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volunteer fire departments will be sub-
ject to the ObamaCare employer man-
date. This will force them to provide
health insurance to their volunteers or
to pay a significant penalty. These un-
necessary costs will cripple the strong
volunteer fire community that protects
western New York and the rest of the
country.

In November of last year, I wrote a
letter to the Acting Commissioner of
the IRS, seeking a specific exemption
for volunteer responders, but my office
has yet to receive a reply. Since the ad-
ministration has not corrected this dis-
service to America’s volunteer EMTs
and firefighters, we must act legisla-
tively.

I urge the House to take up H.R. 3685
and address this issue as soon as pos-
sible. We must protect our volunteer
emergency service responders so they
can continue to protect us.

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman from New York.

I yield to the gentleman from Ohio
(Mr. STIVERS).

Mr. STIVERS. I would like to thank
the gentleman for yielding, and I would
like to thank him for his strong leader-
ship on this issue.

Mr. Speaker, I am a proud cosponsor
of H.R. 3685. The health care law could
cause many communities to lose fire
service because of an unintended con-
sequence of the law that would treat
these volunteer firefighters as employ-
ees and that would require them to
have health insurance.

Volunteer firefighters risk their lives
every day to provide our safety. They
provide important emergency services
in many of our communities. In fact, in
Ohio, 70 percent of our fire depart-
ments are either fully or partially
staffed by over 16,000 volunteer fire-
fighters. Unfortunately, we could risk
service in some of our communities if
these communities are required to pay
either a penalty or provide insurance.
My district towns, like McConnelsville,
Ohio, use volunteer firefighters, and
they raise money. Every year at a din-
ner, they raise about $10,000 to help pay
for the costs associated with their vol-
unteer firefighters. If they had to pay
penalties and insurance on top of that,
it could cause them to lose service. I
think these families and these commu-
nities that are served by volunteer fire-
fighters deserve the same service as
other communities and shouldn’t lose
their services as a result of the health
care law.

We don’t want to put American fami-
lies and Ohio families at risk of losing
their fire service, which is why I am a
proud cosponsor of H.R. 3685.

I would like to thank the gentleman
for his leadership, and I hope everyone
will support the bill.

Mr. BARLETTA. Mr. Speaker, may 1
have a time update again.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania has 6 min-
utes remaining.

Mr. BARLETTA. Thank you.

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MEADOWS).
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Mr. MEADOWS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding, and I thank him
for his leadership on this commonsense
approach to solving a problem that was
unintended.

Mr. Speaker, when it really gets
down to it, our firefighters and our
first responders deserve our attention
and our support. They are the ones
who, quite frankly, are missing birth-
days, anniversaries, who are called out
in the middle of the night to serve
their communities. My communities in
western North Carolina are served by
some of the greatest volunteers that a
country could want; and here we are
tonight, debating this over something
that should be common sense.

I would just urge my colleagues
across the aisle to join with many of
the fire chiefs whom we talked to
today—over 13 of them—from large
counties and small counties alike,
Democrats and Republicans. Every one
of them without exception, Mr. Speak-
er, said that we need to address this be-
cause it will hurt the people that they
serve.
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I think it is time that we come to-
gether in this Chamber and make sure
that we correct a wrong that has been
done.

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman.

I would like to yield to the gen-
tleman from West Virginia (Mr. MCKIN-
LEY).

Mr. MCcKINLEY. Thank you, Con-
gressman, for your leadership on this
matter.

According to Tom Miller, the West
Virginia representative to the National
Volunteer Fire Council, 95 percent of
all fire departments in West Virginia
are staffed by volunteers.

To pay for their training, equipment,
and operating costs, these men and
women are forced to raise money
through bake sales, pancake break-
fasts, steak dinners, and standing in
the streets, humbly, at the stoplights,
holding their boots out and asking peo-
ple to put money into those boots. And
now these financially strapped fire de-
partments have been told that they
may have to pay health care costs.

Mr. Miller has projected that the
added cost of paying for this health
care for these volunteers will force
some departments to close their doors,
putting families and businesses at risk.

Mr. Speaker, cutting emergency serv-
ices upon which rural America depends
is clearly an unintended consequence of
ObamaCare. Therefore, we must ex-
empt our volunteer emergency re-
sponders from this additional cost by
bringing this bill to the floor as soon as
possible.

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman from West Virginia.

I yield to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. THOMPSON).

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania. I
thank the gentleman for yielding and
for sponsoring this. As a 30-year-plus
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State-certified volunteer EMT and res-
cue technician, on behalf of my brother
and sister firefighters and rescue work-
ers, EMTs, EMS folks, thank you for
your leadership on this.

Just very quickly, our volunteers are
not employees. Our volunteers are
neighbors helping neighbors. Our vol-
unteers are community servants. They
are trained professionals today. They
are heroes. They are willing to walk
into burning buildings when everyone
else is running out. But they are not
employees. And it is time for the
Obama administration and the IRS to
give us that clarification.

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania.

I yield to the gentlewoman from
South Dakota (Mrs. NOEM).

Mrs. NOEM. I thank the gentleman
for yielding.

I rise today as a cosponsor of H.R.
3685, the Protecting Volunteer Fire-
fighters and Emergency Responders
Act. I am very proud to do so.

In my home State of South Dakota,
there are nearly 8,000 volunteer fire-
fighters and over 350 volunteer fire de-
partments. These men and women are
on the front lines protecting our fami-
lies, our homes, and our businesses.
Nearly every one of them fulfills that
duty while holding down a full-time or
part-time job that oftentimes covers
their health insurance coverage.

I had one constituent from Rapid
City drive home the point to me, talk-
ing about the shoestring budget they
operate on. Many departments raise
money privately at community events
and dinners to make ends meet. Re-
quiring them to cover health insur-
ance, as the Affordable Care Act may
do, would be extremely detrimental.

Emergency service volunteers are es-
sential to our safety and well-being for
South Dakota families and businesses.
That is why I am proud to support this
bill and proud to speak on its behalf
today.

Mr. BARLETTA. I thank the gentle-
woman from South Dakota.

Mr. Speaker, I had sincerely hoped
that we wouldn’t have to be here this
evening to take up the valuable time of
this body, but the flaws in the Afford-
able Care Act and the deafening silence
from the IRS on a question so basic
and obvious compels our attention.

Over 1,000 different groups have re-
ceived waivers from the Affordable
Care Act, covering over 3 million peo-
ple. Don’t our volunteer firefighters
and the communities they serve and
protect deserve at least the same con-
sideration?

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

————

AN IMPORTANT TIME IN
AMERICAN HISTORY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2013, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. GOHMERT)
for 30 minutes.
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Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I cer-
tainly want to thank my colleagues for
bringing such an important issue to
the floor for discussion.

This is an important time in Amer-
ican history for so many reasons. For-
eign policy is just in terrible shambles
right now. But today is January 8, and
it is generally recognized that 50 years
ago, on January 8, 1964, President Lyn-
don Baines Johnson declared a war on
poverty.

There is an article today from The
Washington Times entitled: ‘‘That’s
rich: Poverty level under Obama
breaks 50-year record,” by Dave Boyer.

It says:

Fifty years after President Johnson start-
ed a $20 trillion taxpayer-funded war on pov-
erty, the overall percentage of impoverished
people in the United States has declined only
slightly and the poor have lost ground under
President Obama.

Aides said Mr. Obama doesn’t plan to com-
memorate the anniversary Wednesday of
Johnson’s speech in 1964, which gave rise to
Medicaid, Head Start, and a broad range of
other Federal antipoverty programs. The
President’s only public event Tuesday was a
plea for Congress to approve extended bene-
fits for the long-term unemployed, another
reminder of the persistent economic troubles
during Mr. Obama’s 5 years in office.

“What I think the American people are
really looking for in 2014 is just a little bit
of stability,” Mr. Obama said.

Although the President often rails against
income inequality in America, his policies
have had little impact overall on poverty. A
record 47 million Americans receive food
stamps, about 13 million more Americans
than when he took office.

The poverty rate has stood at 15 percent
for 3 consecutive years, the first time that
has happened since the mid-1960s. The pov-
erty rate in 1965 was 17.3 percent; it was 12.5
percent in 2007, before the Great Recession.

About 50 million Americans live below the
poverty line, which the Federal Government
defined in 2012 as an annual income of $23,492
for a family of four.

President Obama’s antipoverty efforts ‘‘are
basically to give more people more free
stuff,” said Robert Rector, a specialist on
welfare and poverty at the conservative Her-
itage Foundation.

“That’s exactly the opposite of what John-
son said,” Mr. Rector said. ‘‘Johnson’s goal
was to make people prosperous and self-suffi-
cient.”

The President’s advisers defend his policies
by saying they rescued the Nation from the
deep recession in 2009, saved the auto indus-
try and reduced the jobless rate to 7 percent
from a high of 10 percent 4 years ago.

Further:

The President last month declared the wid-
ening gap between the rich and poor as ‘‘the
defining challenge of our time,” and Demo-
cratic candidates are expected to pick up
that theme on the campaign trail rather
than debate deficits or the complications of
ObamacCare.

In spite of the administration’s anti-
poverty efforts, however, the government re-
ported this week that poverty, by some
measures, has been worse under President
Obama than it was under President George
W. Bush. The U.S. Census Bureau reported
that 31.6 percent of Americans were in pov-
erty for at least 2 months from 2009 to 2011,
a 4.5 percentage point increase over the pre-
recession period of 2005 to 2007.

Of the 37.6 million people who were poor at
the beginning of 2009, 26.4 percent remained
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in poverty throughout the next 34 months,
the report said. Another 12.6 million people
escaped poverty during that time, but 13.5
million more fell into poverty.

Mr. Rector said the war on poverty has
been a failure when measured by the overall
amount of money spent and the poverty
rates that haven’t changed significantly
since Johnson gave his speech.

“We’ve spent $20.7 trillion on means-tested
aid since that time, and the poverty rate is
pretty much exactly where it was in the mid-
1960s,”” he said.

The liberal Center on Budget and Policy
Priorities said in a report that some trends
have helped reduce poverty since the 1960s,
including more Americans completing high
school and more women working outside the
home. But the group said other factors have
contributed to persistent poverty, including
a tripling in the number of households led by
single parents.

Mr. Rector said too many government
antipoverty programs still discourage mar-
riage, factoring into statistics that show
more than 4 in 10 children are born to un-
married parents.

‘“When the war on poverty started, about 6
percent of children were born outside of mar-
riage, he said. Today, that’s 42 percent.” A
catastrophe.

So it is rather interesting. Fifty
years after the war on poverty was de-
clared as an actual war, $20.7 trillion,
according to Mr. Rector, has been
spent on means-tested aid since that
time, and basically we haven’t changed
anything except we have got more chil-
dren being born in broken, single-par-
ent homes.

It is certainly noteworthy that, since
the beginning of 2009, we have had 12.6
million people escape poverty, but 13.5
million fall into poverty. That means
we have had just under a million people
worse off, falling into poverty, than
were there when this President started
with all the giveaway programs—$900
billion in so-called stimulus that
turned out to be nothing more than
crony capitalism, spending money on
so-called ‘‘green’ programs that turned
brown rather quickly after millions
and hundreds of millions and billions of
dollars were spent.

He claims he saved the auto industry.
Actually, there was a proposal by
many economists, led by an FDIC
former Chairman named Isaac, who
made a proposal in late 2008, an alter-
native to TARP, and it could have been
used to do a more effective job of get-
ting the auto industry on its feet.

The proposal was, instead of nation-
alizing Wall Street, having the govern-
ment buy private assets, which is na-
tionalizing, government takeover, by
another means rather than the govern-
ment nationalizing the auto industry,
taking a big hunk of the auto industry,
telling dealers which ones had to close
their doors without due process of law.
They were an unconstitutional taking.
And to the embarrassment of this
country and the great Justices—those
who were great on the Supreme Court
and the ones that are great on there
now—to their total humiliation, this
Court stood by and watched unconsti-
tutional takings and did nothing.

H69

[ 1930

Now, it is true that, during the un-
constitutional, illegal turning of the
Bankruptcy Code upside down during
the so-called saving of the auto indus-
try, Ruth Bader Ginsburg, to her cred-
it, put a 24-hour stay on an auto deal
that was proposed, but the stay lapsed
and the Court did nothing, which
should have been to their incredible
embarrassment.

They knew that bankruptcy laws had
been completely eviscerated, com-
pletely ignored, turned upside down.
There were no proposed plans by credi-
tors. Secured creditors were treated as
unsecured and, against the law, they
were made unsecured. They had their
security taken away. The government
gave security, illegally, under the law,
to unsecured creditors, and the Su-
preme Court didn’t do anything but a
24-hour stay.

I had hope for the Court. I had hoped
that they would do the right thing, do
the constitutional, the legal thing, and
they sat by. Some say it was because
they were privately scared by the ad-
ministration, that if they put longer
than a 24-hour stay on the auto bail-
out, the auto plan, that everybody in
any way connected to the auto indus-
try would lose their job, and it would
all be the Supreme Court’s fault.

So what did they do?

Nothing. They should be humiliated
that they did nothing. Violation of the
law, violation of the Constitution by
unconstitutional takings of dealers,
auto dealers, sounded like the bank-
ruptcy court was used, weaponized a
bit, as the IRS has been.

We had an auto task force with a
czar. What a lovely name, coming from
old Russian days of dictators. We had
an auto task force czar and an auto
task force.

At one time, I believe, as I recall, no
one in the auto task force had ever
been involved in auto manufacturing,
the auto business, and as I recall, it
may have been a majority of them, a
big majority didn’t even own cars.

Regardless of whether they did or
didn’t, though Congress, some here,
asked for transcripts of the meetings,
who decided what dealers would lose
their dealerships, we were never pro-
vided any transcripts, and that should
be to the embarrassment of Congress.

We should have demanded, we should
have defunded White House activity
until they came forward and produced
what Federal money that Congress ap-
propriated, had produced. What had
they done? We have the power to do
that. We should have.

The American people were owed an-
swers, and especially, those car dealers
who lost their dealerships.

Save the auto industry.

If we went back to the proposal that
Isaacs and other economists made, it
was rather interesting. You had a num-
ber of us in Congress that thought it
was the best idea we had heard pro-
posed; basically, that we knew there
was at least $700 billion, now some say
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clearly more than $1 trillion, owned by
American citizens, American compa-
nies, that was earned in foreign coun-
tries and put in foreign banks.

Taxes were fully paid in those coun-
tries where it was earned, where it was
banked, but they knew if they brought
it into the United States that a greedy
Federal Government was going to yank
another 30, 40 percent, plus penalty and
interest out of them, and they would
lose most, much of the money, if not
most of the money that they had
earned and paid taxes on where it was
earned. So the money was sitting on
the sidelines in foreign countries.

So basically, the proposal was, in-
stead of mnationalizing, socializing,
whatever you want to call it when the
Federal Government buys private as-
sets and becomes the boss of private in-
dustries, instead of doing that, basi-
cally, in essence, the proposal was, why
don’t we have Congress just say, if you
bring that money, if you are an Amer-
ican citizen or an American company,
and you bring money in a foreign bank
that would otherwise never come into
the United States, bring it in here and
invest, whether it is in Wall Street,
whatever Congress decided, or the
President suggested was a troubled en-
tity, if you will invest in that troubled
industry, particularly the auto indus-
try, then, obviously, you get ownership
of stock.

You become a player in that corpora-
tion, and the government gets to stay
as a referee, not as a player and coach
and referee. We would stay as referee,
and American citizens would bring
their money in and bail out the auto
industry. They would also own stock,
which means they would change the di-
rectors, change the officers, in all prob-
ability, and you would get a change of
direction in those companies.

If they needed to go through bank-
ruptcy, they would go through legiti-
mately, so that secured creditors re-
mained secured, unsecured creditors
were treated as unsecured creditors,
contracts that were destroying the
automobile industry could be renegoti-
ated in bankruptcy, and we really
would have saved the auto industry, far
better than this clumsy effort that was
done.

Now, I had a Fiat during the 4 years
I was in the Army. But why couldn’t
we have an American manufacturer
owned by Americans?

How embarrassing. That is what this
administration pushed. Let’s turn over,
let’s push an American auto industry
into foreign hands.

Yeah, right. You saved an American
auto industry, when, actually, under—
we had Democrats in control of the
House and Senate when the President
took office, and he pretty much got
anything he wanted.

I would submit, the auto industry
would be a lot stronger today if com-
monsense solutions like those that
former FDIC Chairman Isaacs proposed
and other economists—and this econ-
omy would be much better on its way.
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Then, instead of 12.6 million Ameri-
cans climbing out of poverty, while an-
other 13.5 million climbed into poverty,
fell into poverty, because of this ad-
ministration’s policies, we should have
been already on track.

I know this administration loves to
brag about how oil and gas production
are up, but it is no thanks to them.
They have used again, weaponized the
EPA, OSHA, Department of Justice,
the Interior Department, they have be-
come as big an impediment as they
possibly could to the oil and gas indus-
try in America.

What a lot of Americans don’t under-
stand, and frankly, I was a little sur-
prised myself to find out that, in the
Continental United States, 94 to 95 per-
cent of the oil and gas wells are drilled
or operated by independent oil and gas
drillers, American companies.

So when the President, for the last 5
years, has talked about how he is going
after Big Oil, if you look at his pro-
posals, he wants to eliminate tax de-
ductions, the elimination of which
would bankrupt most independent oil
and gas operators.

So what would that do?

The 94 to 95 percent of the oil and gas
wells in America would either cease, or
they would fall into the hands of the
big, major oil companies that the
President decries.

Well, isn’t that strange?

You bash and bad mouth Big Oil, and
yvet, everything you propose and try to
do seems like it is making them richer
and getting rid of their competition.

We hear a President call Wall Street
executives fat cats, and determined to
do something about them, and yet,
when you look at the real books and
the real story, four out of five gave
money to Democrats. About 80 percent
of them, of Wall Street executives, do-
nate to Democrats and the President
over Republicans.

Well, that’s strange. Why would he
call them fat cats? I don’t know.

Why have they gotten richer and
richer and richer and expanded the gap
between the ultra-rich and the ultra-
poor during this administration’s last 5
years?

The distance, as this President has
pointed out, has gotten worse. What he
has failed to do is say, because of my
proposals, the things I have pushed, the
things I have done, the poor and the
rich have grown further and further
apart.

My rich friends, my rich donors have
gotten richer than they might have
ever dreamed, and we have had more
people fall into poverty than were able
to climb out.

That, 50 years after Johnson’s speech.

If it weren’t for the policies in this
war on poverty declared 50 years ago, it
may well be that I would not have ever
run for Congress, because what got me
thinking about it first, as a State dis-
trict judge back in Texas, was seeing
more and more young women, single
women, coming before me, single
moms, charged with welfare fraud
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under State law, a felony, so they came
before me as a felony judge.

I heard the story over and over and
over, how, as a young girl in high
school, she was bored with high school,
and someone suggested, well, why don’t
you just drop out of high school and
have a baby? Then the government will
send you a check, and they will send
you a check for every baby you have
out of wedlock.

Drop out, have a baby out of wed-
lock, get the check from the govern-
ment, and the ones that came before
me would normally explain, it wasn’t
enough. So I thought, well, maybe if I
have another baby and get another
check it will help me get out of the
hole. But it didn’t.

One woman had had 15 kids, didn’t
even know where they all were. That
was the most that I ever dealt with.

It began to really eat away with me
that, in the sixties, the Federal Gov-
ernment, desiring to help poor moms
who were dealing with deadbeat dads
that weren’t helping, decided, we will
help. We will give a check for every
child you can have out of wedlock,
when the statistics made clear then,
and make clear now, and every point in
between, that a young man or a young
woman has a better chance of a finan-
cially successful life if they finish high
school.

Normally, kids have a better chance
of financial success if they finish col-
lege. That was until more recent days,
and I am not sure what the statistics
on that are now. We know that, clear-
ly, people are better off if they learn to
read, they finish high school, have a
high school diploma, or at least a GED.

That is why, with most of the
women, I didn’t send any of those
women to prison. I put them on proba-
tion. I would normally give them a tre-
mendous amount of, I think it was
about 800 hours you could give as com-
munity service, and then give 750 hours
credit if they got a GED or got a high
school diploma, because I knew that
was better for society if they finished
high school, and if it was better for
them, it would be better for society,
and they could be more successful.

O 1945

After Republicans took over the Con-
gress in the 1994 election, sworn in in
1995, one of the things they did was
welfare reform, and they started re-
quiring people to work who were on
welfare.

And when I was a freshman at Har-
vard, we were given a presentation—
and I was shocked it was at Harvard—
which showed that single moms’ in-
come since the war on poverty began,
when adjusted for inflation from the
mid-sixties until 1995, was flat-lined.

That incredibly expensive war on
poverty didn’t help single moms one
iota in the long run. Oh, sure, it helped
them buy groceries and things at the
time, but look at what happened. They
were lured into ruts from which many
of them could not extricate themselves
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successfully. But after there was a re-
quirement for work that was put in
after the Contract With America, it
was a contract for America, the graph
showed that over the last nearly 10
years, income for single moms had
taken a sharp rise upward over that en-
tire period.

And what happened when President
Obama came in? He wanted to waive,
and did waive, the work requirement.
Could he do that? No, not legally. Did
he do that? Yes, he did. Could he re-
write immigration law and say, We will
legalize these folks meeting these re-
quirements? No, not legally. Did he do
it? Yes, he did. And what did Congress
do about it? A bunch of us complained.
But the Senate was going to protect
the President no matter what he did is
the way it appeared and the way it con-
tinues to appear.

So when the President brags about
saving the auto industry, the auto in-
dustry would be a whole lot better off
today if the bankruptcy had been done
in accordance with bankruptcy law and
the Constitution and dealers had not
had dealerships jerked away from
them. For heaven’s sake, it is not like
the dealerships were costing the manu-
facturers anything. Dealers have to
pay for their own expenses. Yet he cost
them royally.

And now we know, because so many
people have gotten desperate and have
just given up hope of getting employ-
ment, we actually have more people
not working now than ever. So we have
those who are listed as unemployed and
those that just have given up hope, and
they are not even counted in the unem-
ployed anymore.

The war on poverty has been a dis-
aster. The best thing for Americans is
that they have a home that is a nu-
clear home, and there is at least one or
two people in that home who have a job
making money.

America has always been about
greatness. Give us your tired, your
poor—but not so we can put them on
welfare and lure them into a hole they
can never get out of. It was so that
they could get a job and earn a decent
living and raise a family; and, instead,
we incentivized single homes. So that
after the war on poverty began, we
went from just over 6 percent—between
6 and 7 percent of all children being
born to single moms—to now over 40
percent, continuing to head toward 50
percent.

Why do the children have to suffer
for the ignorance and stupidity of the
government and those who meant well
but just did stupid things? It is tragic.
It shouldn’t have to be that way. We
owe the people of America so much bet-
ter. Nuclear family homes are a build-
ing block of this country that has
made it successful; and by the grace of
God, I hope and pray we can pass legis-
lation that gets us back to strong
homes and jobs and not more govern-
ment giveaways.

And I keep wondering, Mr. Speaker,
wouldn’t it have been better in the six-
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ties to say, you know what, we realize
you are dealing with a dead beat dad.
We know you would be better off with
a high school education. So instead of
giving you a check for every child you
can have out of wedlock, how about if
we give you some day care for that
child so you finish high school and you
are on the right track to getting a job.
That would have made a difference for
more Americans.

And with that, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Mr. FARR (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of med-
ical reason.

Ms. GABBARD (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for January 8 through January
16.

Mr. RUSH (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for January 7 and the balance
of the week on account of attending
family acute medical care and hos-
pitalization.

———

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 50 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, January 9, 2014, at 10 a.m.
for morning-hour debate.

——————

OATH OF OFFICE MEMBERS, RESI-
DENT COMMISSIONER, AND DEL-
EGATES

The oath of office required by the
sixth article of the Constitution of the
United States, and as provided by sec-
tion 2 of the act of May 13, 1884 (23
Stat. 22), to be administered to Mem-
bers, Resident Commissioner, and Dele-
gates of the House of Representatives,
the text of which is carried in 5 U.S.C.
3331:

“I, AB, do solemnly swear (or af-
firm) that I will support and defend
the Constitution of the United
States against all enemies, foreign
and domestic; that I will bear true
faith and allegiance to the same;
that I take this obligation freely,
without any mental reservation or
purpose of evasion; and that I will
well and faithfully discharge the
duties of the office on which I am
about to enter. So help me God.”

has been subscribed to in person and
filed in duplicate with the Clerk of the
House of Representatives by the fol-
lowing Member of the 113th Congress,
pursuant to the provisions of 2 U.S.C.
25:

BRADLEY BYRNE, First District of
Alabama.
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EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

4394. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — 2,5-Furandione, polymer
with ethenylbenzene, reaction products with
polyethylene-polypropylene glycol 2-
aminopropyl Me ether; Tolerance Exemption
[EPA-HQ-OPP-2013-0540; FRL-9902-90] re-
ceived December 30, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4395. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Amendment to Standards
and Practices for All Appropriate Inquiries
Under CERCLA [EPA-HQ-SFUND-2013-0513;
FRL-9904-52-OSWER] received December 30,
2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Energy and Commerce.

4396. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Con-
necticut; Ozone Attainment Demonstration
for the Greater Connecticut Area [EPA-R01-
OAR-2008-0117-A-1-FRL-9904-45-Region 1] re-
ceived December 30, 2013, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

4397. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Indi-
ana; Disapproval of State Implementation
Plan Revision for ArcelorMittal Burns Har-
bor [EPA-R05-OAR-2009-0965; FRL-9904-71-Re-
gion 5] received December 30, 2013, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

4398. A letter from the Director, Regu-
latory Management Division, Environmental
Protection Agency, transmitting the Agen-
cy’s final rule — Approval and Promulgation
of Air Quality Implementation Plans; Penn-
sylvania; Approval of the 2002 Base Year
Emissions Inventory for the Liberty-Clairton
Nonattainment Area for the 1997 Annual
Fine Particulate Matter National Ambient
Air Quality Standard and Revisions to Regu-
lations of Allegheny County [EPA-R08-OAR-
2011-0854; FRI1.-9904-50-Region 3] received De-
cember 30, 2013, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

4399. A letter from the Assistant Legal Ad-
viser for Treaty Affairs, Department of
State, transmitting a report prepared by the
Department of State concerning inter-
national agreements other than treaties en-
tered into by the United States to be trans-
mitted to the Congress within the sixty-day
period specified in the Case-Zablocki Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

4400. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting the
Department’s Performance and Account-
ability Report for Fiscal Year 2013; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

——————

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:
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