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anything wrong. He held his hands up
in the hands up, don’t shoot position,
and they took him down while his
hands were up and applied a choke
hold, an illegal choke hold, and applied
it until the man took his last breath.

What did Eric Garner say 13 times be-
fore he died? What did he say 13 times
before he died? He said, “I can’t
breathe. I can’t breathe. I can’t
breathe.” And he said that over and
over again until he could not breathe.
He took his last breath just like Mi-
chael Brown, accused of stealing some
cigarettes—or cigars, excuse me—Mi-
chael Brown, accused of stealing some
cigars, Eric Garner, accused of selling
some cigarettes. I don’t know when
possession and/or sale of tobacco mer-
ited a death penalty in this country,
but both of them, both of those cases
involved tobacco products. Both of
them involved men—Black men—with
their hands up in the ‘‘don’t shoot’ po-
sition. Both of them were killed. Both
cases were handled in a secret grand
jury process. We don’t know the names
of the grand jurors, we don’t know
what went on in that grand jury room,
although we do have the transcript in
the Michael Brown case, and it shows
that a lot of injustice was done in that
grand jury room which resulted in an
unjust no bill against the police officer
involved in that case.

We don’t know what happened in the
New York case, but we got a result, a
no bill against that police officer who
was caught on tape just like in the
Rodney King case, all caught on tape,
Eric Garner caught on tape, the Kkill-
ing, but still no justice done. Cameras
are not the sole answer, it appears. It
runs deeper than a camera.

These are dark days, ladies and gen-
tlemen, that we are living in today.
The first African American President
is treated like no other President has
ever been treated before. Is this a
symptom of the Obama backlash that
is occurring in this country? Is there
any connection between what we see
happening in the streets of Ferguson
and on the streets of New York, with
what is going on with the dehumaniza-
tion of the leader of the free world?

First they said he was not a resident,
not a citizen of this country. Then they
said he was a Communist, a socialist.
They accused him of being weak and
indecisive as a President and not really
having the intellectual capacity to be
the President. Now they are saying he
was a Muslim. Now they are saying
that he is an emperor, a Kking, dis-
regarding the Constitution. Where are
we in America when it comes to Black
males and how we treat them and how
they end up faring in life?

Is it our fault? Yes, we do have re-
sponsibility. We can always do better.
But don’t put your foot on my neck
and tell me that it is my fault that
your foot is on my neck. People are
tired of seeing what is happening over
and over again. A young, 12-year-old
Black male with a BB gun at a park on
the streets and a police car rolls up, a
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police officer gets out and immediately
shoots the young man and Kkills him.
Will that go to another secret grand
jury process and have the same result
as what we saw with Michael Brown
and Eric Garner? It is happening
throughout the streets of the Nation.

I tell you, I have been gratified by
the protesters. I have seen protesters
out there. It has been Black and White
protesters out there demonstrating
peacefully being met with a militarized
response. And I say that to say this,
that I am going to paraphrase some-
thing that you will probably be famil-
iar with:

They first came for the gypsy, and I wasn’t
a gypsy, and I didn’t say anything. Then
they came for the Jews, and I was not a Jew,
and so I didn’t say anything. Then they came
for the women, and I wasn’t a woman, and I
didn’t say anything. Then they came for me,
and there was nobody left to say anything.

Is that where we are headed in this
country, ladies and gentlemen? Be-
cause there are all kinds of people out
peacefully protesting, and that is what
I advocate for, peaceful protests. Vio-
lence is not the way. Violence just pro-
duces more pain and agony. Violence is
not the way. Nonviolence is the way
that we must confront this because
really, when you move past the fact
that Black males are at the bottom of
the totem pole, and we are the ones
who bear the brunt, these who come to
aid us are in the line of fire also.
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What happens to one of us happens to
all of us. If not you now, then what
happens tomorrow when you come to
my assistance? So we all are our broth-
er’s keeper.

Right now, we are operating under an
economic philosophy in this country
that only the strong survive. If you are
weak, it is your fault, and I don’t owe
you anything. Don’t ask me for noth-
ing. You get yours. I got mine; you get
yours. Don’t worry about me. Don’t
ask me for nothing.

That is the economic attitude that
we have that we are trying to preserve
and protect in this hallowed body here.
It is called laissez-faire capitalism, and
it is supported by the U.S. Supreme
Court that has contorted itself in such
ways so as to rule in ways that enable
a corporation to become a person.

When we have a corporation having a
right to free speech and having unlim-
ited funds and unlimited duration and
we have a corporation that has a right
to religious freedom, so that it can dic-
tate to its employees their religious
beliefs—it doesn’t even make sense for
a corporation to have a religious belief,
but that is what our Supreme Court
has found—and every other way that it
can aid corporations to become richer.

The rich get richer, and the poor get
poorer, and I don’t owe you a thing—
you are on your own. That is what they
want us to believe, but it is time for
people—for us to come together. It is
all about economics.

They put Blacks against Whites, poor
Whites and poor Blacks against each
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other, and then they are going to the
bank in the Brink’s truck, and we are
sitting, pointing fingers at ourselves,
when we are all in the same boat to-
gether, the 99 percent—or the 47 per-
cent, as one of our Presidential can-
didates most famously talked about in
the last election. I am proudly one of
those 47 percent, and I represent the 47
percent that is really the 99 percent.

So this extrajudicial killing of Black
men has to end. If not, then what is
going to happen to you tomorrow?

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

———
IMMIGRATION

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.

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I would
like to associate myself with the words
of my colleague, the gentleman from
Georgia (Mr. WOODALL). I think this
body has been blessed by ROB WOODALL
being here, and his words tonight just
reinforce that.

The President has declared an am-
nesty. The law of the land is if someone
is in this country illegally, they are
not allowed to legally work. To change
that law requires a bill. As Saturday
Night Live pointed out in their version
of Schoolhouse Rock, a bill has to pass
the House, it has to pass the Senate,
and then it goes to the President and
gets his signature if it is going to
change existing law.

For anyone to just pronounce ‘‘here
is the new change’ is an indiscriminate
approach to changing the law without
following the law.

I believe such an indiscriminate approach
would be both unwise and unfair. It would
suggest to those thinking about coming here
illegally that there will be no repercussions
for such a decision, and this could lead to a
surge in more illegal immigration, and it
would also ignore the millions of people
around the world who are waiting to come
here legally.

Ultimately, our Nation, like all nations,
has the right and obligation to control its
borders and set laws for residency and citi-
zenship, and no matter how decent they are,
no matter their reasons, the 11 million who
broke these laws should be held accountable.
That is what I believe.

All of the words—every one of the
words I just spoke, beginning with ‘I
believe such an indiscriminate ap-
proach would be both unwise and un-
fair’—were words directly out of the
mouth of the United States of Amer-
ica’s Barack Hussein Obama.

He was right. In everything he said in
that quote, he was exactly right. There
are millions of people lined up around
the world who are wanting to come
here legally. Most of those who would
be coming would have to have some
way to support themselves; yet the
President spoke into law and signed his
oral fiat saying: ‘““You know what, I am
going to disregard everything I have
previously said that was exactly right,
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change the law without a bill going to
the House or the Senate or without
coming to me for my signature after it
has passed both.”

Our President also said:

I take the Constitution very seriously. The
biggest problems that we are facing right
now is the President trying to bring more
and more power into the executive branch
and not go through Congress at all, and that
is what I intend to reverse when I am Presi-
dent of the United States of America.

The trouble is he said that on March
31, 2008, and when he became President,
he forgot that promise. Somebody
needs to get that promise in front of
him again.

Also, in 2008, before he got elected, he
said:

We have got a government designed by the
Founders so there will be checks and bal-
ances. You don’t want a President who is too
powerful or a Congress that is too powerful
or a court that is too powerful. Everybody
has got their role. Congress’ job is to pass
legislation. The President can veto it or he
can sign it.

Senator Obama said:

I believe in the Constitution, and I will
obey the Constitution of the United States.
We are not going to use signing statements
as a way of doing an end-run around Con-
gress.

I had a practice court instructor at
Baylor Law School. He was an incred-
ible trial lawyer before he came to be a
professor at Baylor Law School. He
talked even slower than I talk. I can
still hear Matt Dawson saying, when he
caught a witness saying something dif-
ferent one time than he said another
time, he would say to the witness:
“Well, were you lying then, or are you
lying now?”’

Let the shoe fit on the foot that
wears that size.

Now, there has been a lot of talk
about the law, and I have been called
anal and everything else around this
House floor, even by people in my
party, for actually reading bills and
reading laws, but 8 United States Code
section 1324a(a)(1) says:

It is unlawful for a person or other entity—
(A) to hire, or to recruit or refer for a fee, for
employment in the United States an alien
knowing the alien is an unauthorized alien,
as defined in subsection (h)(3) of this section,
with respect to such employment; or (B) (i)
to hire for employment in the United States
an individual without complying with the re-
quirements of subsection (b) of this section;
or (ii) if the person or entity is an agricul-
tural association, agricultural employer, or
farm labor contractor, to hire, or to recruit
or refer for a fee, for employment in the
United States an individual without com-
plying with the requirements of subsection
(b) of this section.

Basically, it makes clear, and it is
easier for me to see it in print, but
when I see it in print, it is very clear,
it is illegal for someone to get a job in
America who is not an authorized
alien.

If you are an illegal alien or an unau-
thorized alien, as the language is here,
then you are not entitled, it is illegal
for you to get a job in the United
States, and it is illegal for someone to
hire you.
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It really raises an interesting ques-
tion, and I haven’t seen this in the
President’s fiat, the royal decree that
he made, I haven’t seen if he is pro-
viding amnesty for every employer
that hires someone who is here ille-
gally because the President is saying,
basically, “I’'m giving you amnesty, so
you can go work wherever you want
to,” but as the law makes clear in sec-
tion 1324 of volume 8 of the United
States Code, it is illegal to hire some-
one that is illegally in the country.

Is the President going to pardon
every employer that hires one of the 5
million that is going to get a permit?
We know that the President wants to
give pardons to folks who are here ille-
gally, but the trouble is a pardon
doesn’t work for someone wanting to
grant legal status. A pardon only
works if you want to forgive a crime
that has been committed, like Presi-
dent Clinton did.

President-elect George W. Bush and
Vice President Cheney, he kept them
waiting. The service was supposed to
start, and President Clinton was over
there, just signing pardons as fast as he
could. It took him awhile to get that
done.

He left President-elect George W.
Bush and Vice President Cheney wait-
ing. They were late starting the service
that day on Inauguration Day for
George W. Bush because he was signing
those pardons as fast as he could, be-
cause he had to sign the individual par-
dons.

Well, the President hasn’t signed 5
million pardons, and even if he did, a
pardon forgives the committing of a
crime. It does not change the status of
someone that is illegally in the coun-
try. A pardon pertains to criminal law.

The changing of status is under natu-
ralization and immigration, and that
power is strictly reserved to this House
and the body down the hall, the U.S.
Senate.
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We have the power under article I,
section 8, to make the law on those
things; the President does not. And
there is no provision that allows him
to pardon someone from the require-
ments of the naturalization or immi-
gration laws.

Now, something else caught my at-
tention. It is down in the miscella-
neous provisions of section 1324, be-
cause I am always looking: Okay, does
the President have a loophole here?
And at first I thought maybe he did. It
turns out he doesn’t. But under the def-
inition of ‘‘unauthorized alien,” it
says:

As used in this section, the term ‘‘unau-
thorized alien” means, with respect to the
employment of an alien at a particular time,
that the alien is not at that time either:

A) an alien lawfully admitted for perma-
nent residence, or

B) authorized to be so employed by this
chapter or by the attorney general (now the
Secretary of Homeland Security).

So I thought maybe this is their
loophole here that the President might
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try to use, even though that is not
what was said in a basis that was pro-
vided.

But then when you get over here, it
says this exception may not be pro-
vided to the alien unless the alien is
lawfully admitted for permanent resi-
dence or otherwise would, without re-
gard to removal proceedings, be pro-
vided such authorization.

So again, it kicks it back to the law
as Congress has decreed it in the past,
by both Houses passing it with a ma-
jority and a President previously sign-
ing it, that you have to follow the law
in order to get this lawful permanent
resident status. You have to be law-
fully admitted. You are not even eligi-
ble for that miscellaneous exception
under section 1324.

There are people that have violated
the law to come into the country in
such a way that it is not necessarily a
crime, but if they go to work, under
volume 8 of the United States Code,
section 1324, it will be a crime for any-
body that hires them, and it will be a
crime for them. That is where the
crime may get committed.

I guess at that time if the President
wants to sign 5 million pardons for 5
million employers, well, he could do
that. He has that authority under the
Constitution. He can sign pardons for
all 5 million employers that employ
people who are unauthorized aliens in
this country. No matter what the
President gives them under the law,
that person is still an unauthorized
alien under this criminal provision.

There are some interesting days
ahead, and the statute of limitations
will not have run out when a new
President comes into office. The only
way that wouldn’t happen is if the
President got a third term, and, of
course, we know that would be as un-
constitutional as the President legis-
lating, and surely that wouldn’t hap-
pen.

Now, it is interesting, too, that in
the manner in which the President has
given this amnesty and is authorizing
these work permits, he has actually
doubled down legally on his violation
of the law previously under DACA in
which he had said that—well, this is
the way he doubled down on it. Basi-
cally, he expands his previous uncon-
stitutional action that the House
passed a law the last week of July can-
celing but the Senate didn’t take it up.
That is why, when the President says
Congress hadn’t done anything, the
House did. They talked about the Sen-
ate passing a comprehensive bill, and
they forget to mention that the Sen-
ate’s bill is unconstitutional. We are
not allowed to take it up because it
raised revenue, and under the Constitu-
tion, such a bill has to originate in the
House.

If the Senate gets around to sending
it down here, we don’t get to bring it
on the floor. It would be what is called
“blue slipped,” where you put a blue
slip on there and say the House cannot
take this up. It raises revenue. It has
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to originate in the House. Therefore,
the House is not allowed to take it up.

Since the Senate passed a bill that
was not allowed under the Constitu-
tion, we took one up ourselves and we
passed that one, and it was constitu-
tional and it was a good bill. There was
more that needed to be done, but for
what it did, it was a good bill. It dealt
largely with securing our border. Be-
cause the question people are not ask-
ing and the President is not answering
is a very important question.

If this act of amnesty, unconstitu-
tional, illegal as it is, if this act of am-
nesty is allowed to stand, and obvi-
ously the border is not secure, we still
have thousands and thousands con-
tinuing to come across our border ille-
gally, and nowadays nobody apparently
is being turned away, then the big
question I am getting to that has to be
answered is: How often should we go
ahead and have an amnesty? Because
clearly, since the President has chosen
to provide an amnesty unconstitution-
ally without securing the border first—
and the vast majority of Americans do,
and even a majority of our Hispanic
friends that are legally here want the
border secure before we do anything
else.

I have said over and over, if the
President will just secure the border,
as we get confirmed by the border
States, not by anybody over at Home-
land Security—we have already seen
their kind of work, at least the people
at the top—but if it is confirmed by the
border States that the borders are now
factually secured, then people would be
amazed at what the House and the Sen-
ate can negotiate on and get accom-
plished.

But until the border is secured, then
we have to decide, if this amnesty is
going to stand, as unconstitutional and
as illegal as it is, how often should we
give an amnesty? The President has
given amnesty to 5 million this time.
And, of course, those 5 million are in
this time where there is already over 92
million people of working age who are
not working, they have given up even
trying to get a job, and there are mil-
lions more that are looking for jobs
and can’t find them. So we will put 5
million Americans out of work, middle
class, poor working Americans that are
legally here. They will be put out of
work. Why? Because people that have
just gotten an amnesty, as unconstitu-
tional as it is, they will surely take
jobs for lesser pay than what the Amer-
ican citizens or legal permanent resi-
dents were getting paid, so they will
bump them out of a job.

And then also for any employer that
hires more than 50 employees, they
have learned over the last few years
since ObamaCare passed, actually in
2010, employers have learned if you
have got more than 50 employees, then
you are going to end up paying a $3,000
fine for anybody that you don’t provide
what the Federal Government con-
siders adequate insurance for.

So, for example, today, our friend
Dennis Michael Lynch was pointing
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out that he has about 200 or so employ-
ees that are either American citizens
or legally here, and the law is clear he
is going to have to provide insurance
that is approved by this government.
That means even if they are 60 years
old and they are a single man, they are
going to have to have maternity cov-
erage. Or as the couple I saw on TV,
the gay or lesbian couple, women in
their sixties, saying, ‘“We don’t need
maternity care.” Well, it won’t matter
because they require it.

If you don’t provide that very expen-
sive insurance for your employees, if
you have more than 50 employees, then
you are going to be paying the $3,000
fine, penalty. As Chief Justice Roberts
called it at page 14 and 15 of his opin-
ion, clearly it is not a tax, it is a pen-
alty, it is a fine. Never mind what he
said 40 pages later. But you are going
to have to pay this fine, this penalty,
of $3,000 per employee.

So for somebody like our friend Den-
nis Michael Lynch, this President has,
by his act of amnesty, conveyed to
Dennis Michael Lynch: If you will let
those 200 American citizens or legal
permanent residents who have done ev-
erything the right way, if you will
allow them to be fired, let them go, and
then hire these people who are illegally
in the country, then my administra-
tion has put in place a law called, in-
formally, ObamaCare that will save
you $600,000.

So basically, Dennis Michael Lynch,
how would you like to take home an
extra $600,000 this next year? All you
have got to do is let your American
citizens go, hire people illegally in the
country, because under this royal de-
cree from the White House they don’t
have to be provided insurance.

So Dennis Michael Lynch can save at
least $600,000. It may be he had 300 em-
ployees, in which case he gets to pock-
et an extra $900,000 if he’ll just let the
American citizens go and hire those
folks that are illegally here. And since
there are 5 million of those folks that
are going to be looking for jobs, then
300 is a drop in the bucket compared to
the 5 million. But $600- to $900,000 for
one person in extra income, that is
some serious money. Even for people in
Congress, that is serious money.

But that also doesn’t address the
issue of whether or not Dennis Michael
Lynch, if he went ahead and did that
and made himself an extra $600- to
$900,000 next year, it doesn’t address
the issue of whether a new President
that comes in in January of 2017 might
have their Justice Department actu-
ally follow the law, and even though
might not be able to pursue the aliens
illegally here that got jobs, certainly
would be able to prosecute the employ-
ers.

But here again, the President could
do what President Clinton did and
leave his successor sitting there wait-
ing on Inauguration Day while he signs
5 million pardons, and he could do that.
That doesn’t seem to have been this ad-
ministration’s history. If you get
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thrown under the bus, someone else has
said before: When this administration
throws you under the bus, they mean
for you to stay there. So you probably
shouldn’t count on a pardon in the fu-
ture for people that violate the law and
don’t have a pardon in their hand be-
fore this President leaves office.

Now, there has been a lot of discus-
sion among Republicans here in the
House and among some of our friends.
In fact, some of us have been talking
tonight about what is the best way to
address this unconstitutional amnesty.
And I know our leadership has talked
about, well, we could fund all of the
government with an omnibus, taking
appropriations bills that have been
done already by the House—there have
been seven of those—adding four to
them, and then not funding the Depart-
ment of Homeland Security and only
funding them until March, and then by
March of next year we could try to
overturn the amnesty action taken by
the President.
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Most of us believe if those permits
are issued before Congress stops them,
it is going to be difficult to get enough
votes to withdraw the permits. Once
they are out there, it is going to be so
tough to get them withdrawn. Some of
us have been saying we don’t think we
can wait until March because, if you
wait until March, there is a real risk
that permits are done.

Maybe if we just do a short-term CR
until January, when we get the new
Senate in, then we can act on that, but
another problem there is that it is not
just the Department of Homeland Se-
curity that is involved in this process
for people that are here illegally.

You have the Department of Home-
land Security. You also have the Bu-
reau of Consular Affairs that is in-
volved in this unconstitutional am-
nesty. That is the State Department
that is involved. You have the Depart-
ment of Defense that has been involved
in housing for the next influx of people
as they flood in. DOD housed many of
those people initially.

You have got Health and Human
Services, who takes custody of minors
that comes in and ships them all over
the country. You have got Social Secu-
rity that is going to be issuing Social
Security numbers. You have got the
Department of Justice and CJS for im-
migration court processing. You have
got HUD for housing.

There are a lot of issues here, and as
somebody once said, you should never
take a hostage that the other person
you are trying to influence by taking
hostage is willing for you to shoot. It
doesn’t do you much good to take a
hostage that the other side wants you
to shoot.

We need to be concerned that if we
say, ‘“‘All right. We are not funding the
Department of Homeland Security
until you cease this illegal and uncon-
stitutional action,”” the President
might say, ‘“‘So you mean you're not
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going to fund the Border Patrol? In
other words, you’re going to leave the
border wide open, so that anybody
wants to come in, can. And that’s your
threat. You are going to leave the bor-
der wide open for anybody to come in
unless I back off of my amnesty.”

Well, good luck. That is not going to
do the trick. We need a short-term CR
to get us into the first of the year. For
example, the House has defunded our-
selves over a 4-year period by over 20
percent. We cut our own budgets over
20 percent. Nobody noticed, nobody
cared, except those of us in the House.
We had to make real adjustments.

If we can make those adjustments, I
think the White House ought to be able
to make those adjustments. Maybe
they could do with a few less czars—
maybe we defund all the czars—but
there are smart ways to defund the
waste, fraud, and abuse in the execu-
tive branch, and I don’t think it is a
good idea to start with Homeland Secu-
rity.

At the same time, what happens
when those employers that hire the 5
million people that have just been
given amnesty are able to save mil-
lions of dollars? What happens to
them? They are going to make more
money than ever, and that is during a
President’s administration who has
presided for the first time in our his-
tory over a Nation where 95 percent of
all the income has gone to the top 1
percent. It has got to stop.

With that, I yield back the balance of
my time.

————
RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 8 o’clock and 19 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess.

——
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. BURGESS) at 9 o’clock and
39 minutes p.m.

————

REPORT ON RESOLUTION PRO-
VIDING FOR CONSIDERATION OF
THE SENATE AMENDMENT TO
H.R. 3979, PROTECTING VOLUN-
TEER FIREFIGHTERS AND EMER-
GENCY RESPONDERS ACT OF
2014; PROVIDING FOR CONSIDER-
ATION OF H.R. 5759, EXECUTIVE
AMNESTY PREVENTION ACT OF
2014; AND PROVIDING FOR CON-
SIDERATION OF H.R. 5781, CALI-
FORNIA EMERGENCY DROUGHT
RELIEF ACT OF 2014

Mr. NUGENT, from the Committee
on Rules, submitted a privileged report
(Rept. No. 113-646) on the resolution (H.
Res. 770) providing for consideration of
the Senate amendment to the bill (H.R.
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3979) to amend the Internal Revenue
Code of 1986 to ensure that emergency
services volunteers are not taken into
account as employees under the shared
responsibility requirements contained
in the Patient Protection and Afford-
able Care Act; providing for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 5759) to establish
a rule of construction clarifying the
limitations on executive authority to
provide certain forms of immigration
relief; and providing for consideration
of the bill (H.R. 5781) to provide short-
term water supplies to drought-strick-
en California, which was referred to the
House Calendar and ordered to be
printed.

———————

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. ADERHOLT (at the request of Mr.
McCARTHY of California) for today on
account of a family illness.

Mr. DOYLE (at the request of Ms.
PELOSI) for today on account of family
medical issues.

————

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A Dbill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 1237. An act to improve the administra-
tion of programs in the insular areas, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Natural
Resources; in addition to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce and the Committee on
Education and the Workforce and the Com-
mittee on Financial Services and the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastructure
and the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

———

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported and found truly enrolled a bill
of the House of the following title,
which was thereupon signed by the
Speaker:

H.R. 2203. An act to provide for the award
of a gold medal on behalf of Congress to Jack
Nicklaus, in recognition of his service to the
Nation in promoting excellence, good sports-
manship, and philanthropy.

———————

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 41 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Thursday, December 4, 2014, at 9 a.m.

———

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

December 3, 2014

8134. A letter from the Secretary, Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, transmitting
the Commission’s ‘“‘Major’ final rule — Reg-
ulation Systems Compliance and Integrity
[Release No.: 34-73639; File No.: S7-01-13]
(RIN: 3235-AL43) received December 1, 2014,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Com-
mittee on Financial Services.

8135. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s ‘“‘Major’’ final rule
— Food Labeling; Nutrition Labeling of
Standard Menu Items in Restaurants and
Similar Retail Food Establishments [Docket
No.: FDA-2011-F-0172] (RIN: 0910-AGb57) re-
ceived December 1, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8136. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy and Management Staff, Depart-
ment of Health and Human Services, trans-
mitting the Department’s ‘“‘Major’’ final rule
— Food Labeling; Calorie Labeling of Arti-
cles of Food in Vending Machines [Docket
No.: FDA-2011-F-0171] (RIN: 0910-AGb56) re-
ceived December 1, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Energy and
Commerce.

8137. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Commerce, transmitting the Peri-
odic Report on the National Emergency
Caused by the Lapse of the Export Adminis-
tration Act of 1979 for February 26, 2014, to
August 25, 2014; to the Committee on Over-
sight and Government Reform.

8138. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Transportation, transmitting the
Semiannual Report of the Office of Inspector
General for the period ending September 30,
2014; to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

8139. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of the Treasury, transmitting the
Agency Financial Report for FY 2014; to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

8140. A letter from the Chairwoman, Fed-
eral Trade Commission, transmitting the
semiannual report on the activities of the
Office of Inspector General for the period
from April 1, 2014, through September 30,
2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. app. (Insp. Gen.
Act), section 5(b); Public Law 95-452, section
5(b); to the Committee on Oversight and
Government Reform.

8141. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Revisions to Frame-
work Adjustment 51 to the Northeast Multi-
species Fishery Management Plan and Sec-
tor Annual Catch Entitlements; Updated An-
nual Catch Limits for Sectors and the Com-
mon Pool for Fishing Year 2014 [Docket No.:
140624530-4848-011 (RIN: 0648-XD354) received
November 24, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Natural
Resources.

8142. A letter from the Deputy Assistant
Administrator for Regulatory Programs,
NMFS, National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, transmitting the Adminis-
tration’s final rule — Western Pacific Pe-
lagic Fisheries; U.S. Territorial Catch and
Fishing Effort Limits [Docket No.: 130708597-
4380-01] (RIN: 0648-BD46) received November
24, 2014, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Natural Resources.

—————

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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