audacity to challenge the fed-
eralist and legal systems of the United
States. Their hubris is infinite. You do
not know better than the State govern-
ments legislating on this issue or the
judges listening to these lawsuits.

Pamela Grunow deserves her day in
court. She may not win, but, under
Florida law, she should have that op-
portunity to lose or win.

An identical bill was reported out of
committee last October, but the major-
ity leaders decided not to put the
measure on the floor after a series of
sniper attacks in the metropolitan
Washington area. Those sniper attacks
made even the bill’s sponsors squeam-
ish. But less than a year later, even be-
fore the suspects in that particular
atrocious crime are prosecuted, the
majority is pushing an identical
antivictim bill to be enacted. Less than
a year later, H.R. 1036 would bar legal
action filed by victims of the sniper
shootings against the gun dealer,
where the sniper suspects, two feder-
ally prohibited purchasers, allegedly
obtained their Bushmaster assault
rifle.

At a time when America needs more
corporate responsibility, Congress
should not give one industry a free
pass. Gun makers and dealers act as
though their industry was being treat-
ed unfairly. That is absurd. The gun in-
dustry wants to receive special legal
protection that no other industry in
America enjoys. Gun makers and deal-
ers want to be free from the account-
ability of their negligent or dangerous
conduct, regardless of how many people
they injure or cause to be killed.

I want to make this clear: Absent
legal immunity, gun makers would
simply be treated like any other indus-
try. Pharmaceutical companies must
design medicine bottles that are
childproof. Car manufacturers must de-
sign automobiles that withstand crash-
es. But those in the majority party are
prepared to exempt gun makers from
the responsibility of designing their
products to protect against misuse
that is reasonably foreseeable.

Robert A. Ricker, former Executive
Director and Director of Government
Affairs of the American Shooting
Sports Council and former Assistant
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General Counsel for the NRA, recently
revealed that the gun industry has long
known its practices aid criminal access
to guns, yet has done very little about
it. In light of Mr. Ricker’s declara-
tions, it would be the height of irre-
sponsibility for Congress to pass H.R.
1036.

America cannot afford for Congress
to act irresponsibly on this issue. In
1999, firearm homicide was the number
one cause of death for black men ages
15 to 34, as well as the leading cause of
death for all black 15- to 24-year-olds.
Former Surgeon General Satcher even
saw fit to declare this an epidemic.

As a representative of the American
people, 1 am sickened that those cul-
pable of causing pain and devastation
may be immunized from liability due
to their political clout.

My dear colleagues, blood money is
guiding this bill. Those supporting H.R.
1036 are pushing ill-conceived and reck-
less legislation through Congress, mo-
tivated by the wrong priorities.

This bill is not only a gift to the gun
lobby, its timing, with floor consider-
ation coming just a few weeks before
the April 24, 2003, National Rifle Asso-
ciation’s annual meeting, is particu-
larly suspect. In my view, some politi-
cians are more concerned about satis-
fying the priorities of contributors
than in seeking justice under our
American values.

The cold barrel of the gun industry is
pushing on its victims’ throats. The
majority is proposing that Congress
pull the trigger. H.R. 1036 will shoot
down the fundamental right to a day in
court, even retroactively. It is scan-
dalous that this anti-American,
antivictim, anti-American  values,
prointerest group bill is being brought
to the People’s House.

| oppose the bill.

I wish to end, Mr. Speaker, by saying
what | said when | began: Let the NRA
and all people who own guns know that
one Congressperson stands here for
their right to own their gun, so do not
misunderstand my opposition to this
scandalous bill that will do detriment
to the fundamental premise of a per-
son’s right to sue someone that has
caused foreseeable harm.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, we are continuing the
debate today on the floor after we had
an opportunity yesterday in the Com-
mittee on Rules to talk about this, and
the bill is pretty straightforward. It
says that a manufacturer of a gun, am-
munition or other product that might
be used, with the gun working as it was
intended, we would hold them harm-
less; but if a person was illegally or un-
lawfully using these guns or obtaining
these guns under some measure, that
they would be held responsible.

The interesting part about this, and
there are so many analogies that could
be used, but it would be like an auto-
mobile, which Kkills millions of Ameri-
cans every year. It would be like an
automobile that was properly designed,
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properly structured, properly placed
upon the roadway, and there is not one
parent or one person that | know of
that has years of experience in using
an automobile that would not say to an
occupant or to someone who was going
to use their car that this could be a
dangerous product.

But if we use it properly, then we
have no worry about it. But if the man-
ufacturer of that product, the car,
manufactured it, designed it or did
something that they know they should
not have done, and it has happened in
the automobile industry, it has hap-
pened with side fuel tanks, it has hap-
pened with any other number of defec-
tive parts of that product, then they
would be held liable.

Such is true today also if gun manu-
facturers do something that is inher-
ently wrong with their product.
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But what this bill says is, once that
gun or ammunition, just like a car is
designed properly, is sold legally and
properly under the laws of this coun-
try, and if it is utilized properly, that
they could not be held liable. Such is
true with guns.

The bottom line is that what is true
is that the Democrat Party chooses to
take this up as an issue because they
are antigun. That is what this is about.
We see these forces every day. We see
them on the street. We see them with
the things that they do. This is another
way to get in the way of the second
amendment of the Constitution of the
United States.

So the reasonable legislation that we
propose today is one that says that if
someone has a legally manufactured
product that they obtained legally, and
it is used properly within the laws of
this country, that a gun manufacturer
will be held harmless. It is as simple as
it is. | think it makes sense. We sup-
port what we are doing here with this
underlying legislation.

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

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida.
Speaker, | yield myself 30 seconds.

I want my friend from Texas to catch
my voice as it thunders in his direc-
tion. I am not antigun. | am
prosensible gun legislation, and | am in
favor of American values that allow for
people to own guns legally. And | do
not believe any of my colleagues that
are opposed to this legislation would
argue that under the Constitution a
person has a right to bear arms. But
under that same aegis that gives us a
system that has served us well these
number of years, a person has a right
to sue.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to my
good friend, the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), who serves
on the Committee on Rules with dis-
tinction.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this rule. 1
guess the most | can say about the rule

Mr.
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is that it is not as bad as it might have
been, but it is not as good as it should
have been. Five amendments were
made in order. Eight Members were de-
nied the opportunity to come to this
floor and be able to speak their mind
and offer their amendments. In the
Committee on Rules yesterday many
people who testified who had good
amendments were denied the oppor-
tunity to come here today to be able to
debate them. For the life of me, |1 can-
not quite understand why. But having
said that, Mr. Speaker, | want to say a
few words about the underlying bill,
because | think this is an awful bill.

This House is not considering this
bill today because it is good policy, be-
cause it is not. And this House is not
considering this bill today because it is
the right thing to do, because it is not.
No, Mr. Speaker, this body is consid-
ering this bill today, as my colleague
from Florida pointed out, because the
National Rifle Association is holding
their annual convention at the end of
April and the majority leadership in
this Chamber feels compelled to prove
to the progun special interests that
they will do whatever it takes, pass
whatever legislation that they can
come up with, no matter how bad it is,
so they get an applause line at that
convention. That includes bringing a
bill like this to the floor, a bill that, in
my opinion, is unconstitutional.

This bill not only absolves any gun
manufacturer from any claim of neg-
ligence; it prevents any lawsuit, cur-
rent or future, from being filed against
any gun manufacturer. In other words,
any lawsuit against any gun manufac-
turer currently being considered by the
courts will be thrown out.

Mr. Speaker, on Christmas Eve, 1999,
in my hometown of Worcester, Massa-
chusetts, 26-year-old Danny Guzman
was shot and killed. A week later, po-
lice recovered the 9 millimeter Kahr
Arms handgun used to Kkill young
Danny. Through ballistics, the police
determined that the gun was one of
several stolen from Kahr Arms by Kahr
employees with criminal records, and
Kahr Arms is in my district. According
to the police, one of the employees had
been hired by Kahr to work in its
Worcester manufacturing facility, de-
spite the fact that he had a long his-
tory of drug addiction, theft to support
that addiction, alcohol abuse, and vio-
lence, including several assault and
battery charges.

Police determined that the guns were
stolen from Kahr even before the weap-
ons had serial numbers stamped on
them and then resold to criminals in
exchange for money and drugs. In
March 2000, police arrested Mark
Cronin, who pled guilty to the gun
thefts. The investigation also led to
the arrest of Kahr employee Scott An-
derson, a man with a criminal history
who pled guilty to stealing from Kahr
a pistol and a slide for another weapon.

Now, the company did not conduct
any criminal or general background
checks on employees. Kahr did not
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even have any metal detectors or x-ray
machines or security cameras or other
similar devices to monitor the facility
or to determine if employees were
stealing; nor did they check employees
at the end of their shifts. At the time,
the company did not have security
guards.

Now, Mr. Speaker, unlike diamonds
stolen from a jewelry store or funds
embezzled by an accountant, a gun sto-
len from the manufacturer can have le-

thal and deadly results, and the
Guzman family found out the hard
way.

Now, if this bill becomes law, gun
manufacturers would be shielded from
being held accountable for their own
negligence, and the Guzman family’s
suit that they have filed would be dis-
missed.

Now, the NRA has dubbed this bill
the Reckless Lawsuit Protection Act. |
disagree. Reckless is hiring an em-
ployee with a rap sheet to work in a
gun factory. Reckless is not locking up
and keeping track of every single gun
produced in that factory, and reckless
is bringing this legislation to the floor.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

The previous speaker just hijacked
the intent of this law, and he misled
people who are listening in this body
today. The fact of the matter is that
any gun manufacturer who is negligent
for their product by what they produce
would be held responsible under this
bill, and for any person to assume oth-
erwise means they have not read the
bill. They would be incapable of under-
standing, and they choose not to, they
choose not to.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman was allowed his opportunity
to speak, and | am sure that the minor-
ity has lots of time left.

Mr. McCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, the
gentleman is mischaracterizing the bill
and my statement.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | appre-

ciate the Speaker’s help. Regular
order, please.
So, Mr. Speaker, what happens is

that anyone who chooses to mislead
those people that are in this body
today, that they would not be held lia-
ble, is simply not true. That is not
what this bill is about. The bill that we
know and the underlying legislation
makes perfect sense, and that is why
we are here.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. STEARNS), the original au-
thor of this bill. I, as an original co-
sponsor, am pleased to have him.

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my distinguished colleague for yielding
me this time.

Let me just see if we can discuss this
bill without sort of inflaming the emo-
tions of people. It has been said on the
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floor that it is not good policy. This is
a policy that has been passed by 31
States. Thirty-one States have adopted
this almost similar language. So |
think if the people on this side or if
there is anybody on the Republican
side who decides they do not want to
vote for this bill, please go back to
your State legislatures and see if they
passed this language. | will have a
graph when we move to the debate on
this bill, and I will show my colleagues
that 31 States have already passed this
same type of legislation.

So it is good policy, so good that the
majority of the States in the United
States have passed it. In fact, | say to
my good colleague, the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. HASTINGS), the State of
Florida has also passed this bill. So in
his comments, | appreciate what he
says, that he is not for gun control,
that he has a gun himself, so he could
appreciate the fact that this Bill is
good policy.

The second point | want to make is
there is going to be a lot of attacks on
the NRA this morning and this after-
noon. | authored this bill in the Com-
mittee on Commerce; and it passed out
of the subcommittee, out of the full
committee, and also passed out of the
subcommittee of the Committee on Ju-
diciary and out of the full Committee
on the Judiciary. That was in the 107th
Congress. There is nothing about tim-
ing for bringing this Bill up on the
floor because the NRA is having a con-
vention at the end of this month. We
have been trying to get this bill to the
floor; and as many Members know,
when we try and get a bill passed, we
have to go around to our colleagues
day after day and ask them to cospon-
sor it. | had about 235 cosponsors in the
last Congress, and we were ready to
vote on it. So it is not a case of timing
for the NRA. It is just good policy, and
I think the 31 States that have passed
it have shown that it is good policy.

The other thing | would point out to
my colleagues is the public is now
aware how important it is to pass this
type of legislation. | want to mention a
couple of surveys taken recently of al-
most 1,100 adults by DecisionQuest, a
jury-consulting firm. They found that
66.2 percent of American adults oppose
these types of lawsuits. These are sim-
ply lawsuits that State and local mu-
nicipalities are forcing on gun manu-
facturers simply because they do not
like the product. They do not like the
distribution of the weapon. So | say to
my colleagues, we cannot start attack-
ing a company because we do not like
their distribution system or their de-
sign, because under the Constitution,
one has the right under the commerce
clause to manufacture and distribute.

So when people say this bill is uncon-
stitutional, no, on the contrary, it is
constitutional in the sense it is saying,
allow people to legally manufacture
and distribute products.

So only 19 percent of Americans op-
pose this type of legislation that pro-
tects manufacturers from nuisance
lawsuits.
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Then in April 1999, an ICR/Associated
Press poll found that 70 percent of the
respondents thought manufacturers
should not be held liable to recoup hos-
pital and police costs. In 1999, a Gallup
poll found 61 percent of Americans are
opposed to lawsuits to cover costs in-
curred because of gun violence. A May
1999 poll by Zogby International found
71 percent of Americans opposed allow-
ing cities to sue gun manufacturers.

I can just take my colleagues up to
the current day that the public is be-
hind us on this. They want to say that
there is too much litigation. These
third-party cases where violence occurs
is because of the third party and one
cannot go after the manufacturer with
deep pockets only because he is distrib-
uting the weapons or because of the
person who sells it to him because
there is negligence. Still, in fact, based
upon that information, | can tell my
colleagues this. The question is, does
this bill protect unlicensed dealers, and
the answer is simply no. The bill de-
fines manufacturers and sellers only as
licensed manufacturers, dealers, or im-
porters of firearms or trade associa-
tions representing those persons. The
only exception is for ammunition sell-
ers who are not required to be licensed
by the Federal Government.

The second question: Does the bill
protect those who commit State crimes
or engage in negligent conduct? Under
the bill, manufacturers or sellers must
operate entirely within Federal and
State laws.

So the bill is not giving any exemp-
tion to them if they perform criminal
or negligent acts. So basically, it is
just saying, we are trying to prevent
these nuisance suits.

Now, | will just conclude by giving
my colleagues one example of a nui-
sance suit and that took place in
Bridgeport, Connecticut. Superior
Court Judge Robert McWeeney threw
out the City of Bridgeport’s suit. “The
plaintiffs have no statutory common
law basis to recoup their expendi-
tures,” he said. “They lack any statu-
tory authorization to initiate such
claims.”
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Those were his exact words. Yet,
Bridgeport was using taxpayers’ money
to sue this gun manufacturer with friv-
olous lawsuits.

Basically, the judge said they seek to
regulate firearms in a manner that is
preempted by State law. In other
words, they are taking the mere fact
that they are involved with commerce,
manufacturing a product and distrib-
uting it as a way to sue.

I can give case after case of examples
where the judge has thrown out these
nuisance lawsuits.

So between what the judges have
said, what the States have said by
passing legislation in 31 States, and
what the public says, | think we have a
very credible bill. 1 urge my colleagues
to support the rule.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 15 seconds to the gen-
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tleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MCGOVERN) to respond to our col-
league.

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding time
to me.

| just want to make clear that under
this bill, if any victim files a lawsuit
based on the common law principle of
negligence, it would be barred. So |
would urge my colleague, the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS) to
read the bill to understand what the
bill is doing. This bill is designed to
protect gun manufacturers at any cost
for whatever is filed against them, and
I think this bill should be defeated.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, I am pleased to yield 6 min-
utes to my very good friend, the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT), the ranking member of the rel-
evant subcommittee of the Committee
on the Judiciary.

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding time to me.

I first want to associate myself with
the remarks that the gentleman made
so eloquently in his statement. | am
sure that both of us throughout the
course of the day will be subjected to a
number of phone calls saying that we
are antigun. | personally do not think
that is what this debate is about or
should be about. The debate is about
the bill that is in front of us and what
it does to legal rights of people that
have been recognized throughout his-
tory.

I am sure that my staff in the office
is prepared for the barrage of phone
calls, but | hope we can keep this de-
bate based on what is before us at this
point.

I am going to reserve my comments
about the bill itself to the general de-
bate on the bill, but | did want to rise
in opposition to the rule reported by
the Committee on Rules on this bill.

Twelve Democratic amendments
were timely submitted to the Com-
mittee on Rules. Of those 12, 10 were of-
fered by members of the Committee on
the Judiciary, and five of the 12 were
made in order under this rule. I am the
first to admit that that is a better
record than the Committee on Rules
has enjoyed throughout this Congress,
and some people say | should be happy
about that. But the process by which
this bill came to the Committee on
Rules and now comes to the floor leads
me to be concerned that the rule does
not do justice to us as Members or to
the public.

The bill first came before the Sub-
committee on Commercial and Admin-
istrative Law, on which | serve as the
ranking member, one day before the
full committee markup. There was no
markup of the bill in the sub-
committee, and the hearing was con-
ducted at a disadvantage by the fact
that two of the witnesses’ statements
arrived late, one coming the night be-
fore the hearing and one coming the
morning of the hearing.

Under these circumstances, the full
committee markup provided the sole
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opportunity for all Members, not just
Democrats and not just those with con-
cerns about the bill but all Members of
the Committee on the Judiciary, to
speak to the merits and concerns, or
even in support of the legislation.

But that never happened in the full
committee, either. There was no delib-
erative process that brought this bill
to the floor. There was no debate on
what the various provisions of the bill
mean. There was no opportunity to
seek clarification, no opportunity to
praise or explain, no opportunity to
criticize or correct the bill. There was
simply no process in the committee.

Now, we wonder, how did that hap-
pen? Well, during the markup of the
bill while one of my amendments was
pending and numerous other Demo-
cratic amendments were at the desk to
be considered, the majority abruptly
decided that they would call a 5-minute
recess in the proceeding, and they went
into the back room. As soon as we got
through deliberating the one amend-
ment that was being considered, then
they moved the previous question on
the amendment, on the bill, and all
other amendments got cut off.

Mr. Speaker, the amendment that |
was debating when they abruptly
called this recess was the only amend-
ment that was actually offered and
considered throughout the process. One
other amendment had been offered and
withdrawn earlier, and debate was cut
off.

I raise the question, if we have had
no subcommittee process and we have
had no full committee process, and if
only five out of 12 amendments that
people seek to offer on the floor will be
considered, then when will this bill be
considered? | raise the question, what
are the supporters afraid of? Are they
afraid to defend the bill? I am baffled
by what this is all about.

Now, | said in committee that | was
concerned that we were rushing
through the markup to get the bill to
the floor so that the bill could be re-
ported out in advance of the National
Rifle Association’s convention. Now |
am wondering whether we are rushing
through the process on the floor. When
is this bill going to be considered? 1
think that is a relevant question.

Now, the one amendment that | of-
fered that was not made in order by the
Committee on Rules would have had us
have a debate about whether pending
lawsuits, lawsuits that have already
been filed by people who think that
they were proceeding in good faith,
maybe some of them were proceeding
in good faith, but they were proceeding
based on the law that existed at that
time, those lawsuits would be wiped
out by this bill.

| think that is unconstitutional. If it
is not unconstitutional as an ex post
facto law, then it is certainly unfair
and it is obscene. We should not be
going back saying to the courts of ap-
peals, trial courts, to dismiss cases
based on a statute that we are passing
at this point.
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Mr. Speaker, | think this bill needs
to be considered, and | hope we will
send it back to committee for that con-
sideration.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Rules
took a lot of time yesterday. We heard
a lot of testimony. The gentleman is
correct, he did come and approach the
Committee on Rules, as well as other
Members of this great body.

I think the Committee on Rules,
through the leadership of the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. DREIER),
heard the testimony and, in fact, Mr.
Speaker, made in order several amend-
ments, five, and two from the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT). That gives him the ability
today to have two amendments for a
total of 40 minutes. Three others are
allowed for a total of 60 minutes, 20
minutes each. | think that is pretty
good. | think that does allow debate on
the floor of this House, more than al-
most 2 hours of debate, to talk about
these issues.

Best of all, they are going to get
their own vote. They are going to get
their vote that they asked for up on
the board, and every single Member
will be here, so they have a chance to
tell their story. | think that this proc-
ess, while it may not always work the
way every single Member wants, the
Committee on Rules did the right
thing.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. LINDER) from the Com-
mittee on Rules.

Mr. LINDER. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding time to me.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of
House Resolution 181 providing for the
consideration of the Protection of Law-
ful Commerce in Arms Act of 2003. This
is a fair but structured rule that pro-
vides for the consideration of a number
of Democrat amendments submitted to
the Committee on Rules yesterday
afternoon. We have made in order two
amendments submitted by the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WATT). We have made one each by the
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTT),
the gentlewoman from California (Ms.
LINDA T. SANCHEZ), and the gentleman
from Massachusetts (Mr. MEEHAN).

The committee heard persuasive tes-
timony and has worked to create an
amendment process that is fair and as
evenhanded as possible. It is unfortu-
nate that this bill is on the floor at
this time. It is unfortunate that this
Congress has to sit down and construct
a law to protect a legal industry from
acting legally in every State in the Na-
tion.

For those who want to just get rid of
guns, do it the right way: Propose to
put a repeal of the second amendment
on the floor and vote it up or down.
There was a reason that our Founding
Fathers fashioned the second amend-
ment. It was for people to be able to
protect themselves, in some instances,
from their government.
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But instead of doing it the honest
way, we pick around the edges. We
have lawyers willing to sue gun manu-
facturers who acted legally because a
crime was committed with a stolen
gun, and we have friendly juries willing
to hand over that money. This is noth-
ing more or less than a ripping-off of
the system by a bunch of greedy peo-
ple, and | want to see us have this de-
bate in the honest way: Put their re-
peal of the second amendment on the
floor and let us vote it up or down.

We should not have to come here
every time and defend legal industries.
Fifteen percent of the crimes are com-
mitted with knives. Are we going to be
forced to defend the cutlery industry?
Eighty percent of the crimes involve
alcohol. Will we be suing distillers
next? We have a tort system, a court
system that has run amok. It is unfor-
tunate that we have to sit here on the
floor and protect it.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | am pleased to yield an addi-
tional 30 seconds to the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT. Mr. Speaker, | would just
encourage my colleagues to make their
own judgment. If we add up all of the
debate time about this bill, there will
be about 3 hours. We are talking about
undoing a system of law that has ex-
isted throughout our history, and we
are doing it with 3 hours’ worth of de-
bate. Members should make the judg-
ment about whether that is reasonable.

Additionally, we are talking about
doing it without consideration of any
of the amendments, other than the five
that were made in order, that were of-
fered by people in this body who have
or who represent the same number of
people that the gentleman on the oppo-
site side represents. Those amendments
were not considered in committee and
they will not be considered on the
floor.

So | do not know what this process is
all about. We have made a mockery of
the process in committee, and now we
are about to do the same thing on the
floor.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the gentleman makes
some points. They are that he felt that
these amendments were denied through
the process. But the way we operate
here is that the Committee on Rules
operates in the daylight. We come and
tell people when they may file amend-
ments. Either those amendments may
or may not have ever seen the light of
day in another committee.

This Speaker and this Committee on
Rules chairman want to make sure
that we are open for business, that we
tell people when we will be there; that
we have, in my opinion, an appropriate
number of people who sit through the
hearings, as | have done, as | did in this
case again; and responsible people lis-
ten to the arguments and the debates
about the merits of those things which
they wish to have placed in order.

We then hear the deliberation, we
hear the debate, and then we go back
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and make a decision about it. Then
there is a vote. The votes are in the
open where everybody can see them
happen.

Mr. Speaker, my chairman allows
many times more debate than what I
probably would think would be reason-
able, but he does it. It is a fair and
open process. We know what this bill is
about. We know where there is dis-
agreement. We know why we are doing
this. It is the right thing to do.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | have no further speakers.
Does my friend from Texas (Mr. SES-
SIONS) have additional speakers?

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | have
one additional speaker. Mr. Speaker,
what is the time remaining?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
SIMPSON). The gentleman from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) has 9% minutes remain-
ing. The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
HASTINGS) has 8%4 minutes remaining.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | am prepared to yield back
after closing.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | will
close after this speaker.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
COBLE).

Mr. COBLE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman from Texas for yielding me
time. | probable will not take 5 min-
utes.

Mr. Speaker, this is an important
bill. It seems to me, it seems very basic
to me that an industry that manufac-
turers, distributes, imports and/or sells
a legal product lawfully should not be
held liable for criminal acts of a third
party. If an individual sells a firearm
following all the rules and regulations
of firearms, sales including conducting
backgrounds checks to ensure that the
purchaser is eligible to own a firearm,
and the purchaser who buys the fire-
arm violates the law by surrendering
that firearm to an individual who sub-
sequently uses the gun to commit a
crime, why should the law-abiding
dealer be liable?

Laws are violated in that hypo-
thetical, Mr. Speaker, it seems to me,
when the purchaser shared his firearm
or surrendered his firearm to a third
party, not at the point of sale. In my
opinion, that means that the liability
should lie with those who violated the
law and not with a manufacturer who
made the firearm to standard, maybe 6
months earlier, or even with the dealer
who sold the gun complying with exist-
ing law.

H.R. 1036 which, by the way, came
out of our House Committee on the Ju-
diciary, does nothing to exempt the
firearm industry from liability if the
industry acts negligently, if the indus-
try produces or sells a defective prod-
uct, or if a firearm is sold in violation
of any State or Federal law. The bill
simply protects the industry from un-
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warranted and frivolous lawsuits. Once
again, it is important to note that the
firearm industry is heavily regulated,
and | am not averse to that. | think it
ought to be heavily regulated at both
State and Federal levels.

This is not an industry that is oper-
ating  willy-nilly, unchecked and
unmonitored. Licensed firearm dealers
are required to meet various regula-
tions prior to the sale of a firearm.
Furthermore, the industry itself is
very actively involved in ensuring that
dealers know and are enforcing current
firearm laws. Firearm trade groups,
Mr. Speaker, to my friend from Texas
(Mr. SESSIONS) | would say, are respon-
sible for publishing literature on gun
safety, responding to questions about
firearms, and the proper manner in
which to store firearms, for example.
The firearm industry also, | am told,
sponsors seminars across the country
for gun dealers and distributors to cer-
tify that all gun sales adhere to strict
transaction requirements.

The bottom line, Mr. Speaker, it
seems to me, is that firearms are legal
products that are heavily regulated at
the State and Federal level. It is my
belief that a manufacturer, distributor,
dealer, and/or importer of firearms who
follows all laws of sale and marketing
and does not act in any way neg-
ligently should not be held responsible
for the criminal behavior of a third
party.

I think this is a good piece of legisla-
tion, Mr. Speaker; and | urge my col-
leagues to support it. | thank the gen-

tleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
again for yielding me time.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | have had one additional

speaker show up.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. VAN
HOLLEN), my friend, who was a leader
in the State senate in Maryland on this
particular issue.

Mr. VAN HOLLEN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank my colleague for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | have not been in this
body very long, but | have quickly
learned that the titles we give bills
often come out of *““Alice in Wonder-
land.” The title of this bill is “Pro-
tecting Commerce.”” The way | read
this bill, it is protecting those gun
dealers who are engaged in wrong-
doing.

I am very disappointed that this bill
is even on the floor. I had an amend-
ment proposed that | took to the Com-
mittee on Rules the other day; and un-
fortunately, they did not approve it. |
represent an area that was recently
ravaged just last fall by a sniper. This
body at that time was taking up this
legislation and, in deference to the vic-
tims’ families, took this legislation off
the floor. But by taking this up today,
we are adding insult to injury to the
victims and the families of those vic-
tims. We are rubbing salt in their
wounds because many of the families of
those victims decided to go to court.
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They went to court. They took their
case to court against a gun dealer
whose activities over many years had
shown a pattern of negligence that
could very well have contributed to the
suffering in their families. And this
legislation which was taken off the
floor in deference to those victims will
now deny them their fair day in court.
They are not going to get a fair hear-
ing. And | find this decision of this
body to proceed on this to be an insult,
not just to those families, but really to
decency and justice in the United
States.

I had an amendment that would have
addressed an issue that was adopted in
the middle of the night a couple of
months ago as part of the 2003 omnibus
appropriations bill. At that time we ex-
empted the ATF from requirements
that all other Federal agencies are sub-
ject to under the Freedom of Informa-
tion Act to get the information col-
lected with the ATF with respect to
those gun dealers who are engaged ac-
tively in selling to the criminal mar-
ket. Why do we want to hide that infor-
mation from the American people? But
we did this in the middle of the night.

And so | had an amendment proposed
to reinstate the ability of the Amer-
ican people to have access to that in-
formation. The committee denied us
that opportunity. | think we should
have had a fair debate on that ques-
tion. This bill protects gun dealers who
are engaged in wrong doing. It is unfair
to all those gun dealers and manufac-
turers out there who are playing by the
rules. It is unfair to them because it
taints them with the wrong-doing of a
few. And what this bill does is give pro-
tection, not to those who are engaged
in the fair dealing in guns. What this
does is protect those who are engaged
in wrong-doing, those who are engaged
in selling mostly to the criminal mar-
ket, and we have already provided
them some additional protection by de-
nying the American people access
about who they are. And now they are
further shielding them from the justice
that American families and the victims
are due in this great country. I am
sorry we are carving out a special ex-
ception for these wrong-doers, and I
urge the body to reject this legislation.

Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.
Speaker, | am prepared to close if the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. SESSIONS)
is prepared to close.

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, I am
prepared to close.
Mr. HASTINGS of Florida. Mr.

Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | thank my friend from
Texas (Mr. SESSIONS), and | also thank
my friend from Florida (Mr. STEARNS),
who is still here, for reminding me that
Florida has a law that is similar to this
that | do not think ought to be pre-
empted. But at the very same time,
Florida under the aegis of a previous
Attorney General did in fact sue gun
manufacturers too. So we have been a
leader on both fronts.
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Mr. Speaker, let me say this in clos-
ing. The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS) and | live very close to Or-
lando. I was born and raised in Alta
Mont Springs that is 10 miles north of
Orlando. | will not be in Orlando when
the National Rifle Association meets
there 3 weeks from now. | will not be
receiving contributions from some of
their members, interestingly. | am sure
that there are some of their members
who agree with me.

Gun dealers and owners who illegally
sell or use guns are subject to prosecu-
tion under Federal laws, as my friend
from Texas pointed out at the Com-
mittee on Rules yesterday, such as
Brady. That is not what we are talking
about here today. Today we are talking
about the civil damages these actions
cause, the innocent victims of gun vio-
lence. This bill, in my opinion, would
eviscerate this possibility; and | think
in that regard that it is wrong.

Let me says that with my warm live
hands | will protect the right of Amer-
ican citizens and American values to
legally own guns. In that place where |
was born in the halcyon days of seg-
regation, be assured that almost every
family member and everybody there
had a gun, and | can assure you they
needed them. And, therefore, when we
talk about the right to bear arms,
know that there were many of us that
believe in that right. So the National
Rifle Association should know that
with these warm live hands | will de-
fend their right to own a gun, but none
of them can make sense of AK-47s
being sold in the street. None of them
can make sense of Saturday night spe-
cials that have caused devastating
damage to this overall society, such
that one Surgeon General declared an
epidemic because of gun violence
against our children and their commu-
nity.

None of them can make sense for the
gun manufacturers and gun dealers,
who may be few, of being exempted
from legislation that rightly ought be
considered if it were not exempting
certain people and giving them special
conditions that so many on the major-
ity side rail about all the time saying
others are seeking special conditions.
If car manufacturers have to meet
standards that avoid liabilities, if drug
manufacturers, and | can go on and on
and on through the product liability
phase of this discussion, then be as-
sured gun manufacturers, if they do
something that is foreseeably wrong,
should be held to the same standards as
everybody else.

Mr. Speaker, | urge this body to vote
against this bill and for each one of
them to use their warm live hands to
protect American values.

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

Mr. SESSIONS. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, this is the very end of
the debate about a very, very impor-
tant commonsense piece of legislation.

The amendments that were before
the Committee on Rules would have
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done a lot of things. | disagree with us
having the Federal Government print a
list of all the people who have a gun in
this country. | think that is dangerous.
I think that is dangerous precedent for
us as consumers to think that we
would purchase a product and then
someone would print our name about a
product that we buy. But that is what
we were asked to do yesterday, and we
denied them. We did allow the minor-
ity the chance to have its debate on
five amendments. That is what is going
to take place today.

This legislation is common sense.
The process has been open and fair. The
Committee on Rules was available yes-
terday. The Speaker, the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. HASTERT), and the
gentleman  from California  (Mr.
DREIER), the chairman, intentionally
went out of their way to make sure
that we would have a vigorous debate
today because we think the light of day
is the best disinfectant there is to fair-
ness.

The gentleman from Florida (Mr.
STEARNS), the original sponsor of this
bill, the author of this bill, showed up
on the floor and offered a hardy debate.
We have had others that have done the
same. So | think America is free. |
think we are using this body for what
it was intended, as a sharing of issues
and ideas. And most of all | would like
to applaud the gentleman from Wis-
consin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), who is
the chairman of the Committee on the
Judiciary. The gentleman has been to
the Committee on Rules, placed him-
self available before each and every
Member to answer questions. | think
that the commonsense legislation that
he brings forward at this time with re-
spect to what we are going to do on
floor debate is important and good.
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Mr. Speaker, | would ask that Mem-
bers would support this bill, this rule,
and of course, all the underlying legis-
lation.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr. Speaker,
| oppose the Rule to H.R. 1036, The Protec-
tion of Lawful Commerce in Arms Act.

My opposition to the Rule to H.R. 1036, is
based largely on my outrage at the disgrace
that has occurred in the Mark-up and Amend-
ment of this Bill.

The Amendment process at the Judiciary
Committee Mark-up of H.R. 1036 was unfair,
discourteous, and a complete departure from
the accepted Committee procedures of de-
bate. The Amendments offered by myself and
my Democratic colleagues were never given
the opportunity to be fully debated. The Mark-
up was simply shut down by the Chairman
while Amendments were at the table. The ac-
tions of the Chairman are not in the spirit of
comity that both parties try to maintain in this
Chamber. Every Amendment that is offered is
entitled to the full consideration of the com-
mittee. Our Amendments to H.R. 1036 were
not given that consideration.

Likewise, the Rules Committee has not
given the Democratic Amendments full and
fair consideration. The Rules Committee has
picked and chosen a select few Amendments
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offered by my Democratic colleagues and my-
self. The Democrats proposed a total of thir-
teen Amendments to H.R. 1036. The Rules
Committee concluded that only five Amend-
ments would be made in order. Neither of the
two Amendments that | offered were made in
order.

One of the Amendments that | offered ex-
empted from the scope of the bill those law-
suits brought by or on behalf of minors who
were injured or killed by negligently transferred
guns. This is an Amendment to the bill de-
signed to protect America’s children from the
unlawful transfers of firearms. As the Chair of
the Congressional Children’s Caucus, | believe
that provisions that protect America’s children
should be included in every bill that shapes
gun rights. However, my Amendment to H.R.
1036 protecting minor’s rights to sue negligent
gun sellers was shut out of the Judiciary Com-
mittee, and not made in order by the Rules
Committee.

A second Amendment that | offered exempt-
ed from the scope of the bill lawsuits against
the sellers of machine guns, semi-automatic
assault weapons, and large capacity ammuni-
tion feeding devices. Congress has banned all
of these weapons because they are inherently
dangerous. Assault weapons are even more
dangerous in the hands of criminals. However,
under H.R. 1036, if a gun merchant neg-
ligently sells a banned gun and that gun is
used to injure or kill, the plaintiff will have no
cause of action against the seller.

All of the Amendments proposed by my
Democratic colleagues and myself are provi-
sions that protect American lives. They de-
served more sincere consideration by both the
Judiciary Committee and the Rules Com-
mittee. That consideration was not provided.

That, Mr. Chairman, is why | oppose the
Rule to H.R. 1036 bill.

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

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

————

CONFERENCE REPORT ON S.151,
PROSECUTORIAL REMEDIES AND
OTHER TOOLS TO END THE EX-

PLOITATION OF CHILDREN
TODAY ACT OF 2003
Mr. SENSENBRENNER submitted

the following conference report and
statement on the Senate bill (S. 151) to
amend title 18, United States Code,
with respect to the sexual exploitation
of children:

CONFERENCE REPORT (H. REPT. 108-66)

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendments of the House to the bill (S.
1151), to amend title 18, United States Code,
with respect to the sexual exploitation of
children, having met, after full and free con-
ference, have agreed to recommend and do
recommend to their respective Houses as fol-
lows:

That the Senate recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the House to the
text of the bill and agree to the same with an
amendment as follows:

In lieu of the matter proposed to be in-
serted by the House amendment, insert the
following:
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