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Adding insult to injury is the fact
that the Federal Government manage-
ment agencies like the BLM have iden-
tified hundreds of thousands of acres of
Federal land for disposal that the agen-
cy admits it is not effectively and effi-
ciently utilizing.

Imagine for a moment that the BLM
knows it has land that it doesn’t use
and yet the Federal Government still
keeps the land for itself. The BLM is
not alone though. In April of this year,
it was reported that the National Park
Service has a nearly $12 million de-
ferred maintenance backlog. Wow.

The Forest Service Federal footprint
is 192.9 million acres, and the total
Federal estate exceeds more than 635
million acres.

When businesses and the private sec-
tor don’t develop their leases quickly
enough for the extremist environ-
mental groups, they are labeled as
“‘greedy.” Yet these same groups give
the Federal Government a pass and ac-
tually encourage them to acquire more
land. The Federal Government is sup-
posed to represent we the people, not
the special interest groups like the Si-
erra Club.

In order to return Federal land that
is not being used back to the State and
communities who desperately need it, I
am proud to have introduced a com-
monsense solution that ensures public
lands are utilized more efficiently,
while also yielding significant benefits
for stakeholders.

This legislation, known as the
HEARD Act, establishes an orderly
process for the sale, conveyance, and
exchange of Federal lands not being
utilized by public land management
agencies that have been identified for
disposal.

The HEARD Act will yield signifi-
cant benefits for education, sportsmen,
agriculture and natural resource users,
counties and States by establishing a
revenue-sharing mechanism that en-
sures a fair return for all.
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Now the Heard Act is modeled after
the Southern Nevada Public Land Man-
agement Act. This Federal law, en-
acted in 1998, has a proven track record
of success in Nevada. To date, more
than 35,000 acres identified by the BLM
for disposal have been sold, conveyed,
or exchanged in Nevada, and sales have
generated nearly $3 billion in revenue.

The revenue-sharing mechanism in-
stituted by this law has benefited edu-
cation, enhanced recreational opportu-
nities, public access, and achieved bet-
ter overall management of public
lands. Imagine what we could do if we
returned public lands that were up for
disposal back to the public and back to
the State.

It is long past time that Congress
takes action to responsibly shrink our
635-million acre Federal footprint and
empower western States to have a
voice in determining our land manage-
ment policies.

I thank the gentleman from Texas
for giving me the time to talk about
this.
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Mr. GOHMERT. I thank the gen-
tleman from Arizona. I yield back the
balance of my time.

———

STATEHOOD FOR THE DISTRICT
OF COLUMBIA

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Jopy B. HICE of Georgia). Under the
Speaker’s announced policy of January
6, 2015, the Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from the District of Columbia
(Ms. NORTON) for 30 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Speaker, I appre-
ciate this time on the House floor this
evening because there has been a his-
toric development in the District of
Columbia. Today, a new group called
Statehood Yes announced what
amounts to bipartisan support for D.C.
statehood.

The fact is that the Republican Party
of the District of Columbia had not al-
ways—in fact, had not been officially a
part of the statehood movement, which
is not to say that some Republicans
have not been for D.C. statehood.

But today was very different. Today,
a D.C. resident, George Vradenburg, a
philanthropist in our city, a long-term
resident, and a former AOL executive,
announced that he was chairing a cam-
paign that is part of the effort of the
District of Columbia to achieve state-
hood. That effort is being led by the
Mayor and the City Council who, ear-
lier this year, launched what is called
the Tennessee Plan.

The Tennessee Plan is simply a
shorthand way to get statehood. The
way in which my statehood bill oper-
ates is that, yes, the House and the
Senate would vote for statehood, and it
would then ask the city to submit a
constitution and do what is necessary
to become a State.

The Tennessee plan simply reverses
that process. It does what Tennessee
did. What Tennessee did was what the
District is in the process of doing.
What Tennessee did was to present a
constitution to the people to be rati-
fied. And when it had done all of the
preliminaries, preliminaries that are
often done after the statehood vote,
they simply came to the Congress and
said: Approve us for admission to the
State. And, indeed, that is exactly
what the Congress did 200 years ago.

The District is trying to imitate that
approach to statehood. In order to do
so, there needs to be a vote. You are
not going to get statehood if you don’t
want it. So as part of the democratic
process, the District would have to
vote on whether or not it wants state-
hood. That is what the Statehood Yes
campaign is trying to facilitate as part
of what is required by the Tennessee
plan.

What this means is—much like the
State of Tennessee, it was a Federal
territory at the time—this bill would
be submitted to the President after the
House and the Senate had voted for
D.C. statehood if the voters answered
four questions.

What are these questions?
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First, the voters will have to answer
yes or no whether the District should
become a State.

Second, the District will have to an-
swer whether voters, those of us who
live in the District and vote in the Dis-
trict, approve of a constitution. That
constitution is being adopted as I
speak by the Council of the District of
Columbia.

Third, the voters will have to ap-
prove the proposed boundaries for the
State. That is important since the Fed-
eral sector would continue to exist.
That Federal sector would be the areas
where The Mall and monuments and
other Federal buildings are now lo-
cated. The new State would be the
neighborhoods of the District of Co-
lumbia.

And the fourth question the voters
will be asked to approve is whether
they pledge to support an elected rep-
resentative form of government.

I was very pleased to hear Mr.
Vradenburg speak today at Busboys
and Poets, one of our local meeting
places, about why he supports D.C.
statehood and why he has taken on this
effort to be the chairman. Among the
things he discussed, of course, is how
he intends, with the effort of Statehood
Yes, to reach out to all parts of the
country.

The District recognizes that, in spite
of this bipartisan support in the Dis-
trict of Columbia, statehood remains
an uphill climb.

What important change in our coun-
try has not been an uphill climb?

We are undaunted by that prospect.

We recognize that the Republican
Party mnationally has certainly not
been supportive of D.C. statehood. At
its convention this year, the Repub-
licans did not include language sup-
porting D.C. statehood. In fact, there
was language that appeared to oppose
D.C. statehood.

But at that time we did not have
what we apparently have today, and
that is the official support of the Re-
publican Party of the District of Co-
lumbia. That official support could not
be more important. Present at the
Statehood Yes announcement today
was Patrick Mara, the Executive Direc-
tor of the Republican Party of the Dis-
trict of Columbia.

This bipartisanship is minimally nec-
essary for us to move forward; just as
we recognize we will have to work with
Republicans here in the Congress in
order to get the same rights they have.

District of Columbia residents are
number one per capita, first in taxes
paid to support the government of the
United States, and yet, the City’s
budget comes here every year. It is a
local budget. That is money, $4 billion,
raised in the District of Columbia. I am
sure my colleagues would tear their
hair out, Republican and Democrat, if
their local budget had to come here.

The reason the District has moved to
statehood is that there is no other way
to achieve equality as American citi-
zens except as a new State.
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Today’s effort came as every Member
of this House is running for office. As I
thought about what this first bipar-
tisan effort, the first thought that
crossed my mind was that D.C. is run-
ning for statehood. It is going to the
people and saying: We can’t move for-
ward with the effort the Congress-
woman has made, or with this effort
through the Tennessee Plan, a short-
hand way to get statehood, but one
that has been used by other States, un-
less D.C. wants statehood.

So in D.C. that is like second nature.

Why would you ask somebody if they
wanted statehood?

We all know the answer, but getting
an official answer, an answer through a
vote, is very different from answer, an
answer through a vote, is very different
from everyone understanding that no-
body would choose to have Congress in
your local business if you had a choice,
particularly a Congress which has
shown for a number of years now that
it can’t even run itself, much less try
to have anything to do with running a
District of almost 700,000 American
citizens.

So, yes, we do need a strong vote
from residents to move forward with
statehood. I am not at all concerned
about that vote. A poll showed that
more than three-quarters—that is a
poll that was taken by one of our news-
papers, The Washington Post—support
D.C. statehood.

You can be assured that the District
is—those who are working as part of
the Tennessee Plan for the necessary
vote—are trying to get an even bigger
vote than that. We haven’t had a vote
for statehood now for decades. This is
an entirely new effort on the part of
the City.

In fact, the best expression of where
the residents stand on statehood came
about 4 years ago when we had our first
official Senate hearing on statehood.
Now, I knew there would be some resi-
dents who came. What I did not antici-
pate is that they would come in such
large numbers that, after the standing-
room-only room where the hearing was
being held was filled, the Senate would
have to open up other rooms in order
to accommodate all the residents. So
they have voted. They have voted with
their feet.

What the District wants now and
what Statehood Yes is trying its very
best to get is an official recognition, an
official voice from the residents of
whether they want statehood or not.
And the best way to get that is the way
they began today, with bipartisan sup-
port, with an AOL executive who lives
in the District chairing the effort to
get that vote.

D.C. showed up. They showed up in
record numbers when the question was:
Do you want to listen to the first offi-
cial hearing in the Senate on D.C. vot-
ing rights—sorry—on D.C. statehood?

I am glad I mentioned D.C. voting
rights there because the District didn’t
come to statehood easily. When Tom
Davis—Representative Tom Davis, who
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decided several years ago to retire
from the Congress—was here, he ap-
proached me about a bipartisan effort
to get a vote, just a vote, in the peo-
ple’s House. Tom, a Republican, had
been in the Republican leadership. He
was in the majority. He and I worked
together on what was really an impor-
tant effort.

Utah had just missed getting the
vote. Utah may be the most Republican
State in the union, and the reason it
missed getting the vote was heart-
breaking. Its young people fan out
every year to other countries as part of
their missionary work. In past eras,
those missionaries had been counted in
the way they must because they have
to come home after 2 years.

For some reason they weren’t count-
ed, and Utah went all the way to the
Supreme Court of the United States,
but did not prevail. So it was quite a
bipartisan effort. I remember working
not only with the Utah delegation, but
with the Governor of the State and
with the House and the Senate of that
State, who approved that bipartisan ef-
fort to achieve a House vote for D.C.
residents and a House vote for Utah.
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That effort succeeded in the House
and the Senate at a time when the
Democrats controlled both parties.
What Kkept it from fruition is also
heartbreaking, and that is that there
was a rider from the National Rifle As-
sociation attached that, in essence,
said, yes, you can give D.C. a Member
of Congress if—if—the District elimi-
nates all of its gun safety laws. That is
an offer that had to be refused. It was
a cynical offer.

How can you be in the Nation’s Cap-
ital and not have strong gun safety
laws? Not only do 700,000 of us live
here, but the most controversial fig-
ures in the world come here. Heads of
state frequent our streets and our res-
taurants. They come by in caravans of
cars every day. So it was an offer that
had to be refused.

But it does show that the District
has tried to find incremental ways to
statehood and been rebuffed. Even as I
speak, there is a new and important ef-
fort going on; and that is the District
has moved, pursuant to a budget au-
tonomy referendum, to manage its own
budget without coming to the House of
Representatives or the Senate.

For this referendum, The District
was sued. It lost in the U.S. district
court and went to the court of appeals.
As someone who practiced constitu-
tional law, I can tell you I had never
seen what resulted. The U.S. court of
appeals eliminated—the District Court
decision, and submitted the issue of the
constitutionality and the legality of
budget autonomy to the Superior
Court of the District of Columbia. The
Superior Court of the District of Co-
lumbia held that the District’s budget
autonomy referendum is valid. So, the
irony is that the only court decision
upholds budget autonomy for the Dis-
trict.
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Understand what we mean by that. It
is the same autonomy that every Mem-
ber here not only cherishes, but insists
upon. It is your own money. It has
nothing to do with this House, which
contributes nothing. The only thing
the House contributes to the District
of Columbia is what it contributes to
everybody else. It doesn’t give us a
thing. Yet if you go out in the streets
of the District of Columbia, you should
be envious of what we have done with
our economy because what you will see
is building going on everywhere. People
are moving into the District, not mov-
ing out.

We know how to support ourselves.
We have got more than $2 billion in
surplus funds. How many Members of
this House can boast that? So you can
see how we object to those who dare
tell us how to run our city, particu-
larly as we see this House floundering
on the Zika virus, a health emergency,
and we still can’t get it done. D.C.
doesn’t have that kind of problem. We
can govern ourself without interference
by others.

The District is particularly to be
complimented on this longer effort to
achieve D.C. statehood. It has been
going on now for the better part of 6
months. Too often the city and its resi-
dents have grown angry when Congress
did something to our city. There was
an arrest led by the former Mayor
when he was Mayor and members of
the council when there was an attach-
ment to our budget after we had gotten
every single rider or attachment re-
moved that had been undemocratically
attached by this House. People were ar-
rested.

But the problem with that approach
is not that civil disobedience is not to
be expected when somebody takes away
rights that every American citizen
should have. The problem with it is
you can’t wait for the Congress to do
something really horrendous to you
and then say that we are now in the
mode to get our rights. It has to be a
sustained effort. What the District is
doing now as it tries to use the Ten-
nessee Plan to get statehood is part of
a sustained effort.

Today I called for a yearlong plan
after that because I do not suffer the il-
lusion that a House that can’t pass a
Zika virus is going to reach into its
long lost democratic treasure house
and give the District statehood, but I
do certainly believe that it won’t hap-
pen unless you have the kind of effort
that is going on now. What the District
is doing in its effort to achieve state-
hood, using the Tennessee Plan with
the bipartisan effort announced today,
to me, is particularly noteworthy.

When I come to the House floor, as I
often do, as I am this evening, to speak
about statehood, you are within your
rights to say: Says who? My answer to
that—when the vote comes in in No-
vember, with this question on the bal-
lot answered by the residents of the
District of Columbia, I will be able to
say: Says who? Says the American citi-
zens who live in your Nation’s Capital,
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who also happen to pay the highest
taxes per capita in the United States of
America; that is who. That is what I
was will say.

I say to my Republican friends in the
District of Columbia, you have sent a
worthy signal to this House that bipar-
tisanship for D.C. statehood begins in
the District of Columbia, and now it
must be taken up by both parties in the
House and Senate as well.

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

———

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

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

Mr. CLAWSON of Florida (at the re-
quest of Mr. MCCARTHY) for September
6 and today on account of illness.

———

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 7 o’clock and 37 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned wuntil tomorrow,
Thursday, September 8, 2016, at 10 a.m.
for morning-hour debate.

——————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

6686. A letter from the Director, Inter-
national Cooperation, Acquisition, Tech-
nology, and Logistics, Department of De-
fense, transmitting Transmittal No. 2-16, in-
forming of an intent to sign the Memo-
randum of Agreement Among the Federal
Ministry of Defense of the Federal Republic
of Germany, the Ministry of Defense of the
State of Israel, and the Department of De-
fense of the United States of America, pursu-
ant to 22 U.S.C. 2767(f); Public Law 90-629,
Sec. 27(f) (as amended by Public Law 113-27 6,
Sec. 208(a)(4)); (128 Stat. 2993); to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

6687. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting the Department’s report on
progress toward a negotiated solution of the
Cyprus question covering the period of April
1—May 31, 2016, pursuant to Sec. 620C(c) of
the Foreign Assistance Act of 1961, as
amended, and in accordance with Sec. 1(a)(6)
of Executive Order 13313; to the Committee
on Foreign Affairs.

6688. A letter from the Deputy Director, Of-
fice of Presidential Appointments, Depart-
ment of State, transmitting a notification of
a federal vacancy and designation of acting
officer, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3349(a); Public
Law 105-277, 1561(b); (112 Stat. 2681-614); to the
Committee on Oversight and Government
Reform.

6689. A letter from the Assistant Secretary,
Legislative Affairs, Department of State,
transmitting two notifications of change in
previously submitted reported information
and discontinuation of service in acting role,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3349(a); Public Law 105—
277, 151(b); (112 Stat. 2681-614); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

6690. A letter from the Secretary, Judicial
Conference of the United States, transmit-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

ting the Report of the Proceedings of the Ju-
dicial Conference of the United States for
the March 2016 session, pursuant to 28 U.S.C.
331; June 25, 1948, ch. 646 (as amended by Pub-
lic Law 110-177, Sec. 101(b)); (121 Stat. 2534);
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

6691. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Veterans Affairs, transmitting a let-
ter reporting a violation of the
Antideficiency Act, in the Medical Support
and Compliance account (36-0152), pursuant
to 31 U.S.C. 1351; Public Law 97-258; (96 Stat.
926); to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

———

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

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

Mr. MILLER of Florida: Committee on
Veterans’ Affairs. H.R. 5178. A bill to amend
title 38, United States Code, to direct the
Secretary of Veterans Affairs to provide edu-
cational and vocational counseling for vet-
erans on campuses of institutions of higher
learning, and for other purposes; with an
amendment (Rept. 114-727). Referred to the
Committee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. YOUNG of Indiana (for himself,
Mr. BLUMENAUER, Mrs. MCMORRIS
RODGERS, and Mr. CARDENAS):

H.R. 5942. A bill to amend title XVIII of the
Social Security Act to establish a dem-
onstration program to provide integrated
care for Medicare beneficiaries with end-
stage renal disease, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. DONOVAN (for himself, Mr.
KATKO, Mr. KING of New York, Miss
RICE of New York, Mr. PAYNE, and
Mr. McCAUL):

H.R. 5943. A bill to amend the Imple-
menting Recommendations of the 9/11 Com-
mission Act of 2007 to clarify certain allow-
able uses of funds for public transportation
security assistance grants and establish peri-
ods of performance for such grants, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.

By Mr. UPTON (for himself,
CRAMER, and Mr. HIGGINS):

H.R. 5944. A bill to amend title 49, United
States Code, with respect to certain grant
assurances, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure.

By Mr. BRADY of Texas (for himself,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON of Texas, Mr. BoU-
STANY, Mr. ToM PRICE of Georgia, Mr.
SMITH of Nebraska, Mr. REED, Mr.
KELLY of Pennsylvania, Mr. HOLDING,
Mr. SMITH of Missouri, Mr. RICE of
South Carolina, and Mr. ROSKAM):

H.R. 5945. A bill to amend title III of the
Social Security Act to allow States to drug
test applicants for unemployment compensa-
tion to ensure they are ready to work; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. DOLD (for himself and Mr.
FARENTHOLD):

Mr.
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H.R. 5946. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to exclude from gross in-
come any prizes or awards won in competi-
tion in the Olympic Games or the
Paralympic Games; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. MCDERMOTT (for himself, Mr.
REICHERT, Mr. DOGGETT, Mr. DANNY
K. DAVIS of Illinois, and Mr. REED):

H.R. 5947. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to include foster care tran-
sition youth as members of targeted groups
for purposes of the work opportunity credit;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. DAVIS of California (for her-
self, Mr. HUNTER, Mr. ISSA, Mr.
PETERS, and Mr. VARGAS):

H.R. 5948. A Dbill to designate the facility of
the United States Postal Service located at
830 Kuhn Drive in Chula Vista, California, as
the “Jonathan ‘J.D.” De Guzman Post Office
Building”’; to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

By Mr. LANCE (for himself and Mr.
KINZINGER of Illinois):

H.R. 5949. A bill to prohibit the use of funds
to make payments to Iran relating to the
settlement of claims brought before the
Iran-United States Claims Tribunal until
Iran has paid certain compensatory damages
awarded to United States persons by United
States courts; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

By Mr. TIPTON:

H.R. 5950. A bill to extend the authoriza-
tion of the Uranium Mill Tailings Radiation
Control Act of 1978 relating to the disposal
site in Mesa County, Colorado; to the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. LANCE (for himself, Mr.
WELCH, Mr. LATTA, and Ms. CLARKE
of New York):

H. Res. 847. A resolution expressing the
sense of the House of Representatives about
a national strategy for the Internet of
Things to promote economic growth and con-
sumer empowerment; to the Committee on
Energy and Commerce.

By Mr. MURPHY of Pennsylvania (for
himself, Mr. VISCLOSKY, Mr. DENT,
Mr. MCKINLEY, Mr. BOST, Mr. RYAN of
Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. JONES, Mr.
JOHNSON of Ohio, Mr. LOEBSACK, Mr.
LIPINSKI, Mr. BROOKS of Alabama,
Mr. CRAWFORD, Mr. TIPTON, Mr.
REED, Mr. COSTELLO of Pennsylvania,
Mr. NOLAN, Mr. HARPER, Mr.
PITTENGER, Ms. SEWELL of Alabama,
Ms. McCoLLUM, Mr. BYRNE, Mr. HUD-
SON, Mr. GENE GREEN of Texas, Mr.
CARSON of Indiana, and  Mr.
BARLETTA):

H. Res. 848. A resolution calling for the
maintenance of effective trade remedies for
United States manufacturers and producers
by ensuring that any foreign country des-
ignated as a nonmarket economy country
under the Tariff Act of 1930 retain this status
until it demonstrates that it meets all of the
criteria for treatment as a market economy
set forth in section 771(18)(B) of such Act; to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

———

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

292. The SPEAKER presented a memorial
of the Legislature of the State of Arkansas,
relative to Interim Resolution 2015-007, en-
couraging the United States Congress to
amend the Food Allergen Labeling and Con-
sumer Protection Act of 2004, to include
mammalian meat, dairy, and other products;
to the Committee on Energy and Commerce.

293. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of West Virginia, relative to House
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