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order on an examination of the exten-
sive power given to the president under
that statute. . . . ”

The article goes on: ‘“That is exactly
what the president has done.”

Whether you agree or disagree, he
had the power to do it.

The order signed on January 27 on
Protecting the Nation From Foreign
Terrorist Entry into the United States
suspends for only 90 days, unlike the
180 days President Obama did for Iran,
the issuance of visas to anyone—not
Muslims—just to anyone from those
countries of concern as classified by
the Obama administration.

And then Gorton goes on to make
further notes, saying ‘‘the decision to
prevent aliens from entering the coun-
try is a ‘fundamental sovereign at-
tribute’ realized through the legisla-
tive and executive branches that is
‘largely immune from judicial con-
trol.””

And then it goes on in this article to
quote the Supreme Court.

“Robart’s opinion ends with a claim
that seems like a joke.

‘“He says that ‘fundamental’ to his
work is ‘a vigilant recognition that—
the court—is but one of three equal
branches of our federal government.
The work of the court is not to create
policy or judge the wisdom of any par-
ticular policy promoted by the other
two branches.

“Instead, says Robart, his job is ‘lim-
ited’ to ‘ensuring that the actions
taken by the other two branches com-
port with our country’s law, and more
importantly, our Constitution.’”

That shows that he intentionally and
knowingly abused his authority as a
judge by not citing either one.

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

———
FEDERAL MARIJUANA POLICY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 3, 2017, the Chair recognizes the
gentleman from California (Mr. ROHR-
ABACHER) for 30 minutes.

Mr. ROHRABACHER. Mr. Speaker, 1
rise tonight to ask my colleagues to
join me in the legislation that I have
submitted today, which is the Respect
State Marijuana Laws Act.

For too long, Washington’s decision-
makers have pursued the same policies
over a whole range of issues without
regard for whether those policies are
actually beneficial to the American
people. In fact, they continue to sup-
port policies that have utterly failed—
many of these things—because the in-
tent sounds so good.

So, over and over again, we see failed
policies remain in place, wasting
money. Rather than evaluating the
reason for the policy failures and ulti-
mately deciding to change course in
Washington, the habit has been simply
doubling down on regulations, per-
sonnel, and tax dollars spent, believing
that that will have and bring a dif-
ferent outcome.
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Last November, the American people
registered their dissatisfaction with
this way of thinking by electing Don-
ald Trump to the Presidency.

President Trump’s statements on the
campaign trail loudly and aggressively
challenged the status quo. We haven’t
had someone here shaking up the sta-
tus quo for a long time, but he did so
by promising to revisit a whole host of
failed Federal policies that have been
crying out for attention for years and,
in some cases, decades.

Once such failed policy has been the
U.S. Government spending billions of
dollars and wasting the time of Federal
employees—hundreds of thousands, if
not maybe tens of thousands of Federal
employees—in order to prevent adults
from smoking a weed, marijuana.

Candidate Trump told the voters this
was an issue to be left up to the States,
especially when it comes to medical
marijuana.

At a 2015 rally in Sparks, Nevada,
then-Candidate Trump said:

“Marijuana is such a big thing. I
think medical should happen—right?
Don’t we agree? I think so. And then I
really believe we should leave it up to
the states.”

It should be a State situation, I
think.

“In terms of marijuana and legaliza-
tion, I think that should be a state
issue, state-by-state.”

I could not agree more with the
President. Indeed, it is the very ap-
proach that I have advocated for sev-
eral years.

In this vein, I have reintroduced
today, as I said, the Respect State
Marijuana Laws Act earlier today,
along with Republican colleagues ToM
McCLINTOCK, TED YOHO, DON YOUNG,
DUNCAN HUNTER, JUSTIN AMASH, and
ToM MASSIE, as well as Democratic col-
leagues STEVE COHEN, MARK POCAN,
EARL BLUMENAUER, DINA TITUS, JARED
PoLis, and BARBARA LEE.

My bill, which has not received a des-
ignation yet but is entitled the ‘‘Re-
spect State Marijuana Laws Act,” will
permit residents to participate within
the confines of a State’s medical and
recreational marijuana program with-
out running afoul of Federal law.

Admittedly, my personal preference
would be to lift the Federal Govern-
ment’s prohibition on marijuana en-
tirely. However, I understand that this
approach would be a nonstarter for
many of my colleagues, which is why I
have promoted an approach that sim-
ply gives the States and their residents
the room they need to take a different
approach to this issue, should they
choose to take that different approach.

Under my proposal, if a resident or
business acts outside the boundaries
set by a particular State, or if a State
has chosen not to allow medical or rec-
reational use of marijuana by their
residents, the Federal Government
would still be empowered to enforce
Federal law in those instances. If that
is what the people of the State want—
it to be legal—the Federal Government
can still get involved.
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Of course, the number of States that
have resisted the shift in national opin-
ion on this issue is small. To date, 44
States, including D.C., Guam, and
Puerto Rico, have enacted laws that
allow, to a varying degree, the cultiva-
tion, sale, and use of marijuana for
medical or recreational purposes. For
those States and territories that have
discarded strict marijuana prohibition,
my bill would align Federal policy ac-
cordingly.
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This is to those States and the people
of those States who have decided they
don’t want the marijuana prohibition.
My bill would then make sure that
Federal law is aligned with the States’
and the people in those States’ desires
so that the residents and businesses
wouldn’t have to worry about Federal
prosecution. For those few States that
have thus far maintained a policy of
strict prohibition, my bill would
change nothing. I think that this is a
reasonable compromise that places the
primary responsibility of police powers
back in the States and the local com-
munities that are most directly af-
fected.

Over the past few years, the disparity
between State and Federal marijuana
policies has confused and stifled bank-
ing, proper taxation, research, natural
resources development, law enforce-
ment, and related activities. A pleth-
ora of bills, many of which I have hap-
pily cosponsored, have been introduced
in the House to tackle these problems
on an issue-by-issue basis. However,
my bill is the only one that would
solve all these problems in one fell
SWOOD.

My bill is short, straightforward, and
easy to understand. It amends the Con-
trolled Substances Act to add a new
rule that reads as follows: ‘“‘Notwith-
standing any other provision of law,
the provisions of this subchapter re-
lated to marijuana shall not apply to
any person acting in compliance with
State laws relating to the production,
possession, distribution, dispensation,
or administration or delivery of mari-
juana.”

The major difficulties that landlords,
dispensaries, banks, and others find
themselves in in those States where
the majority of people—maybe the vast
majority of people—have voted to
make marijuana legal in their borders
stems from the fact that the Federal
Government law considers that activ-
ity still illegal. By explicitly stating
that as long as these folks are fol-
lowing the State law, their actions are,
by definition, not illegal to the Federal
Government, if we do that, many of
these obstacles, many of these confu-
sions that people have to deal with in
those States, in the States where peo-
ple have voted to make sure they don’t
want marijuana illegal, well, their
problems and the complications, the
banking rules and everything else
would be solved immediately.
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Now that we have established Presi-
dent Trump’s policy preference as it re-
lates to this issue, which is he believes
it should be left up to the States, as
well as my legislative proposal, let us
turn to the reasons why Federal policy
ought to change.

First, as a matter of philosophy, I, as
a constitutional conservative, have
great faith in the ideals articulated by
our Founding Fathers. Their experi-
ence with the British monarchy, an all-
powerful, centralized British Govern-
ment in which people had little rep-
resentation and no right to control
their own lives and liberty, led them to
establish—meaning, led our Founding
Fathers to establish—a decentralized
system of government, totally different
from that of the British, that their
government was meant to protect the
freedoms of the citizenry.

One of the most important tenets of
this system of government was the idea
that nearly all police power should be
reserved to and exercised by the State
and local governments. Yet today, Con-
gress continues to fund an enormous
Federal bureaucracy that is built
around the idea that we—meaning, the
Federal Government—can and should
regulate what people may or may not
choose to consume and has justified
the Federal Government’s establishing
a Federal police force and justified
Federal police actions directly on the
citizens throughout our country.

This is totally contrary to what our
Founding Fathers meant. There was
never an intent to have criminal law
being taken care of by the Federal Gov-
ernment. All of our Founding Fathers
would have opposed it and today would
be supporting my legislation by bring-
ing things back to the ideals which
they had in mind of limited govern-
ment, especially limiting the Federal
Government’s control directly over our
lives.

Tragically, these laws, the laws
which have been implemented and the
laws that have been encouraged by the
Federal Government, these laws con-
cerning marijuana, disproportionately
impact on the poorest communities in
our country. There is an incorrect per-
ception that poor people, particularly
people of color, disproportionately
break Federal marijuana laws, leading
to their disproportionate representa-
tion in Federal prisons. However, as I
indicated, that is an incorrect percep-
tion.

Statistics show that affluent citizens
are just as likely to grow, sell, and use
marijuana illegally as poor citizens.
The sad difference between these two,
however, is that the poorest among us
are somehow unable to avoid prison
time for similar offenses.

There is much that can be said about
why this is. Some may respond to this
unfairness with the idea that we should
just lock up more of the affluent young
people and older people as frequently
as we lock up their poor counterparts.

Well, I happen to believe that the
Federal Government shouldn’t be lock-
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ing up anyone for making a decision of
what he or she should privately con-
sume, whether that person is rich or
poor, and we should never be giving
people the excuse, especially Federal
authorities, that they have a right to
stop people or intrude into their lives
in order to prevent them and prevent
others from smoking a weed, con-
suming something they personally
want to consume.

We have been down this path before,
of course. In the 1920s, a coalition of
progressives and evangelical Christians
thought it would be a good idea to in-
stitute a national prohibition on alco-
hol, which was something else that
people can do in excess—and do in ex-
cess—which hurts them when they do
it in excess or when they do it when
they are not totally in control, and
they hurt their lives.

People do hurt their lives on alcohol,
no doubt about it, just like in all these
other drugs and just as some people do
on sugar, for example. But the motives
of the movement, no matter how well
intended, indeed, certainly they want-
ed to help the people that they were
going to stop from drinking. But like
most efforts to limit freedom, the free-
dom of Americans, they ultimately
succeeded in convincing—they did con-
vince—the country to enact an amend-
ment to the Constitution that actually
prohibited the production and sale of
alcohol in the United States.

What happened? Well, predictably,
the policy failed at achieving its in-
tended goal, which is trying to prevent
people from consuming a liquid intoxi-
cant, alcohol; and instead of just
achieving that goal, instead it resulted
in a torrent of collateral damage that
harmed everybody in this country and
created problems that we still have
today. The rise of organized crime, the
death of people consuming booze that
was contaminated or otherwise deadly,
that is what was going on during Pro-
hibition.

The mobster scene first arrived in
America. We had organized crime. We
had people who were consuming alco-
hol from stills, and they had no idea
what company or what people were
making this stuff that they were con-
suming. They ended up dying in great
numbers, and we ended up with the
Mob.

Does that sound familiar?

Fortunately, for future generations,
the country wised up and repealed the
Prohibition amendment just about a
decade after it was put into place.

Today, the scourge of marijuana pro-
hibition has fueled organized crime
here and south of our border and in our
inner cities and throughout the world.
We now have organized crime on
steroids, and there is little that we can
do to stop that because we keep feeding
them with money by having outlawed
drugs that people want to consume,
and especially that drug that we are
looking at tonight, which is marijuana.

Yet despite the well-documented
death and destruction permeated by or-
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ganized crime, the two groups who are
most tragically harmed by the Federal
Government’s intransigence—it is not
necessarily the groups that they are
trying to save, but, in reality, they are
trying to save these people. They are
putting them in jail. They are destroy-
ing people’s lives in that way, but they
are also victimizing American seniors
and our veterans—yes, our veterans.

The Federal Government remains so
fixated on the need to restrict mari-
juana use that it has effectively pro-
moted an opioid addiction. The possi-
bility that marijuana might be a viable
alternative to the management of pain
and certain chronic disorders has been
ignored and, yes, suppressed. Thus, we
have senior citizens who are in their
senior citizens homes, people over 70
and 80 years old, and they are being
prohibited from using marijuana that
might make their day a little bit easier
or might bring back their appetite.
Marijuana is now, instead, designated
as a schedule I substance and has pre-
vented any meaningful use that might
be, as I say, for our senior citizens.

It has also prevented a robust re-
search of the drug to find out exactly
what it could be used for in a positive
way. Last year, to the credit of the
Obama administration, at the insist-
ence of myself and others here in Con-
gress, the Drug Enforcement Adminis-
tration announced a policy change to
expand the number of DEA-registered
marijuana manufacturers. That meant
that they were able to expand that
number.

Historically, only the University of
Mississippi had been registered with
the DEA to produce marijuana for re-
search purposes. Well, what we have
had in the past has limited the re-
search supply of marijuana both in
quantity and in quality, making access
particularly difficult to legitimate sci-
entists and practitioners. Thus, we
have made it very difficult, if not im-
possible, for us to get a full under-
standing: If there are dangers, what are
they? If there are some potential posi-
tive uses of marijuana, what are they?

Through the policy that we have had,
it has been a negative impact on those
people who are suffering who, need-
lessly, don’t need to suffer. They do not
need to suffer, whether they are our
veterans coming home or whether it is
our people who are basically older or
are suffering from other types of dis-
eases. The policy change that we have
made is a positive step in the right di-
rection so that now there can be more
research into marijuana to find out
what the dangers are and what the ben-
efits can be.

We now can expect that research to
pick up to some degree, although bar-
riers remain. It is unfortunate that
barriers remain because a plethora of
anecdotal evidence suggests that this
plant and its constituent parts may
offer relief from ailments such as post-
traumatic stress disorder, cancer,
chronic pain, epilepsy, glaucoma, and
multiple sclerosis; and, yes, we know
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that in some cases they have noted
childhood problems where people go
into seizures, and it has been effective
in that.

Why have we held marijuana back
and not researched it even?

This paranoia has had severe nega-
tive consequences on the American
people, and that is not even consid-
ering the number of people whose lives
have been affected. You arrest some
person who doesn’t have the money for
a lawyer and they can’t get it expunged
from their record, for the rest of their
lives they have lower pay and they
have trouble getting jobs. We have
trapped people in our poorer areas be-
cause we have put this stigma on them
when what we are talking about is the
consumption of a weed—not hurting
somebody else, the personal consump-
tion.

I can’t think of anything that our
Founding Fathers thought that some
people have a right to control their
lives, especially what they consume. I,
of course, don’t agree that we should
outlaw cups bigger than this because
some people might drink more soda
pop if we have bigger cups, no. People
need to be responsible for their own
lives. That is what freedom is all
about, and that is when people will
start being more careful about what
they do.
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Yes, we also know that marijuana
can adversely affect the mental devel-
opment of an adolescent brain. As
such, it is vitally important to discour-
age our youth from chronic use. Right
now the youth won’t even believe what
we are talking about half the time
when it comes to marijuana. So now we
need to establish our credibility that
we are not being paranoid, we are being
responsible, and we are being realistic.
We need to discuss with our young peo-
ple and discourage the chronic con-
sumption of marijuana, just like we do
when we discourage them from the
chronic consumption of alcohol use,
which also is bad for young people’s
brains.

But the fact is we do not know more,
and we need to know more, about the
use of medical marijuana and the use
of marijuana, period—both positive im-
pacts and negative impacts. The fact
that we don’t know what it can be used
for positively or what the negative im-
pact is because we haven’t done the re-
search, that is a travesty. That is a
travesty.

It is a crime against older people who
sit there and are being denied the use
of something when they are over 70 or
80 years old that might enlighten their
day and might bring back their appe-
tite after they have had some sickness.

It is a travesty when our veterans
come home and they are given opiates
instead of maybe something they can
derive from marijuana. We need to re-
search that. And our veterans end up
killing themselves because now they
are addicted to an opiate. The Federal
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Government should not stand in the
way of the scientific community in
learning more about marijuana.

Many who oppose the change in
course for Federal marijuana policy
will cite any number of excuses: Oh,
but it is dangerous if people use mari-
juana and then get behind the wheel of
a car.

Well, that is something that needs to
be worked out. We need to make sure
that we understand there are other
challenges we have to face once mari-
juana is legal and how we are going to
protect people from being in a situa-
tion. Well, I happen to believe that
there will be no more people smoking
marijuana and driving a car if it was
legal than they are today. However,
that may be an issue we need to look
at.

What we need to do is find ways to
discourage young people from driving
while drinking. Let’s have drug testing
in our schools not aimed at putting
young people in jail, not aimed at say-
ing: Oh, you have tested positive for
marijuana, you are going to get ar-
rested. By the way, you can’t do that
because you can’t force these kids to
testify against themselves by giving
them a blood sample or a drug test.
But you can do it in order to say: If
you test positive for drugs, we are
going to talk to your parents about it.
If you test positive for drugs and you
are in school, you are going to have to
take a class to show you what you are
doing to your brain.

Ultimately, this is all about freedom.
It is all about whether adults, not chil-
dren, can wuse their decisionmaking
process. This is the land of the free and
the home of the brave. Too many peo-
ple get so wrapped up in microman-
aging our lives for our own benefit—of
course, it is always for our own ben-
efit—that sometimes they end up caus-
ing great harm to the people that they
want to control for their own benefit.

Well, many of my Republican col-
leagues have joined me in letting the
States do this. That is right. I under-
stand it. I respect them. I hope more
will go along with the constitutional
provision that those things not enu-
merated in the Constitution are powers
that should be granted to the States.

I hope that my Republican colleagues
will join me in recognizing that, when
we talk about individual freedom, this
is what individual freedom is. It also
includes individual responsibility on
the other side of the coin. When we
talk about limited government, we
want limited government and we want
government that is closest to the peo-
ple, the State marijuana laws in the
name of helping people. So that they
won’t consume a weed by their own
choice, we are destroying all of those
principles which we claimed as Repub-
licans.

I believe in those principles. I think
my fellow Republicans do as well. That
is why we need to talk about it and
have this type of discussion that I am
opening up tonight on the floor of the
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House. In fact, if someone says they be-
lieve in the Tenth Amendment to the
Constitution—we have heard it, and we
will hear it in this body over and over
again—let’s send that back to the
States. That is supposed to be a State
rule of who is going to control the en-
vironment, who is going to control the
gun laws or marriage laws, et cetera.
We are going to hear that. But if some-
one really believes in the Tenth
Amendment, they will respect the
State marijuana laws, and let the
States decide, and the people therein
decide, what the laws should be.

Remember, as we discuss people’s
health care, Republicans over and over
again say: You shouldn’t get in be-
tween a doctor and his patient. We be-
lieve in the doctor-patient relation-
ship. That is true for medical mari-
juana as well.

Do we believe in these principles?

I say the Republican Party does be-
lieve in those principles. We need to
have a discussion and we need to make
sure that the American people under-
stand that we are not just down here
saying that we can control their life
when we think it is best. No. We are
down here because we do believe in lib-
erty, we do believe in freedom, we do
believe what our Founding Fathers had
in mind when they decided not to fol-
low the dictates of the king, not to per-
mit the British government to estab-
lish control over their lives here in the
United States that they had in Great
Britain where they had fled from to get
away from that type of authority. We
do not want to have Federal police—no
matter what they call them, DEA or
anything else—down in our cities and
our towns conducting law enforcement
operations.

That is not what our Founding Fa-
thers had in mind. They had in mind
also that people would be responsible
for themselves. Yes, when people are
free, some of them are going to make
wrong decisions in their lives. We need
to make sure that we understand that
when we legalize medical marijuana, or
even recreational use of marijuana,
some people will hurt themselves, just
like with alcohol.

It is up to us not to try to put them
in jail, not to try to hurt them, not to
try to force them to do what we want,
but to try to reach out to them, to help
people who are in need, help people
make the right decision in our church-
es and our schools. This is the way to
conduct when you have a problem that
threatens to bring down the society,
not establishing a Federal Gestapo to
go and enforce laws that are going to
make everybody just prim and proper.
I am sorry. What we need is to reassert
what our Founding Fathers had in
mind for America: limited government,
personal responsibility, individual free-
dom, and, yes, the Tenth Amendment.

I would ask my Republican col-
leagues to join me in supporting the
Respect State Marijuana Laws Act. It
presents us with a unique opportunity
to support legislation that responds to
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our constituent demands because
across America, people are under-
standing the reality of this. They don’t
want to put people in jail, they don’t
want to have Federal law strike forces
in their community just to prevent
adults from consuming a weed in their
backyard. It makes no sense at all.
They know that people, once they are
arrested for just smoking a weed that
is not hurting anybody else, their lives
are damaged and it is harder for them
to become a decent citizen. Americans
are concerned about each other, and we
know we can’t just leave it up to the
government to control our lives.

With that said, I hope that my col-
leagues support this legislation and
support Congressman BLUMENAUER and
myself and others in the Cannabis Cau-
cus that is being established in order to
be consistent with the goals and ideals
of American liberty to make sure that
we have limited government and un-
limited freedom in this country. That
is what America was supposed to be all
about.

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

———

JOINT RESOLUTIONS PRESENTED
TO THE PRESIDENT

Karen L. Haas, Clerk of the House,
reported that on February 06, 2017, she
presented to the President of the
United States, for his approval, the fol-
lowing joint resolutions:

H.J. Res. 41. Providing for congressional
disapproval under chapter 8 of title 5, United
States Code, of a rule submitted by the Secu-
rities and Exchange Commission relating to
“Disclosure of Payments by Resource Ex-
traction Issuers’.

H.J. Res. 38. Disapproving the rule sub-
mitted by the Department of the Interior
known as the Stream Protection Rule.

———

ADJOURNMENT

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

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 24 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Thursday, Feb-
ruary 9, 2017, at 2:30 p.m.

————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

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

517. A letter from the Secretary, Depart-
ment of Defense, transmitting a withdrawal
of previous certification of satisfactory serv-
ice for General Arthur J. Lichte, United
States Air Force, in the grade of general
issued on November 13, 2009; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services.

518. A letter from the Deputy Chief, Dis-
ability Rights Office, Consumer and Govern-
mental Affairs Bureau (CGB), Federal Com-
munications Commission, transmitting the
Commission’s final rule — Structure and
Practices of the Video Relay Service Pro-
gram [CG Docket No.: 10-51]; Telecommuni-
cations Relay Services and Speech-to-Speech
Services for Individuals with Hearing and
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Speech Disabilities [CG Docket No.: 03-123]
received February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce.

519. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
the Office’s interim rule — Recruitment and
Selection through Competitive Examination
(RIN: 3206-AN46) received February 3, 2017,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government Re-
form.

520. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, transmitting
the Office’s Major final rule — Medical Qual-
ification Determinations (RIN: 3206-A1.14) re-
ceived February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform.

521. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule
— Fisheries of the Exclusive Economic Zone
Off Alaska; Inseason Adjustment to the 2017
Gulf of Alaska Pollock and Pacific Cod Total
Allowable Catch Amounts [Docket No.:
150818742-6210-02] (RIN: 0648-XF104) received
February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

522. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary or-
ders — Fraser River Sockeye Salmon Fish-
eries; Inseason Orders (RIN: 0648-XE860) re-
ceived February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

523. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s temporary rule
— Fisheries of the Northeastern United
States; Northeast Multispecies Fishery; Pos-
session and Trip Limit Modifications for the
Common Pool Fishery (RIN: 0648-XF074) re-
ceived February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

524. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Snapper-Grouper Fishery of
the South Atlantic; 2016 Recreational Clo-
sure for Hogfish in the South Atlantic
[Docket No.: 140819686-5999-02] (RIN: 0648-
XF042) received February 3, 2017, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

525. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean,
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; 2016
Commercial Accountability Measures and
Closure for Atlantic Migratory Group Cobia
[Docket No.: 101206604-1758-02] (RIN: 0648-
XF056) received February 3, 2017, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources.

526. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Summer Flounder Fishery;

February 7, 2017

Quota Transfer [Docket No.: 150903814-5999-02]
(RIN: 0648-XF061) received February 3, 2017,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

527. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Atlantic Bluefish Fishery;
Commercial Quota Harvested for the State of
New York [Docket No.: 140214138-4482-02]
(RIN: 0648-XF043) received February 3, 2017,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

528. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern
United States; Atlantic Bluefish Fishery;
Quota Transfer [Docket No.: 151130999-6225-01]
(RIN: 0648-XF069) received February 3, 2017,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Natural Resources.

529. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean,
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Re-
Opening of Recreational Sector for the South
Atlantic Other Jacks Complex [Docket No.:
120815345-3525-02] (RIN: 0648-XF046) received
February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 TU.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources.

530. A letter from the Acting Assistant At-
torney General, Department of Justice,
transmitting notification that during Fiscal
Year 2016, no payments were made from the
Victims Compensation Fund, pursuant to 18
U.S.C. 3525(b); Public Law 98-473, Sec. 1208;
(98 Stat. 2162); to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

531. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Surface Mining Reclamation and En-
forcement, Department of the Interior,
transmitting the Department’s final rule —
Civil Monetary Penalty Inflation Adjust-
ments [Docket ID: OSM-2016-0015; S1D1S
SS08011000 SX064A000 178S180110; S2D2S
SS08011000 SX064A00 17XS501520] (RIN: 1029-
ACT74) received February 3, 2017, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

532. A letter from the National President,
Women’s Army Corps Veterans’ Association
— Army Women United, transmitting the
annual audit of the Association as of June 30,
2016; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

533. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final reg-
ulations, temporary regulations, and re-
moval of temporary regulations — Guidance
for Determining Stock Ownership; Rules Re-
garding Inversions and Related Transactions
[TD 9812] (RIN: 1545-BL00; 1545-BM45) re-
ceived February 3, 2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

534. A letter from the Chief, Publications
and Regulations Branch, Internal Revenue
Service, transmitting the Service’s final reg-
ulations — Certain Transfers of Property to
Regulated Investment Companies [RICs] and
Real Estate Investment Trusts (REITs) [TD
9810] (RIN: 1535-BN06) received February 3,
2017, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Ways and Means.
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