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He acted. He picked up his flame-
thrower, and he ran towards those try-
ing to take him out; and he did it again
and again and again. He did so because
he believed in something greater than
himself, because his country asked
him, and he answered. He was there in
that place and at that time when his
country—our country—needed him the
most.

Woody is the last surviving Medal of
Honor recipient from the Battle of Iwo
Jima, and he is celebrating his 93rd
birthday on October 2. I join my State
and a grateful Nation in thanking
Woody Williams for his service and in
wishing him a wonderful birthday.

——
TRANS-PACIFIC PARTNERSHIP

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentlewoman from
New York (Ms. VELAZQUEZ) for 5 min-
utes. 3

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to bring attention to another
bad trade deal that could soon be
forced upon us. It is possible that the
Trans-Pacific Partnership, or TPP,
could be brought before this body for a
final vote before the end of the year
and end of this Congress.

We have seen time and again what
bad trade deals do to our communities
and to working families across this Na-
tion. You see, when NAFTA was under
consideration, American workers were
told that the trade benefits would
mean more jobs and economic opportu-
nities.

What actually happened? We saw a
net loss of 700,000 jobs thanks to
NAFTA. So if history is any guide, we
know what to expect from TPP. But in
many ways, this agreement is even
more harmful than NAFTA. In fact,
the core of this deal is allowing foreign
corporations to sue the U.S. Govern-
ment over regulations they simply do
not like.
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Imagine, any time there is an envi-
ronmental regulation or worker safety
regulation that a company does not
care for, they can sue.

These cases will not go through the
regular legal process. Instead, TPP cre-
ates a special tribunal of three cor-
porate lawyers to evaluate the case.
And if a company convinces these three
lawyers that a law or regulation vio-
lates their TPP rights, well, then the
American taxpayer has to pay these
corporations enormous compensation.

Let’s be clear. There is no appeal
process. There is no way to reverse
these decisions. The TPP could put the
taxpayer on the hook for almost unlim-
ited sums of money.

It is no wonder that this agreement
was negotiated in private. While cor-
porations were given plenty of oppor-
tunity to comment on how they wanted
the agreement to look, the public and
workers were not given a seat in the
room—or even the chance to review the
text before it was finalized.
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The end result, unsurprisingly, is an
agreement that is bad for the American
people and would affect their daily
lives in countless ways. American
workers would find themselves com-
peting for jobs against workers in
places like Vietnam, who make 65
cents an hour—65 cents an hour.

It is no wonder that this agreement
would require the U.S. to import food
that does not meet our own safety
standards. It would mean more expen-
sive prescription drugs for our seniors,
and it would curtail policies meant to
fight climate change.

Mr. Speaker, the TPP is 6,000 pages
long. It is too big and covers too much.
It has too many unintended con-
sequences. There should be no rush to
push this agreement through the House
before the end of the year.

However, if this agreement is put on
the floor this year, I will vote ‘‘no,”
and I encourage all of my colleagues to
do the same. Protect working families.
Protect the American consumer. Pro-
tect our environment. Vote ‘‘no” on
the TPP.

———

CONGRESS MUST ACT AFFIRMA-
TIVELY TO PROTECT THE INTER-
NET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER) for 5
minutes.

Mr. SENSENBRENNER. Mr. Speak-
er, unless the Congress acts affirma-
tively by the end of next week, the
Obama administration will turn over
the core functions of the Internet to an
international body. We cannot allow
this to happen.

Look at the consequences. Using do-
main names, we have control over the
protection of free speech on the Inter-
net. One of the real positive things of
the development of this type of tech-
nology over the last 45 or 50 years has
been that people have been able to ex-
press themselves the way they want to
on the Internet and be able to get a
huge worldwide audience. Now, I recog-
nize that there is no truth meter on the
Internet, but people who make ridicu-
lous statements on the Internet end up
getting denigrated in the court of pub-
lic opinion anyhow.

Free speech is at stake here, but also
the national security of our country is
at stake. The core functions of the
Internet, including control over do-
main names, should not be turned over
to countries that do not have Amer-
ica’s best interests or values at heart,
like China or Russia or Iran. They have
no protections for free speech, they
have no value for free speech, and they
will do what they want to to put cen-
sorship on the Internet, particularly as
a way of controlling their own popu-
lation within their country. If we don’t
act, that is going to be something that
happens, and I think we can guarantee
it.

Stopping this move by the Obama ad-
ministration will also ensure that the
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United States Government would
maintain ownership and control over
the dot-gov and dot-mil domain names.
That is necessary to protect our na-
tional security.

Just think of what would happen if a
hostile power like Iran would be able to
get control of both the dot-gov and dot-
mil domain names. They would be easi-
er able to hack, they would be easier
able to spread around propaganda and
disinformation, and unwitting people
would think that this is coming from
the United States Government. How
denigrating will that be? It will be
huge, and I think we all know the an-
swer to that.

Now, who is best able to protect a
free and open Internet? It is the United
States of America, with the protec-
tions that we have in our Bill of
Rights. Those are protections that
have made the Internet grow and flour-
ish.

I tell the administration, if it ain’t
broke, don’t fix it. The Internet ain’t
broke, but it will become broken if we
have countries that do not have our
values and stick their nose into the
governance of the core functions of the
Internet. It is kind of like a termite.
You don’t see the danger right when
the termite starts eating away, but if
you allow it to start eating away and
don’t send the exterminator out, soon-
er or later there is going to be a big-
time problem. Let’s keep the termite
of hostile powers who don’t share our
values out of getting into the Internet.

Congress must act affirmatively. We
have to stop this from happening, and
we don’t have much time to do it.

———

FIND A SOLUTION SO ALL AMERI-
CANS CAN HAVE CONTINUED AC-
CESS TO AN OPEN AND FREE
INTERNET

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Iowa (Mr. YOUNG) for 5 minutes.

Mr. YOUNG of Iowa. Mr. Speaker,
America is a compassionate country.
We are a very giving country. America
gives a lot. But I am not sure we need
to be giving away a free and open
Internet.

If Congress does not act soon, our
free and open Internet is going to be
handed over by our President to a glob-
al bureaucratic body, a body that may
not respect the freedom of information
and speech that we experience today, a
body that may sensor what Americans
have to say or how journalists can re-
ceive information and cover certain
stories on governments, on current
events.

What does handing the Internet over
to a global bureaucracy mean for pri-
vacy? for freedom of information? com-
merce? national security? The question
is really: What is the need to do this,
to hand over the administration of a
working, free, and open Internet to a
global bureaucracy? And why the rush?

Now, my colleagues, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY) and we
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just heard from the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. SENSENBRENNER), are
supporters of a great bill Mr. DUFFY in-
troduced called the Protecting Internet
Freedom Act, H.R. 5418. It has many
sponsors on it. There are efforts in the
Senate as well to do the same thing to
protect the Internet.

In 2014, the National Telecommuni-
cations and Information Administra-
tion, the NTIA, announced its inten-
tion to relinquish, to give away, its
procedural authority over Internet do-
main and functions to the global Inter-
net stakeholder community. Many of
the Iowans I represent, and I know
many others around the country, are
incredibly concerned about this—and
rightly so—about shifting U.S. over-
sight and giving authority to regimes
that have repeatedly censored the
Internet.

As a member of the Appropriations
Committee, I have worked with my col-
leagues to try to block funding for the
administration’s appeal to do this, this
bogus plan, and I am hopeful U.S.
Internet protections will remain in any
final spending bill coming up. Mr.
Speaker, the proper place for debate
over important issues like this, like
the integrity of the Internet, is here in
Congress, not behind closed doors at
the NTIA, a Federal agency, with these
unilateral actions.

I urge my colleagues and I urge my
fellow Americans to reach out to the
Members of Congress and tell them and
ask them and plead with them to pro-
tect the Internet, to make sure it is
free and it is open, and to find a solu-
tion so that Iowans and all Americans
have continued access to an open and
free Internet, uncensored, where infor-
mation can flourish and speech can
flourish.

—————

UNITED STATES GOVERNMENT
WILL GIVE UP CONTROL OF THE
INTERNET IN 9 DAYS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Wisconsin (Mr. DUFFY) for 5 minutes.

Mr. DUFFY. Mr. Speaker, I rise
today to express my great concern that
in a mere 9 days the United States
Government is going to give up control
of the Internet. This is one of those
issues that I don’t think many Ameri-
cans know about. This is not on the
front page above the fold of your paper.
It is not splashed across your nightly
news. You are not seeing it everywhere
on the Internet. So Americans aren’t
really aware of it 9 days before this
transfer is about to take place.

Now, as the Speaker knows, there are
many things in this House both parties
don’t always agree on—that might be
an understatement. The President just
transferred $1.7 billion to Iran; $400
million, arguably, was Iranian money,
but $1.3 billion was American money,
U.S. taxpayer money, transferred to
Iran, the lead sponsor of Tehran cash. I
disagree with that. Some of my col-
leagues on the other side might ap-
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plaud that and think that is a great
idea. I would disagree.

Or the fact that we are releasing pris-
oners from Guantanamo Bay. Folks
who helped craft the 9/11 attack are
being released from GTMO back to
areas where they can do America more
harm. I disagree with that. My friends
across the aisle might agree with those
releases. Those are some big items that
this Chamber does not agree on.

But the transfer of control of the
core functions of the Internet is some-
thing that many Members of this
Chamber and many Americans agree
with. It is going to transfer those core
functions to an international foreign
body that will include Russia and
China and Iran and even Europe, trans-
ferring that control.

And let’s make no mistake; the
Internet was made in America. The
Internet was paid for by American tax-
payers at its point of invention, and
the Internet has revolutionized the
world, revolutionized the form in which
we communicate. Not only is it great
technology, but it embodies the Amer-
ican idea of freedom of speech. It is all
open. Put out your ideas; some are
good, some are bad, some are true,
some are false, but it is free, just like
that American idea of free speech. We
have exported that freedom of speech
idea to the rest of the world on the
Internet, radically transformed the
way people around the world commu-
nicate, and it was made in America
with the American idea of free speech.

Now, 9 days from now, we are on the
cusp of transferring its control to a for-
eign body that doesn’t share that same
idea of freedom of speech. We all know
Russia doesn’t share that idea, China
doesn’t share that idea, and Iran
doesn’t share that idea. But you might
say, my friends, Europe, they share
that idea, don’t they? Not necessarily,
they don’t. They have rules in the Eu-
ropean Union that will delineate hate
speech and offensive speech that has to
be taken off the Internet—mot an
American idea. That is a European idea
of free speech.

But when you talk about offensive
speech, offensive to whom? I could say,
well, Catholics or Christians might
hold certain positions and put certain
things on the Internet that another
group finds offensive, or the LGBT
community might put something on
the Internet that another group finds
offensive. I am sorry. In a debate of
ideas where you have a free flow, peo-
ple can get offended, and that is okay.
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But, to shut down speech that is of-
fensive, even in the European model,
frankly, to me, is offensive.

I think what we have to do in this
body is to prevent the transfer. The
Internet, I would argue, is U.S. Govern-
ment property; and if the President is
you-know-what-bent on transferring
its control, it should come to this
House and to the Senate. We should
vote. We should have hearings and a
debate.
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In the end, the American people
should see how their Senators and
their House Members vote on the
transfer of the core functions of the
Internet. They should have a say. They
should be able to petition their elected
Representatives to say: I love the idea
that you are going to transfer control
to a global body that doesn’t share our
ideas, or, my goodness, stop the trans-
fer.

Petition your elected Representa-
tives, and let’s have them take a vote.
That is not going to happen. It is going
to be transferred by the President—
without a vote. I would ask all Ameri-
cans to stand up, to push back, to fight
back, and to make sure we maintain
the great idea of the American and now
global Internet.

———

RECESS

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

Accordingly (at 11 o’clock and 1
minute a.m.), the House stood in re-
cess.

———
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AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker at
noon.

———

PRAYER

Reverend Clarence A. Williams,
Greater Mt. Zion African Methodist
Episcopal Church, St. Petersburg, Flor-
ida, offered the following prayer:

Our Father and our God, we are
grateful for this Nation, its vastness,
its beauty. Truly, we live in a land of
milk and honey. Help us, we pray, to
protect and preserve it so that its gran-
deur and fullness always remains.

We are grateful for our people. A Na-
tion of many cultures, from many dif-
ferent cultures, from many different
races, many different religions, help us
to love each other.

We are grateful for our history, a
rich, gleaming heritage, a heritage
born from a spirit to be free; one mo-
ment defending freedom, at other
times struggling to find it. Forgive us
for the times that we have missed the
mark.

We are grateful for our leaders. Lord,
bless the Members of this Chamber and
the leadership of our great Nation.
Help these Members own our country’s
problems and work to find solutions.

Finally, we are grateful for our fu-
ture. Lord, bless the United States of
America to be Your champion of right-
eousness that, supported by Thy power-
ful hand, we will establish Thy justice
among nations and among men.

Amen.
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