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Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 

Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 

Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—17 

Chu (CA) 
Curbelo (FL) 
Duckworth 
Frankel (FL) 
Grijalva 
Gutiérrez 

Huffman 
Larson (CT) 
Lee 
Levin 
Lofgren 
Lowey 

Nolan 
Nunnelee 
Rangel 
Roe (TN) 
Young (AK) 
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Mr. SCHIFF changed his vote from 
‘‘yea’’ to ‘‘nay.’’ 

So the previous question was ordered. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated for: 
Mr. CURBELO of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 

roll call no. 59 I was unavoidably detained. 
Had I been present, I would have voted yes. 

Stated against: 
Ms. FRANKEL of Florida. Mr. Speaker, on 

roll call no. 59 had I been present, I would 
have voted No. 

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr. Speaker, I 
was not present for roll call vote 59. If I had 
been present for this vote, I would have voted: 
Nay on roll call vote 59. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, I was unavoidably 
absent earlier today during roll call vote 59. 
Had I been present, I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ 
on roll call vote 59, the motion on ordering the 
previous question on the Rule providing for 
consideration of H.R. 50 and H.R. 527. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the resolution. 

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

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 243, noes 179, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 60] 

AYES—243 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 

Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 

Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 

Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 

Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 

Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOES—179 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 

Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle (PA) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 

Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 

McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 

Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 

Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—11 

Benishek 
Chu (CA) 
Duckworth 
Grijalva 

Gutiérrez 
Lee 
Lofgren 
Nunnelee 

Poe (TX) 
Roe (TN) 
Young (AK) 
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So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. POE of Texas. Mr. Speaker, on roll call 

no. 60 I was unavoidably detained. Had I been 
present, I would have voted Yes. 

f 

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT 

A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Mr. Pate, one 
of his secretaries. 

f 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Speaker, on 
rollcall vote No. 59, ordering the pre-
vious question, I inadvertently voted 
‘‘yes.’’ I would like the RECORD to re-
flect that I would have voted, appro-
priately and properly, ‘‘no.’’ 

f 

UNFUNDED MANDATES INFORMA-
TION AND TRANSPARENCY ACT 
OF 2015 

GENERAL LEAVE 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days within 
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous mate-
rials on H.R. 50. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr. 
STEWART). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from Utah? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to House Resolution 78 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the consider-
ation of the bill, H.R. 50. 

The Chair appoints the gentleman 
from Nevada (Mr. AMODEI) to preside 
over the Committee of the Whole. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
consideration of the bill (H.R. 50) to 
provide for additional safeguards with 
respect to imposing Federal mandates, 
and for other purposes, with Mr. 
AMODEI in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. Pursuant to the rule, the 

bill is considered read the first time. 
The gentleman from Utah (Mr. 

CHAFFETZ) and the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) each will 
control 30 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Utah. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill was referred 
to three other committees other than 
the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform. We have been in con-
tact with all of them—Judiciary, Budg-
et, and Rules—and they have agreed to 
discharge the bill from their commit-
tees so that we can consider the bill on 
the floor today. I include for the 
RECORD those letters that reflect this 
understanding between Oversight and 
Government Reform and the three 
other committees. 

Mr. Chairman, Congress enacted the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act to 
‘‘curb the practice of imposing un-
funded Federal mandates on States and 
local governments.’’ 

Twenty years later, we continue to 
see burdensome unfunded mandates 
being imposed on State, local, and trib-
al governments as well as small busi-
nesses. Despite high hopes, UMRA, as 
it is often referred to, had little effect 
on agency rulemaking because of its 
limited coverage and its lack of ac-
countability. 

In response, H.R. 50 proposes several 
key reforms to bring needed trans-
parency to how government sets rules 
that protect our health, our safety, our 
welfare, as well as the environment. 
This legislation does this in several 
key ways. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 50 requires agen-
cies to consult with the private sector 
when directly impacted by a proposed 
rule. 

Consult with the private sector. That 
is a great theme. I love the title of 
this. 

It does actually provide more infor-
mation, more transparency, and en-
gages those people that are affected by 
these rules. Requiring agency rule-
makers to consult with small business 
owners will bring needed perspective 
and common sense to how our rules are 
made. Small businesses want the gov-
ernment to fully understand how regu-
lations impact their ability to create 
jobs and promote economic growth. Of 
course we need rules. Of course there 
are going to be boundaries. But con-
sulting with the private sector is some-
thing that has to happen, and govern-
ment needs their perspective. 

The bill makes independent agencies 
subject to the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act, also known as UMRA. There 
are hundreds of Federal independent 
agencies charged with handling respon-
sibilities, such as managing workplace 
safety and protecting our forests. It is 
important these entities are account-
able to the public when establishing a 
new rule. H.R. 50 ensures that that will 
happen. 

H.R. 50 requires an UMRA analysis 
for all final rules. Under current law, 
an agency can forgo an UMRA analysis 
by avoiding a notice of proposed rule-
making. GAO reports that 35 percent of 
major rules are issued without a notice 
of proposed rulemaking, making it dif-
ficult for the public to comment. 

In fiscal year 2014, the administra-
tion estimated the annual cost of 
major regulations between $57 billion 
and $84 billion. We must have a better 
understanding of those costs before 
passing them on to State, local, and 
tribal governments as well as the pri-
vate sector. 

The bill strengthens congressional 
oversight by requiring agencies to look 
back at specific regulations when re-
quested by Congress. Before a rule is 
tested, it is difficult to understand its 
consequences, including its costs and 
its benefits. President Obama sup-
ported retrospective reviews of regula-
tions by issuing an executive order re-
quiring agencies to periodically review 
significant regulations, in Executive 
Order 13563, in January 2011. These ret-
rospective reviews result in regulations 
that are more effective and less bur-
densome in achieving their objective. 
Retrospective analysis can and should 
inform future rules. 

H.R. 50 allows judicial review when 
agencies fail to fully consider the least 
costly or least burdensome alternative 
rule. The bill allows the judicial 
branch to place a stay on rules when 
the agency fails to complete the re-
quired UMRA analysis. This provides 
an important check on the executive 
branch. 

H.R. 50 codifies the Congressional 
Budget Office practice of estimating 
the true cost of a Federal mandate. 
When a Federal mandate is proposed, 
CBO ensures its cost estimates include 
lost profits, costs passed on to con-
sumers, and behavioral changes as the 
result of a Federal mandate. 

When enacted, UMRA created an im-
portant step to inform Congress of the 
potential burdens of regulatory man-
dates on both government and the pri-
vate sector. This way, Congress could 
weigh any potential benefits as well as 
any potential burdens. By updating 
this law, we can help ensure that all 
parties, from government entities to 
small businesses, understand the true 
cost of prospective mandates. 

I commend the gentlewoman from 
North Carolina (Ms. FOXX). She has 
poured her heart and soul into this. 
She believes passionately in this. Her 
leadership on this bill has brought it to 
this point today. It has passed three 

times with bipartisan support in this 
House, but it is necessary to bring it up 
again and to share this bill with a new 
Senate that is now in place. 

I encourage my colleagues to support 
H.R. 50. It is good. It is common sense. 
It is good for this Nation, and it enjoys 
bipartisan support. 

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

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, January 28, 2015. 
Hon. BOB GOODLATTE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
Rayburn House Office Building, Washington, 

DC. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On January 27, 2015, 
the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform ordered reported without 
amendment H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates 
Information and Transparency Act of 2015, 
by a vote of 20 to 13. The bill was referred 
primarily to the Committee on Oversight 
and Govemment Reform, with an additional 
referral to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

I ask that you allow the Judiciary Com-
mittee to be discharged from further consid-
eration of the bill so that it may be sched-
uled by the Majority Leader. This discharge 
in no way affects your jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of the bill, and it will not 
serve as precedent for future referrals. In ad-
dition, should a conference on the bill be 
necessary, I would support your request to 
have the Committee on the Judiciary rep-
resented on the conference committee. Fi-
nally, I would be pleased to include this let-
ter and any response in the bill report filed 
by the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, as well as in the Congressional 
Record during floor consideration, to memo-
rialize our understanding. 

Thank you for your consideration of my 
request. 

Sincerely, 
JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY, 
Washington, DC, January 28, 2015. 

Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform, Rayburn House Office Build-
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ, Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 50, the ‘‘Unfunded 
Mandates Information and Transparency Act 
of 2015,’’ which your Committee ordered re-
ported on January 27, 2015. 

As a result of your having consulted with 
the Committee and in order to expedite the 
House’s consideration of H.R. 50, I agree to 
discharge our Committee from further con-
sideration of this bill so that it may proceed 
expeditiously to the House floor for consider-
ation. The Judiciary Committee takes this 
action with our mutual understanding that 
by foregoing consideration of H.R. 50 at this 
time, we do not waive any jurisdiction over 
the subject matter contained in this or simi-
lar legislation, and that our Committee will 
be appropriately consulted and involved as 
this bill or similar legislation moves forward 
so that we may address any remaining issues 
in our jurisdiction. Our Committee also re-
serves the right to seek appointment of an 
appropriate number of conferees to any 
House-Senate conference involving this or 
similar legislation, and asks that you sup-
port any such request. 
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I would request that you include a copy of 

our letters in the Congressional Record dur-
ing the floor consideration of this bill. 

Sincerely, 
BOB GOODLATTE, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, January 28, 2015. 
Hon. TOM PRICE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget, Cannon 

House Office Building, Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On January 27, 2015, 

the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform ordered reported without 
amendment H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates 
Information and Transparency Act of 2015, 
by a vote of 20 to 13. The bill was referred 
primarily to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform, with an additional 
referral to the Committee on the Budget. 

I ask that you allow the Budget Com-
mittee to be discharged from further consid-
eration of the bill so that it may be sched-
uled by the Majority Leader. This discharge 
in no way affects your jurisdiction over the 
subject matter of the bill, and it will not 
serve as precedent for future referrals. In ad-
dition, should a conference on the bill be 
necessary, I would support your request to 
have the Committee on the Budget rep-
resented on the conference committee. Fi-
nally, I would be pleased to include this let-
ter and any response in the bill report filed 
by the Committee on Oversight and Govern-
ment Reform, as well as in the Congressional 
Record during floor consideration, to memo-
rialize our understanding. 

Thank you for your consideration of my 
request. 

Sincerely, 
JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
COMMITTEE ON THE BUDGET, 

Washington, DC, January 28, 2015. 
Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform, Rayburn House Office Build-
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ: Thank you for 
your letter regarding H.R. 50, the Unfunded 
Mandates Information and Transparency Act 
of 2015, which was ordered reported by the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform on January 27, 2015. 

In order to expedite House consideration of 
H.R. 50, the Committee on the Budget will 
forgo action on the bill. This is being done 
with the understanding that it does not in 
any way prejudice the Committee with re-
spect to the appointment of conferees or its 
jurisdictional prerogatives on this or similar 
legislation. 

I would ask that a copy of our exchange of 
letters on this matter be included in the bill 
report filed by the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform as well as in the 
Congressional Record during floor consider-
ation. We appreciate your cooperation and 
look forward to working with you as this bill 
moves through the Congress. 

Sincerely, 
THOMAS PRICE, M.D., 

Chairman. 

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, COM-
MITTEE ON OVERSIGHT AND GOV-
ERNMENT REFORM, 

Washington, DC, January 29, 2015. 
Hon. PETER SESSIONS, 
Chairman, Committee on Rules, The Capitol, 

Washington, DC. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: On January 27, 2015, 

the Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform ordered reported without 
amendment H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates 
Information and Transparency Act of 2015, 
by a vote of 20 to 13. The bill was referred 
primarily to the Committee on Oversight 
and Government Reform, with an additional 
referral to the Committee on Rules. 

I ask that you allow the Rules Committee 
to be discharged from further consideration 
of the bill so that it may be scheduled by the 
Majority Leader. This discharge in no way 
affects your jurisdiction over the subject 
matter of the bill, and it will not serve as 
precedent for future referrals. In addition, 
should a conference on the bill be necessary, 
I would support your request to have the 
Committee on Rules represented on the con-
ference committee. Finally, I would be 
pleased to include this letter and any re-
sponse in the bill report filed by the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form, as well as in the Congressional Record 
during floor consideration, to memorialize 
our understanding. 

Thank you for your consideration of my 
request. 

Sincerely, 
JASON CHAFFETZ, 

Chairman. 

COMMITTEE ON RULES, 
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES, 
Washington, DC, January 29, 2015. 

Hon. JASON CHAFFETZ, 
Chairman, Committee on Oversight and Govern-

ment Reform, Rayburn House Office Build-
ing, Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN CHAFFETZ: On January 27, 
2015, the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform ordered reported H.R. 50, 
the Unfunded Mandates Information and 
Transparency Act of 2015. As you know, the 
Committee on Rules was granted an addi-
tional referral upon the bill’s introduction 
pursuant to the Committee’s jurisdiction 
under rule X of the Rules of the House of 
Representatives over rules and joint rules of 
the House. 

Because of your willingness to consult 
with my committee regarding this matter, I 
will waive consideration of the bill by the 
Rules Committee. By agreeing to waive its 
consideration of the bill, the Rules Com-
mittee does not waive its jurisdiction over 
H.R. 50. In addition, the Committee on Rules 
reserves its authority to seek conferees on 
any provisions of the bill that are within its 
jurisdiction during any House-Senate con-
ference that may be convened on this legisla-
tion. I ask your commitment to support any 
request by the Committee on Rules for con-
ferees on H.R. 50 or related legislation. 

I also request that you include this letter 
and your response as part of your commit-
tee’s report on the bill and in the Congres-
sional Record during consideration of the 
legislation on the House floor. Thank you for 
your attention to these matters. 

Sincerely, 
PETE SESSIONS. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in opposition to 
H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates Infor-
mation and Transparency Act. This 
legislation may be well intended, but it 
would have unintended consequences 
that would make the government less 
efficient and less effective. 

I stood here just 4 months ago when 
the House, for the second time, consid-
ered a package of special interest bills, 
including this one. I said then that the 
Republican leadership in the House 
cannot fool the American people by 

passing the same bad bills over and 
over again, yet, Mr. Chairman, here we 
go again. 

Yesterday, the House voted to repeal 
the Affordable Care Act for the 56th 
time. Today, we are considering an 
antiregulatory bill the House has con-
sidered three times before. Tomorrow, 
we will consider another 
antiregulatory bill the House has also 
passed before. 

H.R. 50, the bill we are considering 
today, would add red tape to the rule-
making process in an effort to slow 
down or halt agency rules. 

b 1600 

One thing that is different this time 
around is that the Congressional Budg-
et Office estimated that H.R. 50 as re-
ported would increase direct spending 
by $18 million over the next 10 years. 
CBO estimates that this increase would 
primarily impact the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau, a bureau that 
was established to protect our con-
stituents. 

The majority inserted a last-minute 
provision last night after the Rules 
Committee meeting to address this 
problem. The majority’s fix, however, 
does nothing to reduce the cost of the 
bill. 

The majority instead inserted lan-
guage to cut the Consumer Financial 
Protection Bureau’s budget by $36 mil-
lion in fiscal year 2016. Cutting CFPB’s 
budget by $36 million while also requir-
ing the agency to comply with signifi-
cant new requirements is absurd. 

On Saturday, The Huffington Post 
published an article titled, ‘‘Congress 
Revives Gingrich-Era Law to Thwart 
Obama.’’ The article said: 

Republicans in Congress aim to revamp an 
antiregulatory law from the Newt Gingrich 
era in an effort to paralyze new financial, en-
vironmental, and labor rules with a never- 
ending string of court challenges. 

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act 
was enacted as a part of Newt Ging-
rich’s Contract with America. Even in 
the context of the extreme agenda of 
the Contract with America, Congress 
included several limitations in the Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act. 

This bill would repeal those limita-
tions. For example, under this bill, 
agencies would be required to consult 
with regulated industries on proposed 
rules before they are even made public. 

For example, if the Consumer Finan-
cial Protection Bureau planned to pro-
pose a new rule to protect consumers 
from abusive mortgage practices, 
banks would get advance access to the 
rule and the opportunity to shape it be-
fore our constituents, the consumers. 

I believe that businesses should have 
the opportunity to provide comments 
on proposed rules, but they should do it 
through the normal public comment 
process just like other stakeholders. 

H.R. 50 would also expand judicial re-
view under the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act. The statute currently pro-
hibits courts from using its require-
ments to delay or invalidate a rule. 
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This bill eliminates that restriction 
which would allow regulated industries 
to use the law to slow down 
rulemakings. 

This bill also would put independent 
agencies in jeopardy of political inter-
ference. The Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act currently exempts inde-
pendent agencies from its reporting re-
quirements. The bill removes that ex-
emption. 

That would mean that the inde-
pendent regulatory agencies like the 
Securities and Exchange Commission 
and the Consumer Financial Protection 
Bureau would have to submit their 
rules to the Office of Management and 
Budget for review which could under-
mine their independence. 

Section 12 of the bill would require 
an agency to perform retrospective re-
view, including an additional cost-ben-
efit analysis of any existing rules if re-
quested by the chairman or ranking 
member of a committee. It is inter-
esting that we always talk about being 
able to predict what is going to go on 
in the business world. This certainly 
would add a high level of unpredict-
ability. 

I will offer an amendment at the ap-
propriate time to strike that provision. 
These flaws are reason enough to op-
pose this bill. 

The most important reason is that 
we rely on agency rulemakings to pro-
tect our children, protect our workers, 
protect our economy, and protect our 
constituents, the folks who sent us 
here. 

That is why the Coalition for Sen-
sible Safeguards—a group of more than 
150 good government, labor, scientific, 
faith, health, and community organiza-
tions—sent a letter to the Oversight 
Committee opposing this bill. 

Here is what the letter said: ‘‘The 
costs of deregulation should be obvious 
by now: the Wall Street economic col-
lapse, various food and product safety 
recalls, and numerous disasters, includ-
ing the recent Dan River coal ash spill 
in North Carolina and the Freedom In-
dustries chemical spill in West Vir-
ginia, demonstrate the need for a regu-
latory system that protects the public, 
not corporate interests.’’ 

Congress should be moving forward 
to protect the public from harm, not 
rolling back the clock and weakening 
important safeguards. 

Yesterday, the White House issued a 
statement opposing this bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no,’’ 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, at 
this time, I am pleased to yield 5 min-
utes to the gentlewoman from North 
Carolina, Dr. FOXX, the prime sponsor 
of this bill. 

Ms. FOXX. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the chairman for yielding time and for 
the leadership he has provided in get-
ting this bill passed out of the Over-
sight and Government Reform Com-
mittee. 

Mr. Chairman, we are going to prob-
ably have to say this many times 

today, but our colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle want to make this an 
antiregulation bill. We are not opposed 
to regulations on our side of the aisle. 
We are in favor of commonsense rules. 

Mr. Chairman, each year, Wash-
ington imposes thousands of pages of 
rules and regulations on America’s pri-
vate sector employers, as well as State 
and local governments. Buried in those 
pages are costly Federal mandates that 
make it harder for businesses to hire 
and cash-strapped States, counties, and 
cities to serve their citizens. 

As a former State senator, I can tes-
tify to the difficulty of balancing the 
State’s budget when there are dozens of 
complicated, mostly unfunded Federal 
mandates that must be taken into ac-
count. 

As a former small business owner, I 
understand firsthand the concerns that 
job creators have about how lengthy, 
confusing rules affect their ability to 
conduct business and provide jobs and 
opportunities to their employees. 

That is why I introduced H.R. 50, the 
Unfunded Mandates Information and 
Transparency Act, which we call 
UMITA, and am proud to see it brought 
before the House for consideration. 

The bill builds upon the bipartisan 
1995 Unfunded Mandates Reform Act, 
also known as UMRA, and will ensure 
awareness and public disclosure of the 
cost in dollars and jobs that Federal 
dictates pose to the economy and local 
governments. 

H.R. 50 does not seek to prevent the 
Federal Government from regulating; 
rather, it seeks to ensure that its regu-
lations are deliberative and economi-
cally defensible. Asking regulators to 
consider thoroughly and understand 
the cost of a rule in addition to its ben-
efits should not be controversial. It is 
just plain common sense. 

Regulators and legislators should 
know exactly what they are asking the 
American people to pay and whether 
the costs of compliance might make it 
harder for family businesses to meet 
payroll and stay afloat. No government 
body, on purpose or accidentally, 
should skirt public scrutiny when jobs 
and scarce resources are at stake. 

In the nearly 20 years since UMRA’s 
passage, weaknesses in the law have 
been revealed, weaknesses that some 
government agencies and independent 
regulatory bodies have exploited. 
UMITA makes independent regulatory 
agencies subject to UMRA’s require-
ments, ending a two-tier system that 
allowed regulations to be implemented 
without the required consideration, 
scrutiny, or public input. 

H.R. 50 recognizes that the Federal 
Government’s reach extends well be-
yond the taxes it collects and the 
money it spends. Regulations can ad-
vance government initiatives without 
using tax dollars. 

Rather than count expenses for new 
programs, the government can require 
the private sector, as well as State and 
local governments, to pay for Federal 
initiatives through compliance costs. 

This bill shines much-needed light on 
the murky regulatory process and en-
sures the public has transparent access 
to proposed rules and regulations. 

Both Democrats and Republicans rec-
ognize that appropriate regulations 
don’t need to be issued in the dead of 
night or negotiated behind closed 
doors. That is why the House has con-
sidered and passed this bill three times 
in the 112th and 113th Congresses. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this commonsense, bipartisan bill. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY), the chairman 
of the Subcommittee on Government 
Operations. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished gentleman 
from Maryland. 

I rise today in opposition to H.R. 50, 
the Unfunded Mandates Information 
and Transparency Act. 

This act boasts an Orwellian title 
that attempts, I think, deception of the 
public into believing that it is simply 
an innocuous attempt to enhance 
transparency for the public and State 
and local governments while masking 
the true nature of this act which— 
make no mistake—is a subversive leg-
islative assault of public health, safety, 
and environmental protections. 

This bill is simply an effort to throw 
a wrench into the rulemaking process, 
ensuring that private industry is pro-
vided privileges and rights above any 
other stakeholder in the process. 

In many respects, H.R. 50 represents 
the ‘‘Mitt Romney principle’’ on 
steroids, for it appears that in the 
minds of some of my colleagues, not 
only is it a fact that ‘‘corporations are 
people, my friend,’’ but under this 
measure, they appear to be embracing 
an ethos that treats corporations even 
better than people. 

My longstanding principle is that I 
will never defend the indefensible, and 
regrettably, this bill provides private 
corporations with an unfair consulta-
tion over every other stakeholder in 
the regulatory process, and that is in-
defensible. 

Under this bill, Federal agencies 
would be required to consult with pri-
vate industry ‘‘before issuance of a no-
tice of proposed rulemaking,’’ yet it 
does not afford that same level of pro-
tection or consultation to average citi-
zens, consumers, or anybody else who 
relies on agency rules to preserve and 
protect their health, welfare, and safe-
ty. 

There is no justification for enacting 
an irrational statutory framework that 
requires the Federal Government to 
consult with private firms and nobody 
else—such as a large agribusiness, for 
example—prior to proposing a rule that 
could have an impact on that company, 
yet does not require such consultation 
on public health with public health ex-
perts. 

I cannot defend a regulatory frame-
work that would provide big oil compa-
nies a guaranteed right to weigh in be-
fore any drilling regulation is promul-
gated to protect the public from big oil 
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spills, such as one we experienced just 
a few years ago. 

To be clear, I strongly support the 
right of industry to have its voice and 
to have the opportunity to provide 
comments on proposed rules. This fos-
ters more informed and high-quality 
rulemaking, benefiting business and so-
ciety; indeed, that is why our current 
administrative procedures mandate 
that a public comment period be pro-
vided prior to the adoption of such 
rules. 

Equally concerning, H.R. 50 would 
also undermine the critical independ-
ence of aptly titled independent regu-
latory agencies. It is not clear how 
eliminating the independence of agen-
cies, such as the Consumer Product 
Safety Commission, by empowering 
Presidential administrations to play a 
significant role in shaping the rules for 
those agencies before they issue them, 
would in any way address unfunded 
mandates. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of 
Texas). The time of the gentleman has 
expired. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gen-
tleman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. The bottom line is 
that well-reasoned agency rules have 
made our air cleaner to breathe, water 
safer to drink, and our products safer 
to use. That is a good formula, and we 
should preserve it. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself 1 minute. 

It would be inaccurate and inappro-
priate to suggest that this bill bypasses 
individuals. To the contrary, the bill 
says, ‘‘and impacted parties within the 
private sector.’’ The definition of ‘‘pri-
vate sector’’ under UMRA—the term 
‘‘private sector’’ means ‘‘all persons or 
entities in the United States, including 
individuals.’’ 

Any assertion on this floor that this 
gives unilateral priority to the indi-
vidual corporations and bypasses the 
individuals, we are trying to give peo-
ple who are affected by these rules—we 
are trying to give them the oppor-
tunity to be heard. 

I reserve the balance of my time. 
Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Missouri (Mr. CLAY). 

Mr. CLAY. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the ranking member for allowing me 
time. 

I rise today to strongly oppose H.R. 
50. I consider it a misguided bill that 
will cost American consumers at least 
$18 million over the next 10 years while 
making it easier for bad actors in cer-
tain industries to continue their abu-
sive practices as they attempt to 
stonewall appropriate regulation. 
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Make no mistake. H.R. 50 is a frontal 
assault on the Nation’s health, safety, 
and environmental protections, and it 
would erect new barriers to give se-
lected industries a built-in advantage 
to evade or eliminate vital rules that 
protect the American people. 

For instance, this bill would require 
agencies to consult with private sector 
entities ‘‘as early as possible, before 
the issuance of a notice of proposed 
rulemaking, continue through the final 
rule stage, and be integrated explicitly 
into the rulemaking process.’’ 

Now, I agree that Federal agencies 
should consult with regulated indus-
tries regarding proposed rules, but they 
should not receive an insider, prewired 
advantage in the regulating and rule-
making process over other stake-
holders. 

H.R. 50 would also expand judicial re-
view under UMRA and would allow a 
court to review the inadequacy or fail-
ure of an agency to prepare a written 
statement under UMRA. UMRA cur-
rently prohibits courts from using the 
law to stay, invalidate, or otherwise af-
fect an agency rule. H.R. 50 would 
eliminate this prohibition. 

I thought the majority strongly op-
posed judicial activism, but perhaps 
that only applies to protecting voting 
rights. 

We don’t have to choose between pro-
tecting the health, welfare, and safety 
of Americans and promoting economic 
growth, job creation, and innovation. 
We can do both. H.R. 50 advances nei-
ther of these worthy goals, and that is 
why I urge my colleagues to reject this 
deeply flawed act that will stack the 
deck against the American consumer. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr. JODY B. 
HICE). 

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. I 
thank the gentleman for yielding his 
time. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup-
port of H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates 
Information and Transparency Act. 

The alarming growth of our Federal 
Government in the last several decades 
has come at an incredible cost. This is 
largely due to lax reporting require-
ments, and as a result, the American 
people have largely been left in the 
dark as to the true cost of this unprec-
edented growth. For example, we all 
know that, often, the Federal Govern-
ment imposes mandates, be it upon the 
private sector or local or State govern-
ments, and, oftentimes, this is without 
any clearly disclosed cost or impact of 
those mandates. 

Mr. Chairman, H.R. 50 will make sig-
nificant strides to address this looming 
problem by enacting more strict and 
clearly defined requirements about 
how and when agencies need to disclose 
the cost of these Federal mandates. 
Therefore, Mr. Chairman, I urge my 
colleagues to support this bill. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH). 

Mr. LYNCH. I thank the gentleman 
from Maryland for yielding and for his 
leadership on this issue. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong opposi-
tion to H.R. 50. 

With all due respect to my friend 
from Utah—and I do respect him; I 

know he didn’t write this bill—there is 
a common practice here in Congress 
that you name the bill in a way that 
describes the opposite of what it will 
actually do. This is supposed to be an 
accountability bill, but this bill ought 
to be named the ‘‘Government Gridlock 
Act’’ because that is what it will intro-
duce. 

While I certainly respect everyone’s 
opinion and position against Big Gov-
ernment—I certainly understand that. 
You can be against intrusive govern-
ment. I understand that. But you can’t 
be against a functioning government, 
and that is what this bill accomplishes. 

This bill, as the gentleman did point 
out, does allow individual taxpayers to 
sue. Mrs. Gilhooly and Mr. Gilhooly 
can sue, but so can Exxon and so can 
JPMorgan Chase attack regulations 
under this bill. This bill makes the fi-
nancial ability to sustain a legal chal-
lenge as the litmus test on how much 
justice you get under this bill. 

Even though Congress has the ability 
to pass laws and to direct regulators to 
come up with regulations, large, well- 
financed banks and industries like the 
oil industry will be able to undo the di-
rection of Congress by proffering legal 
challenges with enormous resources to 
stop those laws from coming into ef-
fect. 

A good example is the financial serv-
ices industry, where we under Dodd- 
Frank have directed that there be 300 
separate rules developed to deal with 
the problems created by the crisis in 
2008. That crisis cost $20 trillion to the 
American economy. Yet, under this 
law, in order to prevent big banks from 
taking those reckless gambles, we 
would have to force the regulators to 
show that the reduction in cost to the 
American taxpayer justified the regu-
lation against Wall Street. 

It misses the point. We are trying to 
bifurcate the risks created by Wall 
Street from the taxpayers’ requirement 
to bail them out. This bill ignores that 
reality. I think we should all oppose it, 
and I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this bill. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MEADOWS). 

Mr. MEADOWS. I thank the chair-
man for his leadership on this bill and 
for bringing it through regular order. 
We continue to hear that around here 
on this particular bill. 

Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman 
from Massachusetts leaves, I think it is 
important that we address this. As the 
gentleman would indicate, he is mak-
ing this out to be all about big banks, 
but it is really about the small busi-
ness folks and, truly, about the munici-
palities. I want to read a few excerpts 
from the resolution that comes from 
his home State—from Massachusetts— 
because they got together, and they 
said this is a real problem: 

‘‘Whereas, the Federal Government 
has imposed additional requirements, 
based on incomplete scientific analysis 
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and review, on the cities and towns of 
Massachusetts.’’ In this resolution, Mr. 
Chairman, it talks about going further 
and that, at a minimum, what we 
should do is provide a ‘‘fiscal note in-
cluded as part of any such proposal.’’ 

So it is the towns and the counties 
across the country and, yes, indeed, 
from the gentleman—my esteemed 
friend from Massachusetts—a resolu-
tion from his State that talks about 
the problems that we have with un-
funded mandates. Over 850 major pieces 
of regulation, with impacts of over $100 
million a piece, have failed this basic 
principle and test, and 75 percent of 
them never get the analysis that we 
should be doing at the Federal Govern-
ment. 

We have a responsibility to the local 
towns and governments but also a re-
sponsibility, Mr. Chairman, to farmers. 
I left a hearing today with the EPA 
and an unfunded mandate. Who are 
they consulting with? The Department 
of Agriculture, not with the farmers 
from across this great country. They 
are talking to other bureaucrats. It is 
time that we bring the private sector 
in, and I think it is time that we stand 
alongside them. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman 
from Michigan (Mrs. LAWRENCE), a new 
member of our committee. 

Mrs. LAWRENCE. Mr. Chairman, I 
rise today in opposition to H.R. 50, the 
Unfunded Mandates Information and 
Transparency Act. Although the intent 
of this legislation is to, no doubt, pro-
vide additional safeguards, it does, in 
fact, add an additional level of bu-
reaucracy. 

It appears to be a good bill. As a 
former mayor, I fought to ensure that 
my city and other cities were not un-
duly impacted by unfunded Federal 
mandates. In Michigan, we worked co-
operatively with our Federal counter-
parts on proposed regulations that 
would generate obligations on local 
governments. In fact, as a local govern-
ment official, I supported the Unfunded 
Mandate Reform Act, as it was a result 
of multiple years of effort by our State 
and local government officials to con-
trol the burden of many unfunded Fed-
eral mandates. 

Along with the consequences I have 
previously mentioned, this bill will 
also grant corporations special access 
to information about a rule and an op-
portunity to submit feedback to an 
agency before a rule is even proposed. 
Additionally, the legislation would 
shut the American people out of this 
early review. The bill would also re-
quire agencies to perform retrospective 
analysis at the request of any chair-
man or ranking minority member of 
any standing or select committee of 
the House or the Senate. The bill nei-
ther improves nor streamlines the reg-
ulatory process. It expands agency 
roles and interjects politics into the 
process. 

The Office of Management and Budg-
et is responsible for overseeing the im-

plementation of the Unfunded Man-
dates Information and Transparency 
Act. This bill also expands OMB’s role, 
and it requires them to guarantee that 
each agency complies with the act’s re-
quirements. Independent regulatory 
agencies will then have to send their 
rulemaking analyses to OMB. 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gentle-
woman an additional 30 seconds. 

Mrs. LAWRENCE. The existing Un-
funded Mandates Reform Act expressly 
prohibits courts from using the law to 
stay, enjoin, invalidate, or otherwise 
affect an agency rule. H.R. 50 would 
fundamentally change the law by 
eliminating this prohibition, allowing 
regulated industries to abuse this ex-
panded judicial review and tie up rules 
in litigation for years. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this act, and I request that this body 
work within the existing safeguards in 
place. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from California (Mr. MCCAR-
THY), the distinguished majority lead-
er. 

Mr. MCCARTHY. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, there are many parts 
of government that like to act in se-
crecy. In particular, many agencies 
like to hide the true costs of their reg-
ulations from the American people. 
After all, it is easier to add more pages 
to the Federal Register if nobody is 
sure exactly what the pricetag is, but 
that is not the way our democracy 
should work. For government to work, 
it needs to be accountable to the peo-
ple. To be accountable to the people, 
government needs to be honest and 
open with what it is doing. 

Washington needs reform, and a good 
place to start is to make sure that peo-
ple know the true cost of what Wash-
ington is doing—no gimmicks, no hid-
den fees. That is why I support Rep-
resentative FOXX’s bill, which demands 
transparency on unfunded mandates. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill says a simple 
thing. It says we trust the people. It 
says if the bureaucracy is afraid of tell-
ing the people how much a regulation 
costs, then it shouldn’t impose the reg-
ulation. If bureaucracy isn’t following 
the rules and giving the people the in-
formation they need, this bill allows 
the courts to review the agency—no 
more hiding. The people have the right 
to know as much as possible, and 
Washington has an obligation to tell 
them. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I just want to remind the gentleman 
before he leaves the Chamber that 
there is truth here. The truth is that 
the CBO has already estimated that 
this bill will cost some $18 million. 
There is also truth here with regard to 
what has happened to the Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection Bureau—the very 

bureau that this Congress established 
to protect our consumers on a day-to- 
day basis—and its losing some $36 mil-
lion. That is the transparency. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlewoman from New Jersey 
(Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN). 
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Mrs. WATSON COLEMAN. Mr. Chair-
man, thank you to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS), the ranking 
member, for this opportunity to speak. 

I rise today also in opposition to H.R. 
50, the misleadingly named Unfunded 
Mandates Information and Trans-
parency Act of 2015, which passed out 
of the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform on a strictly par-
tisan vote. 

This bill neither improves nor 
streamlines the regulatory process. In-
stead, this ill-conceived bill is an as-
sault on consumer protections, gives 
private industry an unfair advantage 
to weigh in on rules, and erects new, 
unnecessary barriers in the regulatory 
process. 

H.R. 50 would require agencies to pro-
vide the private sector with an unfair 
advantage to influence proposed regu-
lations. The supporters of this bill 
claim that it creates parity between 
the private and the public sectors, but 
that is simply not true. What it really 
does is provide the private sector with 
a sneak peek of proposed rules before 
they are even made public. 

This bill propels regulated private 
sector entities to the front of the line 
while pushing the consumers these 
laws are designed to protect to the 
back of the line. It further gums up the 
regulatory process by allowing oppo-
nents to delay or invalidate rules 
through litigation. 

The existing Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 prohibits courts from 
using the law to stay, enjoin, invali-
date, or otherwise affect an agency 
rule. H.R. 50 would fundamentally 
change that law by eliminating this 
prohibition, giving regulated industries 
the ability to abuse this expanded judi-
cial review and tie up rules in courts 
for years. For example, Wall Street 
banks could take agencies to court 
over Dodd-Frank consumer protection 
rules that have yet to be finalized. 

Most Americans, and certainly most 
of my constituents that I represent, 
simply do not have the means to hire 
lawyers to sue Federal agencies if they 
are dissatisfied with a Federal regula-
tion, but large corporations do. H.R. 50 
would give corporations the ability to 
sue and to stall regulations they view 
as unfavorable. 

By unnecessarily layering an addi-
tional, burdensome judicial review and 
giving private industry an unfair ad-
vantage, this bill shows that it is not 
working for the consumers, but it is 
only working for the chosen few. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire of the time left on both sides? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah has 151⁄2 minutes remaining, 
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and the gentleman from Maryland has 
91⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I am 
pleased to yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
WALKER). 

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chairman, every 
day small businesses and local govern-
ments are weighed down by Washing-
ton’s numerous regulations. H.R. 50, 
the Unfunded Mandates Information 
and Transparency Act, acts to curb the 
constant rules and regulations that 
Washington continues to impose on the 
American people. 

This law builds on and improves the 
bipartisan legislation, the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act of 1995, which 
was enacted to promote transparent 
decisionmaking and curb unfunded 
Federal mandates. However, due to 
loopholes and exemptions, UMRA has 
failed to keep unfunded mandates off 
the backs of local governments and 
taxpayers. 

I would like to thank Congress-
woman FOXX for introducing this bi-
partisan legislation to close these gaps, 
hold Washington accountable, and bet-
ter protect our fellow Americans. 

Importantly, this bill will do three 
things: one, it will close loopholes that 
allow agencies and independent regu-
lators to forgo UMRA analysis; two, it 
enables stakeholders to engage Federal 
agencies before unfunded mandates are 
implemented; and three, it holds regu-
lators accountable through the courts 
and congressional oversight. 

I am reminded every day that we 
were elected to bring change to Wash-
ington, and this reform is exactly what 
needs to be sent to the President’s 
desk. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentlelady from 
the District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON). 

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my good friend from Maryland for 
yielding me this time. 

Mr. Chairman, this bill has a lot of 
chutzpah even for a probusiness major-
ity. The point of the review and com-
ment regulatory process is to hear 
from everybody, to pull everybody into 
the process. 

I have experienced how this process 
worked when I chaired the Equal Em-
ployment Opportunity Commission. In 
order to make sure I heard from every-
one, I took a process which issued 
guidelines, which did not come under 
the Administrative Procedure Act, and 
put it under the Administrative Proce-
dure Act to make sure I heard from ev-
eryone. 

In a real sense, I knew, I thought I 
knew what the public wanted because I 
was a civil rights lawyer. I was particu-
larly interested in whether the reforms 
I was instituting would work in prac-
tice. So I was more interested, in a real 
sense, in what the business community 
said. 

I must tell you, Mr. Chairman, in 
these processes, the business commu-
nity, small and large, dwarfs the public 
in the amount of comment that agen-
cies receive. 

This bill breaks a cardinal rule by ex-
cluding, of all people, the public, while 
industry gets an advance look at a bill. 
Understand, it is the industry that is 
being regulated, industry that has the 
high-cost lobbyists, the high-cost law-
yers that the public does not have. 

So what is the point here, Mr. Chair-
man? It is clear. The point is to get in-
dustry in on writing the bill itself and 
writing it at that stage before the pub-
lic even gets to know what the bill is. 
This is not a tilt in favor of the objects 
of regulations; it is a slide in their 
favor. 

If the point is the usual bipartisan 
point, to help small businesses—which, 
by the way, is already a stakeholder— 
along with other businesses, why pit 
small businesses against small children 
and small mortgage holders and small 
IT users? 

Another extraordinary thing I see in 
this bill is that the court-hating major-
ity, at least in this bill, falls in love 
with the judiciary by inviting litiga-
tion before the rule is final. The courts 
will just love that. On top of every-
thing else, this bill adds $18 million 
over 10 years to agency spending? 

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the 
gentlewoman has expired. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield the gentle-
lady an additional 30 seconds. 

Ms. NORTON. $18 million that this 
majority certainly will not appro-
priate. 

Small business always have been a 
bipartisan concern. We have many 
more of them in our districts than we 
have large businesses. Small businesses 
are not who will come to ‘‘consult.’’ It 
is the global multinationals who are 
applauding this bill as we speak. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 

would like to point to the bill because 
it keeps getting repeated on this floor 
that it doesn’t include the public, it 
doesn’t include individuals. That is 
just not true. 

On page 12 of the bill: 
Agencies shall, to the extent practicable, 

seek out the views of State, local, and tribal 
governments, and impacted parties within 
the private sector. 

Definition of private sector: the term 
‘‘private sector’’ means all persons or 
entities in the United States, including 
individuals. 

It sounds like a good rhetorical point 
to keep saying: Oh, we are leaving out 
the little guy; we are leaving out the 
public. It does include the public; it 
does include the individuals; and when 
these unfunded mandates are placed 
upon them, this bill would make sure 
that they are at least asked about it. 
That is what we are seeking. 

At this time, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr. 
MEADOWS). 

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chairman, the 
chairman points out very clearly that, 
indeed, the definition of ‘‘private sec-
tor’’ includes individuals. I would also 
like to go further and talk about small 
businesses. 

We are talking about small busi-
nesses and how they are not supported 
in this. It is troubling, because if that 
were the case, the National Federation 
of Independent Businesses, who rep-
resents thousands and thousands of 
small businesses, or the Small Business 
and Entrepreneurship Council, which 
does the same, would not be endorsing 
this piece of legislation. So, Mr. Chair-
man, I want to make sure the record is 
corrected. 

With regards to the $18 million, that 
was cleared up in Rules yesterday; the 
committee was made aware of it. And 
despite the legislation being identical 
to last Congress’ bill, the CBO had 
scored it as having a direct spending 
cost, but this was partly because the 
Consumer Financial Protection Bu-
reau, CFPB, doesn’t have the authority 
to collect the fees. And so we have al-
ready addressed that, Mr. Chairman, 
and I wanted to make sure we cleared 
up the record. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentlelady from California (Ms. 
WATERS), the ranking member of the 
Committee on Financial Services. 

Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California. 
Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the time 
that has been allotted to me. Thank 
you very much, Mr. CUMMINGS. 

I rise to oppose H.R. 50, an 
anticonsumer deregulatory bill that 
would stop rulemaking by our Nation’s 
financial overseers dead in its tracks. 
In 2008, we witnessed the worst finan-
cial crisis since 1929, which halted lend-
ing to small businesses, left millions 
without a home, and pushed countless 
Americans into personal bankruptcy 
and ruin, after which my colleagues 
and I in Congress worked diligently to 
put in place serious and comprehensive 
safeguards to prevent another collapse. 

Nevertheless, today House Repub-
licans are suffering from selective am-
nesia when they push this legislation 
to undo financial reform. Indeed, this 
bill, H.R. 50, places significant admin-
istrative hurdles on our regulators, 
like the Consumer Financial Protec-
tion Bureau and the Securities and Ex-
change Commission. 

Certain provisions require our regu-
lators, who are tasked with protecting 
consumers and investors, to conduct 
onerous, industry-friendly, cost-benefit 
analysis and to submit their rules for 
review to the Office of Management 
and Budget. This hurts their ability to 
act independently and in the best in-
terests of the public. 

In addition, this bill would arm spe-
cial interests with a time-tested weap-
on to delay and kill reform, the oppor-
tunity to challenge our cash-strapped 
regulators in court on every rule. But 
this is the ultimate point of the bill: to 
make regulating everything from secu-
rities, fraud, payday loans, credit 
cards, insider trading, and derivatives 
that much harder. 

Most concerning is that Republicans 
want to pay for the cost of their new 
burdens by depriving the one regulator 
charged with protecting our Nation’s 
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consumers of tens of millions of dol-
lars. 

Mr. Chairman, this is just the latest 
in a never-ending effort to unravel the 
important protections for consumers 
and taxpayers this Congress put in 
place following the worst crisis in a 
generation. 

With our economy still recovering 
from the $14 trillion financial crisis, 
with families in my own district and 
probably yours still struggling with 
foreclosure and unsure how they will 
be able to make ends meet in retire-
ment, we simply cannot undermine 
fundamental reforms or the agencies 
enforcing them. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
would like to make Mr. CUMMINGS 
aware that I have no further speakers, 
and I am prepared to close, but I will 
reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 2 minutes to 
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr. KIL-
DEE). 

Mr. KILDEE. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my friend for yielding. 

I want to echo the comments of 
Ranking Member WATERS. As a mem-
ber of the Committee on Financial 
Services, I am particularly concerned 
with the direction that this bill takes 
us at a time when, on one hand, many 
of my colleagues have criticized the 
agencies charged with implementation 
of important regulatory reforms, such 
as Dodd-Frank, charging those agen-
cies with not bringing forth rules in a 
timely fashion, and then at the same 
time reducing, through the budget 
process, the necessary resources to pro-
vide those agencies with the tools that 
they need to move forward on the rule-
making process, and now this, yet an-
other, I think, effort to create another 
cumbersome step in the process of de-
veloping rules intended to implement 
legislation that was passed here by the 
United States Congress, law that is on 
the books. 

b 1445 

The rulemaking process already in-
cludes a very logical progression of 
steps which allows for a comprehensive 
and all-inclusive comment period 
under the Administrative Procedure 
Act that allows the kind of substantive 
input that is specific to the rules being 
proposed to be provided, to be consid-
ered, to modify proposed rules, and 
then to move forward in an orderly 
process. 

The other concern that I have is that 
there is language that is troublesome 
to me in terms of the way cost-benefit 
analyses would be conducted and con-
sidered. 

Very often—and there is no better ex-
ample than in the financial sector—if 
we limit ourselves to industry-specific 
costs and benefits, we lose the fact that 
many of the costs are not borne by 
those in the industry but those con-
sumers who bear the brunt of their tac-
tics. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, how 
much time is remaining? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Maryland has 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I just want to be clear. Many things 
concern me about this legislation. We 
need to be very careful about this. 

We have a situation here where this 
is clearly an effort to give Big Business 
an advantage. All the speakers on our 
side have talked to that. We can go 
around saying we don’t need regula-
tions, but regulations are very, very 
important. This President has done a 
lot with regard to addressing the issue 
of regulations. 

There is something else that is hap-
pening here that really bothers me. 
There was a tremendous effort by the 
other side when we were trying to get 
the consumer financial protection bill 
passed. 

After seeing our constituents abused 
over and over again, we bring about an 
agency that would bring them some 
type of protection, and here, we are 
taking away money from an agency 
that already needs money, the very 
agency that is there to help our con-
stituents. That concerns me. 

The other thing that concerns me is 
that we have an extra layer here. It 
makes it much more difficult now with 
regard to rulemaking, and then to have 
the courts have the ability to delay 
and basically take away rules is un-
precedented. That is something that 
even Newt Gingrich didn’t do. 

We need to look at what we are doing 
and bring a sense of balance, and the 
other side will say that balance is 
brought about because private industry 
is given an opportunity to be involved 
in the process. 

Well, they really do have a tremen-
dous advantage because, as Ms. NORTON 
said, they are the ones that have the 
lawyers. They are the ones who have 
the big money. They are the ones now 
who will be able to come in before the 
regulations are even formulated and 
have their say while the public won’t 
be in that kind of position. 

Let’s not kid ourselves. We are put-
ting our constituents at a decided dis-
advantage, no matter how you look at 
it. This is a triumph for Big Business. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 

yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

The one who is in the power position, 
the one who has got the resources, the 
one that has got the attorneys is the 
government. The government is the 
one that has got all the cards. 

All we are asking for is to allow 
input from individuals, small busi-
nesses, big businesses. If you are going 
to be affected, isn’t it common sense to 
suggest that maybe they should talk to 
the people that they are going to put 
this mandate on? Let’s have a discus-
sion, a dialogue, get some input from 
them? 

The name of this bill is very, very ac-
curate, Unfunded Mandates Informa-

tion and Transparency Act. What are 
we afraid of, asking them the question: 
How are you going to be impacted? 
What is this going to do to the econ-
omy? 

What I hear from my constituents— 
and I have heard it from outside of 
Utah’s Third Congressional District—is 
the Federal Government comes in with 
its big, heavy hand, and they have no 
voice, no opportunity. It is just laid 
upon them. 

I appreciate Dr. FOXX and what she is 
doing. We also hear from State, local, 
and tribal governments, from small 
businesses and business organizations 
that are in support of this bill. 

In fiscal year 2014, the administra-
tion estimated the annual cost of 
major regulations was between $57 bil-
lion and $84 billion. There is room. 
There is appropriate use of regulations. 
To suggest that we are opposed to all 
regulations is irresponsible. 

I think there are good regulations 
that are in place—they make our coun-
try better—but there needs to be a 
process and a communication and 
input from individuals that are af-
fected by these regulations. 

We have got to understand the costs 
and how we are passing these unfunded 
mandates on to State and local govern-
ments. This is an important part of the 
process. 

Updating this law, we can ensure all 
parties, from government entities to 
small businesses to individuals, under-
stand the true costs of the prospective 
mandates. 

This bill should successfully pass in 
the House again, and I urge my col-
leagues to support it. I applaud Dr. 
FOXX from North Carolina, the prime 
sponsor of this, for moving this legisla-
tion. 

I would urge, my colleagues, a ‘‘yea’’ 
vote on H.R. 50, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. All time for de-
bate has expired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

An amendment in the nature of a 
substitute consisting of the text of 
Rules Committee Print 114–4, modified 
by the amendment printed in part B of 
House Report 114–14, is adopted. 

The bill, as amended, shall be consid-
ered as the original bill for the purpose 
of further amendment under the 5- 
minute rule and shall be considered as 
read. 

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

H.R. 50 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Unfunded Man-
dates Information and Transparency Act of 
2015’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is— 
(1) to improve the quality of the deliberations 

of Congress with respect to proposed Federal 
mandates by— 
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(A) providing Congress and the public with 

more complete information about the effects of 
such mandates; and 

(B) ensuring that Congress acts on such man-
dates only after focused deliberation on their ef-
fects; and 

(2) to enhance the ability of Congress and the 
public to identify Federal mandates that may 
impose undue harm on consumers, workers, em-
ployers, small businesses, and State, local, and 
tribal governments. 
SEC. 3. PROVIDING FOR CONGRESSIONAL BUDG-

ET OFFICE STUDIES ON POLICIES IN-
VOLVING CHANGES IN CONDITIONS 
OF GRANT AID. 

Section 202(g) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 602(g)) is amended by adding at 
the end the following new paragraph: 

‘‘(3) ADDITIONAL STUDIES.—At the request of 
any Chairman or ranking member of the minor-
ity of a Committee of the Senate or the House of 
Representatives, the Director shall conduct an 
assessment comparing the authorized level of 
funding in a bill or resolution to the prospective 
costs of carrying out any changes to a condition 
of Federal assistance being imposed on State, 
local, or tribal governments participating in the 
Federal assistance program concerned or, in the 
case of a bill or joint resolution that authorizes 
such sums as are necessary, an assessment of an 
estimated level of funding compared to such 
costs.’’. 
SEC. 4. CLARIFYING THE DEFINITION OF DIRECT 

COSTS TO REFLECT CONGRES-
SIONAL BUDGET OFFICE PRACTICE. 

Section 421(3) of the Congressional Budget Act 
of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658(3)(A)(i)) is amended— 

(1) in subparagraph (A)(i), by inserting ‘‘incur 
or’’ before ‘‘be required’’; and 

(2) in subparagraph (B), by inserting after ‘‘to 
spend’’ the following: ‘‘or could forgo in profits, 
including costs passed on to consumers or other 
entities taking into account, to the extent prac-
ticable, behavioral changes,’’. 
SEC. 5. EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF REPORTING 

REQUIREMENTS TO INCLUDE REGU-
LATIONS IMPOSED BY INDEPENDENT 
REGULATORY AGENCIES. 

Paragraph (1) of section 421 of the Congres-
sional Budget Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658) is 
amended by striking ‘‘, but does not include 
independent regulatory agencies’’ and inserting 
‘‘, except it does not include the Board of Gov-
ernors of the Federal Reserve System or the Fed-
eral Open Market Committee’’. 
SEC. 6. AMENDMENTS TO REPLACE OFFICE OF 

MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET WITH 
OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REG-
ULATORY AFFAIRS. 

The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(Public Law 104–4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) in section 103(c) (2 U.S.C. 1511(c))— 
(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 

‘‘OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET’’ and in-
serting ‘‘OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGU-
LATORY AFFAIRS’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Director of the Office of Man-
agement and Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs’’; 

(2) in section 205(c) (2 U.S.C. 1535(c))— 
(A) in the subsection heading, by striking 

‘‘OMB’’; and 
(B) by striking ‘‘Director of the Office of Man-

agement and Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs’’; and 

(3) in section 206 (2 U.S.C. 1536), by striking 
‘‘Director of the Office of Management and 
Budget’’ and inserting ‘‘Administrator of the 
Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs’’. 
SEC. 7. APPLYING SUBSTANTIVE POINT OF 

ORDER TO PRIVATE SECTOR MAN-
DATES. 

Section 425(a)(2) of the Congressional Budget 
Act of 1974 (2 U.S.C. 658d(a)(2)) is amended— 

(1) by striking ‘‘Federal intergovernmental 
mandates’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal mandates’’; 
and 

(2) by inserting ‘‘or 424(b)(1)’’ after ‘‘section 
424(a)(1)’’. 
SEC. 8. REGULATORY PROCESS AND PRINCIPLES. 

Section 201 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform 
Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1531) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 201. REGULATORY PROCESS AND PRIN-

CIPLES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Each agency shall, unless 

otherwise expressly prohibited by law, assess the 
effects of Federal regulatory actions on State, 
local, and tribal governments and the private 
sector (other than to the extent that such regu-
latory actions incorporate requirements specifi-
cally set forth in law) in accordance with the 
following principles: 

‘‘(1) Each agency shall identify the problem 
that it intends to address (including, if applica-
ble, the failures of private markets or public in-
stitutions that warrant new agency action) as 
well as assess the significance of that problem. 

‘‘(2) Each agency shall examine whether exist-
ing regulations (or other law) have created, or 
contributed to, the problem that a new regula-
tion is intended to correct and whether those 
regulations (or other law) should be modified to 
achieve the intended goal of regulation more ef-
fectively. 

‘‘(3) Each agency shall identify and assess 
available alternatives to direct regulation, in-
cluding providing economic incentives to en-
courage the desired behavior, such as user fees 
or marketable permits, or providing information 
upon which choices can be made by the public. 

‘‘(4) If an agency determines that a regulation 
is the best available method of achieving the 
regulatory objective, it shall design its regula-
tions in the most cost-effective manner to 
achieve the regulatory objective. In doing so, 
each agency shall consider incentives for inno-
vation, consistency, predictability, the costs of 
enforcement and compliance (to the government, 
regulated entities, and the public), flexibility, 
distributive impacts, and equity. 

‘‘(5) Each agency shall assess both the costs 
and the benefits of the intended regulation and, 
recognizing that some costs and benefits are dif-
ficult to quantify, propose or adopt a regula-
tion, unless expressly prohibited by law, only 
upon a reasoned determination that the benefits 
of the intended regulation justify its costs. 

‘‘(6) Each agency shall base its decisions on 
the best reasonably obtainable scientific, tech-
nical, economic, and other information con-
cerning the need for, and consequences of, the 
intended regulation. 

‘‘(7) Each agency shall identify and assess al-
ternative forms of regulation and shall, to the 
extent feasible, specify performance objectives, 
rather than specifying the behavior or manner 
of compliance that regulated entities must 
adopt. 

‘‘(8) Each agency shall avoid regulations that 
are inconsistent, incompatible, or duplicative 
with its other regulations or those of other Fed-
eral agencies. 

‘‘(9) Each agency shall tailor its regulations to 
minimize the costs of the cumulative impact of 
regulations. 

‘‘(10) Each agency shall draft its regulations 
to be simple and easy to understand, with the 
goal of minimizing the potential for uncertainty 
and litigation arising from such uncertainty. 

‘‘(b) REGULATORY ACTION DEFINED.—In this 
section, the term ‘regulatory action’ means any 
substantive action by an agency (normally pub-
lished in the Federal Register) that promulgates 
or is expected to lead to the promulgation of a 
final rule or regulation, including advance no-
tices of proposed rulemaking and notices of pro-
posed rulemaking.’’. 
SEC. 9. EXPANDING THE SCOPE OF STATEMENTS 

TO ACCOMPANY SIGNIFICANT REGU-
LATORY ACTIONS. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Subsection (a) of section 202 
of the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(2 U.S.C. 1532) is amended to read as follows: 

‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—Unless otherwise expressly 
prohibited by law, before promulgating any gen-
eral notice of proposed rulemaking or any final 
rule, or within six months after promulgating 
any final rule that was not preceded by a gen-
eral notice of proposed rulemaking, if the pro-
posed rulemaking or final rule includes a Fed-
eral mandate that may result in an annual ef-
fect on State, local, or tribal governments, or to 
the private sector, in the aggregate of 
$100,000,000 or more in any 1 year, the agency 
shall prepare a written statement containing the 
following: 

‘‘(1) The text of the draft proposed rulemaking 
or final rule, together with a reasonably de-
tailed description of the need for the proposed 
rulemaking or final rule and an explanation of 
how the proposed rulemaking or final rule will 
meet that need. 

‘‘(2) An assessment of the potential costs and 
benefits of the proposed rulemaking or final 
rule, including an explanation of the manner in 
which the proposed rulemaking or final rule is 
consistent with a statutory requirement and 
avoids undue interference with State, local, and 
tribal governments in the exercise of their gov-
ernmental functions. 

‘‘(3) A qualitative and quantitative assess-
ment, including the underlying analysis, of ben-
efits anticipated from the proposed rulemaking 
or final rule (such as the promotion of the effi-
cient functioning of the economy and private 
markets, the enhancement of health and safety, 
the protection of the natural environment, and 
the elimination or reduction of discrimination or 
bias). 

‘‘(4) A qualitative and quantitative assess-
ment, including the underlying analysis, of 
costs anticipated from the proposed rulemaking 
or final rule (such as the direct costs both to the 
Government in administering the final rule and 
to businesses and others in complying with the 
final rule, and any adverse effects on the effi-
cient functioning of the economy, private mar-
kets (including productivity, employment, and 
international competitiveness), health, safety, 
and the natural environment). 

‘‘(5) Estimates by the agency, if and to the ex-
tent that the agency determines that accurate 
estimates are reasonably feasible, of— 

‘‘(A) the future compliance costs of the Fed-
eral mandate; and 

‘‘(B) any disproportionate budgetary effects of 
the Federal mandate upon any particular re-
gions of the Nation or particular State, local, or 
tribal governments, urban or rural or other 
types of communities, or particular segments of 
the private sector. 

‘‘(6)(A) A detailed description of the extent of 
the agency’s prior consultation with the private 
sector and elected representatives (under section 
204) of the affected State, local, and tribal gov-
ernments. 

‘‘(B) A detailed summary of the comments and 
concerns that were presented by the private sec-
tor and State, local, or tribal governments either 
orally or in writing to the agency. 

‘‘(C) A detailed summary of the agency’s eval-
uation of those comments and concerns. 

‘‘(7) A detailed summary of how the agency 
complied with each of the regulatory principles 
described in section 201.’’. 

(b) REQUIREMENT FOR DETAILED SUMMARY.— 
Subsection (b) of section 202 of such Act is 
amended by inserting ‘‘detailed’’ before ‘‘sum-
mary’’. 
SEC. 10. ENHANCED STAKEHOLDER CONSULTA-

TION. 
Section 204 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform 

Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1534) is amended— 
(1) in the section heading, by inserting ‘‘AND 

PRIVATE SECTOR’’ before ‘‘INPUT’’; 
(2) in subsection (a)— 
(A) by inserting ‘‘, and impacted parties with-

in the private sector (including small business),’’ 
after ‘‘on their behalf)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘Federal intergovernmental 
mandates’’ and inserting ‘‘Federal mandates’’; 
and 
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(3) by amending subsection (c) to read as fol-

lows: 
‘‘(c) GUIDELINES.—For appropriate implemen-

tation of subsections (a) and (b) consistent with 
applicable laws and regulations, the following 
guidelines shall be followed: 

‘‘(1) Consultations shall take place as early as 
possible, before issuance of a notice of proposed 
rulemaking, continue through the final rule 
stage, and be integrated explicitly into the rule-
making process. 

‘‘(2) Agencies shall consult with a wide vari-
ety of State, local, and tribal officials and im-
pacted parties within the private sector (includ-
ing small businesses). Geographic, political, and 
other factors that may differentiate varying 
points of view should be considered. 

‘‘(3) Agencies should estimate benefits and 
costs to assist with these consultations. The 
scope of the consultation should reflect the cost 
and significance of the Federal mandate being 
considered. 

‘‘(4) Agencies shall, to the extent practicable— 
‘‘(A) seek out the views of State, local, and 

tribal governments, and impacted parties within 
the private sector (including small business), on 
costs, benefits, and risks; and 

‘‘(B) solicit ideas about alternative methods of 
compliance and potential flexibilities, and input 
on whether the Federal regulation will har-
monize with and not duplicate similar laws in 
other levels of government. 

‘‘(5) Consultations shall address the cumu-
lative impact of regulations on the affected enti-
ties. 

‘‘(6) Agencies may accept electronic submis-
sions of comments by relevant parties but may 
not use those comments as the sole method of 
satisfying the guidelines in this subsection.’’. 
SEC. 11. NEW AUTHORITIES AND RESPONSIBIL-

ITIES FOR OFFICE OF INFORMATION 
AND REGULATORY AFFAIRS. 

Section 208 of the Unfunded Mandates Reform 
Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1538) is amended to read as 
follows: 
‘‘SEC. 208. OFFICE OF INFORMATION AND REGU-

LATORY AFFAIRS RESPONSIBILITIES. 
‘‘(a) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator of the 

Office of Information and Regulatory Affairs 
shall provide meaningful guidance and over-
sight so that each agency’s regulations for 
which a written statement is required under sec-
tion 202 are consistent with the principles and 
requirements of this title, as well as other appli-
cable laws, and do not conflict with the policies 
or actions of another agency. If the Adminis-
trator determines that an agency’s regulations 
for which a written statement is required under 
section 202 do not comply with such principles 
and requirements, are not consistent with other 
applicable laws, or conflict with the policies or 
actions of another agency, the Administrator 
shall identify areas of non-compliance, notify 
the agency, and request that the agency comply 
before the agency finalizes the regulation con-
cerned. 

‘‘(b) ANNUAL STATEMENTS TO CONGRESS ON 
AGENCY COMPLIANCE.—The Director of the Of-
fice of Information and Regulatory Affairs an-
nually shall submit to Congress, including the 
Committee on Homeland Security and Govern-
mental Affairs of the Senate and the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform of the 
House of Representatives, a written report de-
tailing compliance by each agency with the re-
quirements of this title that relate to regulations 
for which a written statement is required by sec-
tion 202, including activities undertaken at the 
request of the Director to improve compliance, 
during the preceding reporting period. The re-
port shall also contain an appendix detailing 
compliance by each agency with section 204.’’. 
SEC. 12. RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS OF EXISTING 

FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 
The Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 

(Public Law 104–4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.) is 
amended— 

(1) by redesignating section 209 as section 210; 
and 

(2) by inserting after section 208 the following 
new section 209: 
‘‘SEC. 209. RETROSPECTIVE ANALYSIS OF EXIST-

ING FEDERAL REGULATIONS. 
‘‘(a) REQUIREMENT.—At the request of the 

chairman or ranking minority member of a 
standing or select committee of the House of 
Representatives or the Senate, an agency shall 
conduct a retrospective analysis of an existing 
Federal regulation promulgated by an agency. 

‘‘(b) REPORT.—Each agency conducting a ret-
rospective analysis of existing Federal regula-
tions pursuant to subsection (a) shall submit to 
the chairman of the relevant committee, Con-
gress, and the Comptroller General a report con-
taining, with respect to each Federal regulation 
covered by the analysis— 

‘‘(1) a copy of the Federal regulation; 
‘‘(2) the continued need for the Federal regu-

lation; 
‘‘(3) the nature of comments or complaints re-

ceived concerning the Federal regulation from 
the public since the Federal regulation was pro-
mulgated; 

‘‘(4) the extent to which the Federal regula-
tion overlaps, duplicates, or conflicts with other 
Federal regulations, and, to the extent feasible, 
with State and local governmental rules; 

‘‘(5) the degree to which technology, economic 
conditions, or other factors have changed in the 
area affected by the Federal regulation; 

‘‘(6) a complete analysis of the retrospective 
direct costs and benefits of the Federal regula-
tion that considers studies done outside the Fed-
eral Government (if any) estimating such costs 
or benefits; and 

‘‘(7) any litigation history challenging the 
Federal regulation.’’. 
SEC. 13. EXPANSION OF JUDICIAL REVIEW. 

Section 401(a) of the Unfunded Mandates Re-
form Act of 1995 (2 U.S.C. 1571(a)) is amended— 

(1) in paragraphs (1) and (2)(A)— 
(A) by striking ‘‘sections 202 and 203(a)(1) and 

(2)’’ each place it appears and inserting ‘‘sec-
tions 201, 202, 203(a)(1) and (2), and 205(a) and 
(b)’’; and 

(B) by striking ‘‘only’’ each place it appears; 
(2) in paragraph (2)(B), by striking ‘‘section 

202’’ and all that follows through the period at 
the end and inserting the following: ‘‘section 
202, prepare the written plan under section 
203(a)(1) and (2), or comply with section 205(a) 
and (b), a court may compel the agency to pre-
pare such written statement, prepare such writ-
ten plan, or comply with such section.’’; and 

(3) in paragraph (3), by striking ‘‘written 
statement or plan is required’’ and all that fol-
lows through ‘‘shall not’’ and inserting the fol-
lowing: ‘‘written statement under section 202, a 
written plan under section 203(a)(1) and (2), or 
compliance with sections 201 and 205(a) and (b) 
is required, the inadequacy or failure to prepare 
such statement (including the inadequacy or 
failure to prepare any estimate, analysis, state-
ment, or description), to prepare such written 
plan, or to comply with such section may’’. 
SEC. 14. BUREAU FUNDING AUTHORITY. 

The Director of the Bureau of Consumer Fi-
nancial Protection may not request, under sec-
tion 1017 of the Consumer Financial Protection 
Act of 2010, during fiscal year 2016 an amount 
that would result in the total amount requested 
by the Director during that fiscal year to exceed 
$550,000,000. 

The Acting CHAIR. No further 
amendment to the bill, as amended, 
shall be in order except those printed 
in part C of the report. Each such fur-
ther amendment may be offered only in 
the order printed in the report, by a 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered read, shall be debatable 
for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the 

proponent and an opponent, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MR. REED 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 1 printed in 
part C of House Report 114–14. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 2, line 1, insert ‘‘private property 
owners,’’ after ‘‘small businesses,’’. 

Page 10, line 24, strike the closing 
quotation marks and second period. 

Page 10, after line 24, add the following: 
‘‘(8) An assessment of the effects that the 

proposed rulemaking or final rule are ex-
pected to have on private property owners, 
including the use and value of affected prop-
erty.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 78, the gentleman 
from New York (Mr. REED) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from New York. 

Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, private property 
rights are fundamental to our liberties 
and freedom as American citizens. 
These rights are recognized in the 
Fifth Amendment to our United States 
Constitution. 

The overreaching actions from gov-
ernment on all levels—in particular 
here, today, the Federal Government 
and its agencies—is infringing on these 
rights by limiting property use and im-
pacting property values. This is not 
right, and we must address this issue. 

My amendment is simple, and it is 
fair. The amendment will require agen-
cies to assess the impact of their gov-
ernmental actions on private property, 
including the use and value of that pri-
vate property. 

Mr. Chairman, this will ensure fair-
ness and transparency. Agencies will 
have to recognize the effects their gov-
ernment action will have on private 
property once this amendment is ap-
proved. 

Mr. Chairman, I have heard from con-
stituents in my district and from 
across America that this government 
needs to be held in check and, in par-
ticular, when it comes to our funda-
mental freedoms such as private prop-
erty rights. 

At this point in time, Mr. Chairman, 
I yield 1 minute to the gentleman from 
Utah, Chairman CHAFFETZ, chairman of 
the Oversight and Government Reform 
Committee. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I ap-
preciate Congressman REED and what 
he is trying to do here. I think this 
makes a lot of sense. 

His amendment asks agencies to con-
sider the effects of regulatory action 
upon private property owners. The 
amendment furthers the bill’s intent to 
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provide more input from private sector 
entities and taxpayers affected by 
these regulations. It thinks of farms 
and other types of public land issues 
that we deal with, particularly out 
West, but across the Nation. 

Federal regulators should consider 
the effects of any regulation on private 
property owners. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Maryland is recognized for 5 min-
utes. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I am 
not going to really oppose this amend-
ment. This amendment would add a re-
quirement that agencies evaluate the 
impacts of a rule on private property 
owners. I do not object to this require-
ment in isolation. 

The problem is that this amendment 
adds one more requirement to the lay-
ers of red tape this bill already adds to 
the rulemaking process. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
Mr. REED. Mr. Chairman, I thank 

the ranking member and the chairman 
for their lack of opposition in support 
of this amendment. 

In closing, Mr. Chairman, I would 
just say, as we care about American 
citizens across the country, we must 
stand with them, and we must support 
their fundamental freedoms that are 
represented in our Constitution, and 
that is what this amendment will do. 

It is a simple, concise amendment 
that will just recognize that the gov-
ernment, once and for all, must recog-
nize that it is impacting private prop-
erty rights in America with its actions 
and quantify that impact when it 
comes to the use and value of their pri-
vate property. 

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to 
support this amendment and the under-
lying bill, and I yield back the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. REED). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CUMMINGS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 2 printed in 
part C of House Report 114–14. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Strike section 12. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 78, the gentleman 
from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Maryland. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, my 
amendment strikes section 12 of the 
bill. 

Section 12 would require an agency 
to perform a retrospective analysis of 
any existing rule any time a com-
mittee chairman or ranking member 
asked for it. 

Under this section, any one of nearly 
100 Members of Congress could tie an 
agency up in knots, forcing review 
after review of any existing rule. 

I asked the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Research Service to analyze the 
constitutionality of this section. CRS 
provided my staff with a memo that 
found that section 12 of H.R. 50 raises a 
serious constitutional question. 

CRS evaluated the impact of the Su-
preme Court’s decision in INS v. 
Chadha. In that case, the Court held 
that Congress can exercise its legisla-
tive authority only through bicameral 
passage of legislation that is then pre-
sented to the President. 

CRS evaluated whether giving indi-
vidual Members of Congress the au-
thority to demand agency action would 
violate that requirement. 

Here is what CRS found: ‘‘It could be 
argued that imbuing certain Members 
with the authority to demand that an 
agency prepare a report under section 
12 is an action of sufficient legislative 
character and effect as to trigger the 
bicameralism and presentment require-
ments of article I.’’ 

CRS also found there is a ‘‘tenable 
argument that the provisions of sec-
tion 12 raise constitutional concerns of 
the magnitude addressed in Chadha.’’ 

Congress certainly has a legitimate 
interest in conducting oversight of 
agency actions. It is appropriate for 
House committees to request informa-
tion about agency rules and how they 
can be improved, but committees al-
ready have the opportunity to conduct 
that type of oversight. 

We don’t need to require in legisla-
tion that an agency conduct an en-
tirely new cost-benefit analysis for po-
tentially every rule on the books at the 
whim of individual Members of Con-
gress. CRS notes that Congress could 
conduct these reviews as part of its 
oversight prerogative. 

CRS goes on to note, however, that if 
these reviews were considered part of 
congressional oversight rather than an 
exercise of legislative authority, they 
‘‘would leave open significant and un-
resolved questions regarding the pa-
rameters of congressional oversight au-
thority.’’ These questions are signifi-
cant enough to warrant stripping this 
section from the bill. 

In addition, section 12 would threat-
en the ability of agencies to carry out 
their missions. The more time an agen-
cy spends responding to demands for 
rule reviews, the less time it is spend-
ing performing the work it is supposed 
to be doing. 

b 1500 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this amendment, and I reserve the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, a 
cost-benefit analysis prior to the im-
plementation of a regulation requires a 
number of assumptions that make an 
accurate analysis difficult, if not im-
possible. 

H.R. 50 allows committee chairmen 
and ranking members to ask for the 
retrospective reviews of specific regu-
lations. 

I think there needs to be a degree of 
deference and some respect for the idea 
that it is for committee chairmen and 
ranking members, both sides of the 
aisle, not just based on some whim. I 
think it is offensive to suggest that it 
be just some whimsical thing. 

This allows an important check on 
any pre-implementation cost-benefit 
analysis, and these retrospective re-
views better clarify the true costs of 
regulation. Even President Obama sup-
ports retrospective reviews and issued 
an executive order requiring agencies 
to conduct them. 

More importantly, retrospective re-
views work. In April of 2014, the GAO 
issued a report on retrospective re-
views at 22 executive agencies. That re-
port found that more than 90 percent of 
retrospective regulation reviews led 
the agencies to revise, clarify, or elimi-
nate regulation text—90 percent. 

However, the pace of retrospective 
review is much slower than planned, 
and the 22 agencies reviewed by the 
GAO had plans to conduct more than 
650 retrospective reviews but had only 
completed 246 of them as of August of 
2013. 

As you can see, the agencies are al-
ready doing this work. It is good to go 
back and review. We shouldn’t be 
afraid of that. We should encourage it. 

This provision in the bill simply al-
lows Congress to work with agencies to 
prioritize regulatory areas most impor-
tant to the American taxpayer. We 
need to maintain the ability to make 
such requests, and I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment. 

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

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, may 
I inquire as to how much time we have 
on this side? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Maryland has 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I yield 1 minute to 
the gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY). 

Mr. CONNOLLY. I thank my friend. 
Mr. Chairman, I think we do have 

something to be concerned about with 
this provision of the bill, and I rise en-
thusiastically to support Mr. CUM-
MINGS’ amendment. He has raised seri-
ous issues about the constitutional na-
ture of this provision which could take 
down the whole bill. 

I was working in the United States 
Senate at the time of the Chadha ren-
dering by the Supreme Court, and it is 
crystal clear. It is crystal clear to me 
that this retrospective provision, em-
powering Congress, tantamount to a 
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legislative veto, though we don’t call it 
that, is an encroachment on executive 
authority, and will be so found by 
courts. 

Therefore, I think it is prudent for 
this body to adopt the Cummings 
amendment and clear that constitu-
tional cloud that hangs over H.R. 50. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, that 
is some good creative thinking right 
there. I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

One of the things that we have to 
keep in mind, the President is the 
President. You are talking about 100 
Members of Congress, as opposed to the 
President. The President has done this, 
and the chairman admits that they are 
already behind. 

So now what we are going to do is 
bring in a whole new 100 people, at a 
whim, to say, We don’t like something 
and let’s pull it back. 

No. I think we are better than that, 
and I think it does have constitutional 
problems. I think enough is being done, 
and I am glad to hear somebody giving 
the President some credit for some-
thing. The fact is that he has been 
most aggressive in this area. 

I don’t think that this provision is 
needed, and I would urge Members to 
vote in favor of my amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I want to highlight, again, that when 
there was a report done by the GAO, 
they found that 90 percent of retrospec-
tive regulation reviews led agencies to 
revise, clarify, or eliminate regulatory 
text. 

All this does is ask for a report. It 
doesn’t repeal it. It is not going to slow 
it down. What it does is ask for a re-
port. That is an important process to 
go through, and when we have gone 
through it in the past, 90 percent of the 
time, according to the GAO, it has led 
to revisions that are important. 

It is very difficult to understand 
what is going to happen on the front 
end. All we are asking for in this bill is 
let’s consult with the individuals, the 
property owners, others who are af-
fected, and then, if we need a report, 
and we are going to limit that to chair-
men and ranking members, that is an 
appropriate thing to do. 

What are we afraid of? We are just 
trying to get transparency to the issue 
and be able to highlight this. 

I worry, when you talk about the 
numbers of reviews and how far behind, 
it just shows the massive numbers of 
regulations that go through this proc-
ess. We should be able to review those. 
There are real Americans that are af-
fected by this every day. 

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’’ on 
this amendment. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Maryland (Mr. CUMMINGS). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Maryland will be 
postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 3 printed in 
part C of House Report 114–14. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 14. SUNSET OF UNFUNDED MANDATES RE-

FORM ACT AND CONGRESSIONAL 
BUDGET ACT AMENDMENTS IF GDP 
GROWTH FAILS TO INCREASE AT AV-
ERAGE ANNUAL RATE OF 5 PERCENT 
OR MORE. 

(a) SUNSET.—If the real gross domestic 
product of the United States fails to increase 
at an average annual rate of 5 percent or 
more for the first 4 calendar quarters occur-
ring after the date of the enactment of this 
Act, as determined under subsection (b), 
then the amendments made by this Act to 
the Unfunded Mandates Reform Act of 1995 
(Public Law 104–4; 2 U.S.C. 1511 et seq.) and 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 (2 
U.S.C. 602 et seq.) are repealed. 

(b) DETERMINATION OF GROWTH OF GDP.— 
For purposes of subsection (a), the Director 
of the Office of Management and Budget 
shall— 

(1) calculate the average annual rate of 
growth of the real gross domestic product for 
the first 4 calendar quarters occurring after 
the date of the enactment of this Act; and 

(2) submit to Congress a report containing 
such calculation and such other information 
as the Director considers appropriate, not 
later than 30 days after the end of the 4th 
calendar quarter occurring after such date of 
enactment. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 78, the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) and a 
Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise today to urge 
my colleagues to support this simple, 
clear amendment to H.R. 50. This 
amendment seeks to establish a per-
formance-based sunset mechanism 
stipulating that, in the event that the 
average annual rate of real GDP 
growth remains below 5 percent over 
the first 4 quarters occurring after the 
date of enactment, then the statutory 
changes made by H.R. 50 are repealed 
because the bill will have been proved 
to have been ineffective. 

This amendment sets up a real world 
measurement and a sunset mechanism 
that supporters and opponents, it 
seems to me, can support, since it fea-
tures the flexibility to ensure an opti-
mal response to whichever prediction 
of the impact of H.R. 50, positive or 

negative, takes place over the year fol-
lowing enactment. 

If the Unfunded Mandates Act, by 
lessening the independence of inde-
pendent regulatory agencies and 
strengthening the influence of the pri-
vate sector in the Federal rulemaking 
process, does, in fact, spur the eco-
nomic growth we have heard so much 
about to at least match the average an-
nual real GDP growth rates achieved 
during two administrations, the John-
son and Kennedy administrations, and 
in the last 2 quarters of this adminis-
tration so far, what is the threat? 

What are we afraid of? 
However, if it fails to spur the prom-

ised economic growth to at least 
achieve an average annual growth rate 
of 5 percent over the year following the 
enactment of the law, then the statu-
tory changes made by H.R. 50 will be 
repealed. 

Five percent is reasonable. It is a 
reasonable target goal when one con-
siders that, according to the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, real GDP growth 
under the Obama economy reached 4.6 
percent in the second quarter and 5 
percent in the fourth. 

Why wouldn’t we expect H.R. 50 to be 
able to sustain that growth rate and, 
indeed, improve on it in the first full 
year after enactment? 

Finally, I would note that, according 
to the preliminary estimate of the Con-
gressional Budget Office, this amend-
ment would not increase direct spend-
ing or reduce revenues, and I strongly 
urge all of the Members in the body to 
adopt this commonsense amendment. 

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

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in opposition to the amendment. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. I thank the gen-
tleman, and I appreciate my colleague 
from Virginia. I appreciate his tenacity 
and good work on these issues and on 
the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform. 

But I do have to suggest that if the 
economy is struggling, Federal regu-
lators should be extra concerned about 
imposing undue and unnecessary costs 
on to the American public and the pri-
vate sector job creators. 

H.R. 50 helps ensure that regulations 
that impose unfunded mandates on 
State, local, and tribal governments 
and the private sector are fully ana-
lyzed and considered. 

Keep in mind, we are focused here on 
unfunded mandates. This amendment 
would repeal this helpful legislation if 
the GDP rate grows at a rate of less 
than 5 percent. To me, this is counter-
productive. 

GDP is a deliberately broad measure 
of economic growth. The GDP does not 
reflect the impact a regulatory man-
date might have on a State or local 
government or a portion of the private 
sector, nor does it reflect the impact of 
regulations as a whole. 

Ultimately, GDP growth is not a sub-
stitute for a sensible regulatory anal-
ysis and process. I would argue that, 
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regardless of GDP growth or reduction, 
we need to allow, particularly these 
local governments, these tribal govern-
ments, these private individuals—it is 
the little guy that has this unfunded 
mandate thrust upon them that we 
have to review. 

So repealing H.R. 50 if the GDP is 
failing to grow is contrary to the very 
purpose of this bill and, therefore, I 
stand in opposition to the gentleman’s 
amendment. 

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

Mr. CONNOLLY. I would inquire of 
the Chair how much time remains on 
this side. 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Virginia has 21⁄2 minutes remain-
ing. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. 

I just want to say in response to my 
friend from Utah, also a neat argu-
ment. All of a sudden we are now re-
treating from the economic rationale 
for moving beyond unfunded mandates, 
for getting the hobnail-booted govern-
ment off the necks of business so jobs 
can grow and the economy can just 
take off. Now, that is not really the 
purpose of this. It is transparency and 
getting unfunded mandates exposed. I 
think that is a fairly weak argument 
and justification for a bad bill. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield 1 minute to the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUM-
MINGS), the distinguished ranking 
member. 

Mr. CUMMINGS. I thank the gen-
tleman for yielding. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of 
this commonsense amendment. The 
legislation we are considering today 
has been sold by supporters as a jobs 
bill. Give me a break. 

This amendment simply says that if 
the economy doesn’t improve the way 
the bill’s supporters say it will, then 
the bill will sunset. It is as simple as 
that. The amendment would leave the 
Unfunded Mandates Reform Act un-
touched. This sunset provision would 
only impact the changes made by this 
bill. For those reasons, I strongly sup-
port the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
continue to reserve the balance of my 
time. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. In summary, Mr. 
Chairman, I think this is a common-
sense amendment. I think it sets a 
metric that I would hope my friends on 
the other side of the aisle would actu-
ally embrace so that we can see wheth-
er a new piece of legislation is, in fact, 
working. It would allow the bill to go 
into place for a whole year before that 
metric kicks in. I think it is a com-
monsense amendment that actually 
gives us a chance to see whether the 
philosophy undergirding this legisla-
tion is, indeed, justified. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chair, how 
much time remains? 

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman 
from Utah has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Chairman, to 
take a metric of the gross domestic 
product, the entire economy, and then 
have that be the weighted factor by 
what may happen to a dairy farmer, for 
instance, who is out there in Utah or 
Kansas or Colorado is not the way that 
we should be determining whether or 
not H.R. 50 is in place. 

If the economy is waning, if the econ-
omy is decreasing, if our production 
overall for our Nation is declining, that 
may be the very key indicator that we 
have thrust too many unfunded man-
dates upon the little guy, the dairy 
farmer, the person who has got a trans-
mission shop. It could be a whole host 
of things. It may be upon private prop-
erty owners. It could be—you name it. 

Pretty much in this country, there 
are mandates that are thrust upon peo-
ple, and they feel like they have no 
ability, no understanding why this hap-
pens. They don’t feel like they have a 
voice in the process. 

So I stand in opposition to this 
amendment. So, to the overall gross 
economy, to say that we are just going 
to repeal that, H.R. 50, and get rid of 
our ability to ask people to consult, 
ask the government agencies to con-
sult with local governments, to consult 
with private individuals, to talk to 
small businesses, we are going to just 
get rid of that because the economy is 
waning? 

b 1515 
I would argue that part of the reason 

our economy hasn’t taken off is there 
are too many unfunded mandates. The 
government imposes these, and they 
don’t have a full understanding of what 
is causing these people to not hire 
more people, to invest more capital. 

So I stand in opposition to this. I ap-
preciate the gentleman who offered it, 
but I stand in opposition to this 
amendment. I would urge my col-
leagues a ‘‘no’’ vote. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 
The Acting CHAIR. The question is 

on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY). 

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it. 

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chair, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Virginia will be 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 
The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 

clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part C of House Report 114– 
14 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 2 by Mr. CUMMINGS 
of Maryland. 

Amendment No. 3 by Mr. CONNOLLY 
of Virginia. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MR. CUMMINGS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Maryland (Mr. CUM-
MINGS) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 179, noes 245, 
not voting 9, as follows: 

[Roll No. 61] 

AYES—179 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle (PA) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 

Garamendi 
Gibson 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 

Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—245 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 

Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 

Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
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Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Hill 

Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 

Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—9 

Chu (CA) 
Duckworth 
Gutiérrez 

Johnson (GA) 
Lee 
Lofgren 

Nunnelee 
Roe (TN) 
Young (AK) 

b 1543 
Messrs. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania, 

TURNER, HUELSKAMP, Mrs. BLACK-
BURN, Mrs. BROOKS of Indiana, and 
Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania changed 
their vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

Ms. LINDA T. SÁNCHEZ of Cali-
fornia and Mr. CLYBURN changed 
their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘‘aye.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY 
The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 

business is the demand for a recorded 

vote on the amendment offered by the 
gentleman from Virginia (Mr. CON-
NOLLY) on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the noes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The Acting CHAIR. This will be a 2- 

minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 173, noes 249, 
not voting 11, as follows: 

[Roll No. 62] 

AYES—173 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle (PA) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 

Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 
Norcross 

O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—249 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 

Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 

Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 

Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Cooper 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Dold 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 

Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (FL) 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Ratcliffe 

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

NOT VOTING—11 

Babin 
Chu (CA) 
Diaz-Balart 
Duckworth 

Gutiérrez 
Jackson Lee 
Lee 
Lofgren 

Nunnelee 
Roe (TN) 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR (during the vote). 
There is 1 minute remaining. 

b 1548 

Mr. BROOKS of Alabama changed his 
vote from ‘‘aye’’ to ‘‘no.’’ 

So the amendment was rejected. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
Stated against: 
Mr. BABIN. Mr. Chair, on roll call no. 62, 

Connolly Amendment, I was unavoidably de-
tained. Had I been present, I would have 
voted No. 
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The Acting CHAIR. There being no 

further amendments, under the rule, 
the committee rises. 

Accordingly, the Committee rose; 
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WESTMORELAND) having assumed the 
chair, Mr. POE of Texas, Acting Chair 
of the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union, reported that 
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 50) to provide 
for additional safeguards with respect 
to imposing Federal mandates, and for 
other purposes, and, pursuant to House 
Resolution 78, he reported the bill, as 
amended by that resolution, back to 
the House with a further amendment 
adopted in the Committee of the 
Whole. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under 
the rule, the previous question is or-
dered. 

Is a separate vote demanded on any 
further amendment reported from the 
Committee of the Whole? If not, the 
Chair will put them en gros. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the engrossment and 
third reading of the bill. 

The bill was ordered to be engrossed 
and read a third time, and was read the 
third time. 

MOTION TO RECOMMIT 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
motion to recommit at the desk. 

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

Mrs. BUSTOS. I am opposed in its 
current form. 

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

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mrs. Bustos moves to recommit the bill 

H.R. 50 to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform, with instructions to re-
port the same back to the House forthwith 
with the following amendment: 

At the end of the bill, add the following 
new section: 
SEC. 14. STOPPING SEXUAL PREDATORS, DOMES-

TIC VIOLENCE, AND RAPE. 
This Act, and the amendments made by 

this Act, shall not apply to, limit, or restrict 
any Federal agency mandate or action the 
purpose of which is to— 

(1) protect students and children from a 
person who has been convicted in any court 
of a sex offense against a minor; 

(2) prevent domestic violence by stopping 
persons from harassing, stalking, or threat-
ening a spouse, family member, an intimate 
partner, or the child of an intimate partner; 

(3) prevent rape or sexual assault; or 
(4) require criminal background checks for 

school or other employees through a search 
of the National Crime Information Center, 
the FBI’s Integrated Automated Fingerprint 
Identification System, or the National Sex 
Offender Public Website. 

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

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, this is 
the final amendment to the bill. It will 
not delay or kill the bill or send it 
back to committee. If adopted, the bill 
will proceed immediately to final pas-
sage as amended. 

This amendment, Mr. Speaker, pre-
serves critical protections against sex-
ual and domestic violence. We must 
not be so eager to eliminate regula-
tions that we remove important pro-
tections that keep our communities, 
our children, and our families safe from 
harm. 

The underlying bill would essentially 
stop or bog down all regulation. My 
amendment would provide exemptions 
from the bill so there is no interrup-
tion in efforts to prevent sexual and 
domestic violence. 

This includes protecting children 
from convicted sex offenders and pre-
venting domestic violence, including 
stalking. It also addresses rape and 
sexual assault and using Federal re-
sources for background checks for 
school employees. 

On a personal note, before I came to 
Congress, I worked as an investigative 
news reporter, and my husband has 
spent his entire 30-year career in law 
enforcement and now serves as sheriff 
of Rock Island County, Illinois. Be-
tween the two of us, we have come 
across far too many disturbing and 
real-life stories of sexual and domestic 
violence. 

I will always remember a case that I 
covered involving a little boy named 
Jerry Nelson. He was a small, defense-
less child who was murdered in Henry 
County, Illinois, which is now in the 
congressional district that I serve. I 
am going to repeat that last line be-
cause if you didn’t hear it, I hope you 
will take a listen here because this is 
what we are talking about in this 
amendment. 

When I was a news reporter, a case I 
remember most involved a 3-year-old 
child named Jerry Nelson. He was 
small. He was defenseless. He lived in 
an area called Henry County, Illinois, 
which is now the central part of the 
congressional district I serve. 

He was beaten. He was abused. He 
was terribly battered by his mother’s 
boyfriend, and this happened across the 
Mississippi River where I live but in 
the State of Iowa. 

When Jerry’s family moved across 
the Mississippi River into the State of 
Illinois, Iowa did not share its case 
file—despite having investigated this— 
with the Illinois authorities, and they 
were not require to do so. 

There was no mechanism in place for 
sharing the information. Jerry’s abuser 
would eventually sexually molest him 
and then murder him when he was just 
3 years old. At that time, why this was 
so emotional for me is because he was 
the exact same age as my youngest 
child who today is 24 years old. 

When doctors examined little Jerry 
Nelson’s body, they found more than 20 
bruises, a broken clavicle, and brain in-
juries consistent with falling from a 
three-story building onto concrete. 

My commonsense amendment that I 
am telling you about right now would 
help prevent more children like Jerry 
from becoming victims of heinous 
crimes and unimaginable trauma. I 

urge my colleagues to support this 
amendment. 

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

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
in opposition to the motion to recom-
mit. 

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

Mr. CHAFFETZ. Mr. Speaker, I want 
to thank the body, thank the Speaker, 
and the process by which we did this. 
This bill came up in regular order in 
the Committee on Oversight and Gov-
ernment Reform. We had a full and 
complete markup. That was followed 
by going to the Rules Committee. 

Every single amendment that was of-
fered at the Rules Committee was 
made in order, two Democrat amend-
ments as well as the Republican 
amendment. We had good and lively de-
bate about those, and we just voted on 
those amendments. I appreciate that. 

From my heart, I will tell you that I 
look forward to working with the gen-
tlewoman from Illinois and everybody 
else in this body to attack and go 
after—defend the innocent and make 
sure that we attack domestic violence 
because it is so prevalent in every as-
pect of our society, but I would suggest 
to you that this is the wrong amend-
ment. 

What this does, it does not force the 
Federal Government to actually work 
with the individuals that are affected. 
What H.R. 50 does, what this bill does 
is to make sure that the Federal Gov-
ernment consults with individuals, it 
consults with small businesses, those 
that are affected by mandates. 

I want the Federal Government—in 
fact, I would love to codify the idea 
that the Federal Government in this 
case and what you offer in the motion 
shouldn’t talk to these people, they 
should talk to them. We want them to 
talk to the National Center for Missing 
and Exploited Children. They should be 
the first people that they call. If you 
want to know what is happening in this 
country, go talk to the individuals who 
are affected by this. 

What this legislation, H.R. 50, does is 
to make sure that individuals are 
asked before; it makes sure that noth-
ing is repealed. We don’t get to unilat-
erally repeal things. I heard the word 
‘‘repeal.’’ 

No, there are reports that we need to 
access and look at, and so if we truly 
want to get after domestic violence and 
these heinous crimes—these awful, hid-
eous crimes—then you want to vote in 
favor of H.R. 50 and make sure that the 
Federal Government does go and con-
sult with the victims of crime. 

I oppose this motion to recommit and 
vote in favor of H.R. 50 by Dr. FOXX. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

b 1600 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, the previous question is or-
dered on the motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the noes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mrs. BUSTOS. Mr. Speaker, I demand 
a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 9 of rule XX, this 5- 
minute vote on the motion to recom-
mit will be followed by a 5-minute vote 
on the passage of the bill, if ordered. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 184, noes 239, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 63] 

AYES—184 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Ashford 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Conyers 
Cooper 
Costa 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cuellar 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
Delaney 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle (PA) 
Duncan (TN) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 

Gallego 
Garamendi 
Graham 
Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Jones 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 

Nolan 
Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Peterson 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schrader 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sinema 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOES—239 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 

Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 

Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 

Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Ellmers 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 

Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Murphy (PA) 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
Perry 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 

Price (GA) 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 
Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 
Trott 
Turner 
Upton 
Valadao 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walden 
Walker 
Walorski 
Walters, Mimi 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Westmoreland 
Whitfield 
Williams 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Woodall 
Yoder 
Yoho 
Young (IA) 
Young (IN) 
Zeldin 
Zinke 

NOT VOTING—10 

Bass 
Chu (CA) 
Duckworth 
Gutiérrez 

Lee 
Lofgren 
Nunnelee 
Roe (TN) 

Schock 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 
The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 

the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1606 

So the motion to recommit was re-
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

(By unanimous consent, Mrs. LOWEY 
was allowed to speak out of order.) 
MOMENT OF SILENCE AND PRAYER FOR THE VAL-

HALLA, NEW YORK, COMMUTER TRAIN ACCI-
DENT VICTIMS, THEIR FAMILIES, AND THE 
COMMUNITY 
Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 

evening, a commuter train struck an 

automobile at a grade crossing in Val-
halla, New York, resulting in the 
deaths of six people and many others 
injured. 

I stand on the House floor today with 
my colleagues to call for a moment of 
silence to honor those who lost their 
lives in this tragic accident and offer 
sincere condolences to the families of 
the victims, pray for the full recovery 
of those injured, and thank our first re-
sponders for quickly arriving at the 
scene to help others. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without 
objection, 5-minute voting will con-
tinue. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the passage of the bill. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

RECORDED VOTE 

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. This is a 

5-minute vote. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 250, noes 173, 
not voting 10, as follows: 

[Roll No. 64] 

AYES—250 

Abraham 
Aderholt 
Allen 
Amash 
Amodei 
Ashford 
Babin 
Barletta 
Barr 
Barton 
Benishek 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (MI) 
Bishop (UT) 
Black 
Blackburn 
Blum 
Bost 
Boustany 
Brady (TX) 
Brat 
Bridenstine 
Brooks (AL) 
Brooks (IN) 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burgess 
Byrne 
Calvert 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chabot 
Chaffetz 
Clawson (FL) 
Coffman 
Cole 
Collins (GA) 
Collins (NY) 
Comstock 
Conaway 
Cook 
Costa 
Costello (PA) 
Cramer 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Cuellar 
Culberson 
Curbelo (FL) 
Davis, Rodney 
Delaney 
Denham 
Dent 
DeSantis 
DesJarlais 

Diaz-Balart 
Dold 
Duffy 
Duncan (SC) 
Duncan (TN) 
Ellmers 
Emmer 
Farenthold 
Fincher 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Fleming 
Flores 
Forbes 
Fortenberry 
Foxx 
Franks (AZ) 
Frelinghuysen 
Garrett 
Gibbs 
Gibson 
Gohmert 
Goodlatte 
Gosar 
Gowdy 
Graham 
Granger 
Graves (GA) 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guinta 
Guthrie 
Hanna 
Hardy 
Harper 
Harris 
Hartzler 
Heck (NV) 
Hensarling 
Herrera Beutler 
Hice (GA) 
Hill 
Holding 
Hudson 
Huelskamp 
Huizenga (MI) 
Hultgren 
Hunter 
Hurd (TX) 
Hurt (VA) 
Issa 
Jenkins (KS) 
Jenkins (WV) 
Johnson (OH) 

Johnson, Sam 
Jolly 
Jones 
Jordan 
Joyce 
Katko 
Kelly (PA) 
King (IA) 
King (NY) 
Kinzinger (IL) 
Kline 
Knight 
Labrador 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Lance 
Latta 
LoBiondo 
Long 
Loudermilk 
Love 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Lummis 
MacArthur 
Marchant 
Marino 
Massie 
McCarthy 
McCaul 
McClintock 
McHenry 
McKinley 
McMorris 

Rodgers 
McSally 
Meadows 
Meehan 
Messer 
Mica 
Miller (FL) 
Miller (MI) 
Moolenaar 
Mooney (WV) 
Mullin 
Mulvaney 
Neugebauer 
Newhouse 
Noem 
Nugent 
Nunes 
Olson 
Palazzo 
Palmer 
Paulsen 
Pearce 
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February 4, 2015, on page H787, the following appeared: the ayes appeared to have it.

The online version should be corrected to read: the noes appeared to have it.
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Perry 
Peterson 
Pittenger 
Pitts 
Poe (TX) 
Poliquin 
Pompeo 
Posey 
Price (GA) 
Ratcliffe 
Reed 
Reichert 
Renacci 
Ribble 
Rice (SC) 
Rigell 
Roby 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rohrabacher 
Rokita 
Rooney (FL) 
Ros-Lehtinen 
Roskam 
Ross 
Rothfus 
Rouzer 
Royce 

Russell 
Ryan (WI) 
Salmon 
Sanchez, Loretta 
Sanford 
Scalise 
Schock 
Schrader 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Sensenbrenner 
Sessions 
Shimkus 
Shuster 
Simpson 
Sinema 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (TX) 
Stefanik 
Stewart 
Stivers 
Stutzman 
Thompson (PA) 
Thornberry 
Tiberi 
Tipton 

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

NOES—173 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Bass 
Beatty 
Becerra 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Bonamici 
Boyle (PA) 
Brady (PA) 
Brown (FL) 
Brownley (CA) 
Bustos 
Butterfield 
Capps 
Capuano 
Cárdenas 
Carney 
Carson (IN) 
Cartwright 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cicilline 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Clay 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Cooper 
Courtney 
Crowley 
Cummings 
Davis (CA) 
Davis, Danny 
DeFazio 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
DeSaulnier 
Deutch 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Doyle (PA) 
Edwards 
Ellison 
Engel 
Eshoo 
Esty 
Farr 
Fattah 
Foster 
Frankel (FL) 
Fudge 
Gabbard 
Gallego 
Garamendi 

Grayson 
Green, Al 
Green, Gene 
Grijalva 
Hahn 
Hastings 
Heck (WA) 
Higgins 
Himes 
Hinojosa 
Honda 
Hoyer 
Huffman 
Israel 
Jackson Lee 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson, E. B. 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Kennedy 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kind 
Kirkpatrick 
Kuster 
Langevin 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawrence 
Levin 
Lewis 
Lieu (CA) 
Lipinski 
Loebsack 
Lowenthal 
Lowey 
Lujan Grisham 

(NM) 
Luján, Ben Ray 

(NM) 
Lynch 
Maloney, 

Carolyn 
Maloney, Sean 
Matsui 
McCollum 
McDermott 
McGovern 
McNerney 
Meeks 
Meng 
Moore 
Moulton 
Murphy (FL) 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Nolan 

Norcross 
O’Rourke 
Pallone 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Perlmutter 
Peters 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Polis 
Price (NC) 
Quigley 
Rangel 
Rice (NY) 
Richmond 
Roybal-Allard 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Rush 
Ryan (OH) 
Sánchez, Linda 

T. 
Sarbanes 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Serrano 
Sewell (AL) 
Sherman 
Sires 
Slaughter 
Smith (WA) 
Speier 
Swalwell (CA) 
Takai 
Takano 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tonko 
Torres 
Tsongas 
Van Hollen 
Vargas 
Veasey 
Vela 
Velázquez 
Visclosky 
Walz 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Waters, Maxine 
Watson Coleman 
Welch 
Wilson (FL) 
Yarmuth 

NOT VOTING—10 

Chu (CA) 
Conyers 
Duckworth 
Gutiérrez 

Lee 
Lofgren 
Murphy (PA) 
Nunnelee 

Roe (TN) 
Young (AK) 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (during 
the vote). There are 2 minutes remain-
ing. 

b 1615 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on 

the table. 
Stated for: 
Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania. Mr. Speaker, 

on rollcall No. 64 had I been present, I would 
have voted aye. 

Stated against: 
Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Speaker, I inadvertently 

did not vote during Roll Call #64 on passage 
of H.R. 50, the Unfunded Mandates Informa-
tion and Transparency Act of 2015. Had I 
voted, I would have voted ‘‘nay.’’ 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. GUTIÉRREZ. Mr. Speaker, I was un-
avoidably absent in the House chamber for 
votes on Wednesday, February 4, 2015. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘nay’’ on roll call vote 59, and ‘‘nay’’ on roll 
call vote 60. 

Had I been present, I would have voted 
‘‘yea’’ on roll call vote 61, ‘‘yea’’ on roll call 
vote 62, and ‘‘yea’’ on roll call vote 63. 

I would have voted ‘‘nay’’ on roll call vote 64 
in strong opposition to H.R. 50, the Unfunded 
Mandates Information and Transparency Act 
of 2015. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 

Mr. ROE of Tennessee. Mr. Speaker, I was 
unable to vote today because of a serious ill-
ness in my family. Had I been present, I would 
have voted: 

Rollcall #59—YEA 
Rollcall #60—AYE 
Rollcall #61—NO 
Rollcall #62—NO 
Rollcall #63—NO 
Rollcall #64—AYE 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 279 

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that my name be 
removed from H.R. 279, to amend the 
Communications Act of 1934. 

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

There was no objection. 

f 

CLAY HUNT SAV ACT WILL SAVE 
VETERANS’ LIVES 

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

Mr. PAULSEN. Mr. Speaker, those 
who sign up to serve and defend our 
country deserve our respect and sup-
port when they return home. Sadly, 
there is a crisis in our country when it 
comes to our veterans’ health care. 
With an average of 22 veterans a day 
taking their own lives, we are failing 
them. 

That is why Congress took action to 
pass the Clay Hunt Suicide Prevention 
for American Veterans Act so as to im-
prove mental health care services and 
suicide prevention programs at the VA 
and at the Department of Defense. By 
establishing pilot programs to recruit 
and keep psychiatrists and to establish 
support networks for veterans, the 
Clay Hunt SAV Act will help service-
members transition to life after the 
military. The bill is named after Clay 
Hunt, a brave soldier who served in 
both Iraq and Afghanistan. Tragically, 
Clay took his own life when he re-
turned home. 

I want to thank my Minnesota col-
league, TIM WALZ, for his leadership on 
this issue, and I encourage the Presi-
dent to quickly sign this legislation 
into law and get our veterans the sup-
port that they deserve. 

f 

THE PASSING OF CHARLIE 
SIFFORD 

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

Mr. CLYBURN. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
today to note the passing of a great 
American. 

Golf pioneer Charlie Sifford died last 
night at the age of 92. Often called the 
‘‘Jackie Robinson of golf,’’ Sifford 
wrote in his autobiography, ‘‘Just Let 
Me Play,’’ about his fateful meeting 
with the man who broke baseball’s 
color barrier: 

‘‘He asked me if I was a quitter,’’ 
Sifford wrote. 

‘‘I told him: ‘No.’ ’’ 
‘‘He said: ‘If you’re not a quitter, 

you’re probably going to experience 
some things that will make you want 
to quit.’ ’’ 

Sifford experienced unspeakable acts 
of racial abuse, slurs, and threats as he 
became the first African American to 
play the PGA Tour. 

Born in Charlotte, North Carolina, in 
1922, Sifford worked as a caddie and 
dominated the all-Black United States 
Golfers Association, winning five 
straight national titles. He challenged 
the PGA’s Whites-only rule, and, in 
1961, they rescinded it. Sifford won the 
Greater Hartford Open in 1967 and the 
Los Angeles Open in 1969. He also won 
the 1975 Senior PGA Championship. In 
2004, he became the first African Amer-
ican inducted into the World Golf Hall 
of Fame. 

Last year, President Barack Obama 
awarded Sifford the Medal of Freedom, 
joining Jack Nicklaus and Arnold 
Palmer as the only golfers to receive 
our Nation’s highest civilian honor. 
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