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working to ensure that future genera-
tions can enjoy our precious natural
resources just like we do today.

Mr. Speaker, in a point of personal
privilege, I want to welcome my newest
granddaughter, Hanna Belle, born less
than 2 hours ago in Africa. I welcome
her to this life, and God bless her.

——————

ADDRESSING THE FAITH-BASED
COMMUNITY CENTER PROTEC-
TION ACT

(Mr. MAST asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MAST. Mr. Speaker, a few weeks
ago, I spoke in this Chamber about the
threats made against Jewish commu-
nity centers across this country. I rise
today because, this week, we have
taken bipartisan action to address
these threats.

As Members of Congress, we have a
responsibility not only to speak out
against hate, but to take real action to
put an end to bigotry and violence.
This week, I joined with a bipartisan
group of my colleagues introducing the
Faith-Based Community Center Pro-
tection Act.

I also want to thank Senator HEIN-
RICH for his leadership on this issue in
the Senate.

Our bill provides over $20 million in
additional funding to the Department
of Homeland Security specifically dedi-
cated to safeguarding faith-based com-
munity centers, and it would double
the Federal penalty against making
bomb threats from 5 years to 10 years.
Think about that, bomb threats from
just b years to 10 years. These are com-
monsense changes, and this is a simple,
affordable solution to a very serious
problem.

Mr. Speaker, today I am calling on
my colleagues to join us as defenders of
human dignity because it is the decent,
humane thing to do.

—————

TIME FOR IMMIGRATION REFORM
IS NOW

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, the time for
immigration reform is now.

If we want to increase the growth
rate of our economy, fixing our broken
immigration system will do that.

If we want to restore the rule of law
and improve our national security so
we know who is here, immigration re-
form will do that.

If we want to prevent undocumented
workers from undermining wages for
American workers, immigration re-
form will do that by making sure that
people who work here are registered
and get right with the law and can
move forward in a legal manner.

There are so many reasons to pass a
bipartisan immigration reform bill
similar to the one that passed the
United States Senate with more than
two-thirds support just a few years ago.
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I hope that my Democratic and Re-
publican colleagues hear the outcry
from across this country that says
enough is enough. Let’s fix our broken
immigration system.

We are, after all, a nation of immi-
grants and a nation of laws. It is the
work of this body to reconcile those
two to make sure that, moving for-
ward, we can do immigration in a legal
way rather than an illegal way, a way
that benefits our economy, American
workers, and American businesses.

Let’s move forward on comprehensive
immigration reform now.

———

CONGRATULATING ELLWOOD
NATIONAL CRANKSHAFT

(Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute and to re-
vise and extend his remarks.)

Mr. THOMPSON of Pennsylvania.
Mr. Speaker, I rise today to recognize
Ellwood National Crankshaft on receiv-
ing STAR certification in the OSHA
Voluntary Protection Program.

Ellwood National Crankshaft, located
in Irvine, Pennsylvania, is a unique
manufacturer of new and reconditioned
crankshafts for medium-speed engines
in the 800- to 6,000-horsepower range.

Mr. Speaker, in order to attain this
distinguished certification, a facility
has met or exceeded the performance-
based criteria for a managed safety and
health system. It also passed the rig-
orous onsite evaluation conducted by a
team of OSHA safety and health ex-
perts.

This recognition is even more signifi-
cant, knowing that Ellwood National
Crankshaft is one of only a few forging
and process safety management facili-
ties to obtain the STAR status. Its
motto, “Injury free every day,” echoes
the importance of safety throughout
the plant.

I commend Ellwood National Crank-
shaft for making safety a top priority.
Everyone wins when there are fewer
days missed due to injuries or illness.

Congratulations on earning this pres-
tigious certification and for placing
such a high standard on the welfare of
all the people employed at Ellwood Na-
tional Crankshaft.

———

COMMUNICATION FROM THE
CLERK OF THE HOUSE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Clerk of the House of
Representatives:

OFFICE OF THE CLERK,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 28, 2017.
Hon. PAUL D. RYAN,
The Speaker, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Pursuant to the per-
mission granted in Clause 2(h) of Rule II of
the Rules of the U.S. House of Representa-
tives, the Clerk received the following mes-
sage from the Secretary of the Senate on
March 28, 2017, at 9:14 a.m.:

That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 30.
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That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 35.
That the Senate agreed to S.J. Res. 36.
Appointments:
Congressional-Executive Commission on
the People’s Republic of China.

With best wishes, I am

Sincerely,

KAREN L. HAAS.

——————

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF H.R. 1430, HONEST AND OPEN
NEW EPA SCIENCE TREATMENT
ACT OF 2017

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 229 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 229

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the bill (H.R. 1430) to prohibit the En-
vironmental Protection Agency from pro-
posing, finalizing, or disseminating regula-
tions or assessments based upon science that
is not transparent or reproducible. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived. The bill shall be considered as read.
All points of order against provisions in the
bill are waived. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill and on
any amendment thereto to final passage
without intervening motion except: (1) one
hour of debate equally divided and controlled
by the chair and ranking minority member
of the Committee on Science, Space, and
Technology; and (2) one motion to recommit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Georgia is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to my friend from
Colorado (Mr. PoLIs), pending which I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. During consideration of this res-
olution, all time yielded is for the pur-
pose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have b legislative days to revise and ex-
tend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I hold
in my hand House Resolution 229. You
heard the Clerk read it moments ago.
Page 1 and page 2. Folks can find it on
rules.house.gov if they haven’t had a
chance to see it already. It provides a
closed rule for consideration of H.R.
1430, Honest and Open New EPA
Science Treatment Act of 2017.

If you work through that title, Mr.
Speaker, the Honest and Open New
EPA Science Treatment Act, you will
find that ‘“honest’ is what those let-
ters spell out. It is the HONEST Act.

In the past, the Rules Committee has
reported structured rules for consider-
ation of this very bill. In this case, Mr.
Speaker, there were no amendments of-
fered in committee. There were no
amendments presented in the Rules
Committee last night. We have re-
ported a closed rule for consideration
of this bill.
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Science is, Mr. Speaker, in the EPA’s
own words, the backbone of EPA’s deci-
sionmaking. President Obama, in 2011,
issued an executive order about how
agencies should go about making the
regulatory process more effective. He
said, and I quote: ‘“‘Each agency shall
ensure the objectivity of any scientific
and technological information and
processes used to support the agency’s
regulatory actions.”

We talk so much about what divides
us in this institution, in this town,
sometimes even in this country, Mr.
Speaker, I think that point is worth
dwelling on.

Again, quoting from former Presi-
dent Barack Obama: ‘‘Each agency
shall ensure the objectivity of any sci-
entific and technological information
and processes used to support the agen-
cy’s regulatory actions.”

It is what the HONEST Act aims to
do, Mr. Speaker. It aims to provide the
American public with the data that the
EPA uses in each of its regulatory ac-
tions.

It would come as a surprise to many
Americans, Mr. Speaker, to learn that
there are Agency actions that take
place based entirely on undisclosed
data sets, that the regulatory arm of
government can be at work based on
secret data that will never be released
to the American public to verify, to
confirm in this what is often, in sci-
entific communities, referred to as
peer-reviewed literature.

We believe that, if we are making the
rules, we should be able to expose the
data on which those rules are based to
scrutiny and, in fact, to challenge, Mr.
Speaker.

One thing I have learned in this job is
sometimes I am not as smart as I think
I am. I don’t know if that has ever hap-
pened to you, Mr. Speaker. I am sure it
has never happened to my friend from
Colorado. But sometimes we are not as
smart as we think we are. Sometimes
being challenged makes us better.

The HONEST Act, Mr. Speaker, aims
to provide the opportunity simply by
looking at the data for any American
citizen to understand the regulatory
actions being taken at the EPA, and,
yes, if necessary, to challenge those ac-
tions if they believe they are not based
on sound science.

Mr. Speaker, I know what you are
thinking. You are thinking: Is this bill
necessary? The EPA’s mission is to
protect the environment and public
health, so, of course, it is going to use
the best science.

The answer should be yes. The an-
swer should be yes that in every set of
circumstances we are always using the
very best data. But as you know, time
and time again, you can bring an ex-
pert into your office. A scientist on one
side of the issue will tell you one thing;
a scientist on the other will bring an
equally compelling compendium of in-
formation to tell you the next. It is left
to us, to the American people, to de-
cide who is right and who is wrong.

This is nothing to be feared. This is
something to be embraced. It has cer-
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tainly been a characteristic of our
great country for over 200 years.

But in these days of information
pouring out of the administration at
the speed of the internet, it is more
critical than ever that we make that
information available to the public.
With the ability today to understand
that information, to process that infor-
mation, to compile that information,
to inspect that information in details
never before imagined, it is incumbent
upon us to make sure that America has
that opportunity.

With that, Mr. Speaker, I would en-
courage my colleagues to support this
rule to bring the bill to the floor and
then to support the underlying legisla-
tion so that we can pass the HONEST
Act, bringing clarity and transparency
to the EPA rulemaking process.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume, and I
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the customary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, I rise in opposition to
the rule and the underlying legislation.
First, when the gentleman from Geor-
gia said there were no amendments
brought forward on this in the Rules
Committee, that is partial truth but
not the entire truth.

The entire truth is, when we have a
process whereby Members believe that
there might be an amendment process,
there is something called a call for
amendments which is issued. Often our
chair, Mr. SESSIONS, and my friend
from Georgia has heard Mr. SESSIONS
come down to the floor and say: We are
calling for amendments on this bill.
Submit them. The Rules Committee
will consider them and allow some of
them to advance to the floor. At least
you know you have a fair shot.

In this particular case, there was no
call for amendments issued, which
means, yes, Members could have spun
their wheels, and sometimes you feel
like a hamster doing that, just running
around and not moving anywhere in
one of those circles. And if we thought
there was any realistic hope that
amendments could be included, I, my-
self, would have been happy to submit
one, as would many of my colleagues.

Chairman SMITH actually requested a
closed rule on this. So, again, the
chairman of the committee and the
Rules Committee gave every indication
that we are not allowing any amend-
ments to this bill; and that is what dis-
courages Members from going through
the work of submitting an amendment
if they have a good idea what the out-
come is already going to be.

So this is a closed rule. This is an
antiscience bill. It is another example
of how we go around the ability of
Members to improve bills and, instead,
work in a partisan, smoky, backroom
manner where this bill emerges fully
formed. The chair of the committee of
jurisdiction himself didn’t want any
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amendments or any changes to this
rule, and the Rules Committee never
called for those amendments.

Now, if the goal of this bill is some-
how to increase government trans-
parency, why don’t we start with the
lawmaking process and have an open
rule that allows Democrats and Repub-
licans to improve a bill and offer their
best ideas forward? And if they are
good ideas, they will be incorporated
into the bill. If they are bad ideas and
can’t command a majority of this body,
they will be defeated.

But, unfortunately, these partisan
tactics that were seen trying to ram
through legislation last week that
failed when the Speaker and the Presi-
dent refused to work across the aisle
with us on healthcare reform and now
on improving the process at the EPA,
instead of working with us to improve
science, they are seeking to undermine
the integrity of the important sci-
entific work done at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency and bury
the Environmental Protection Agency
in red tape.

The underlying legislation that this
rule talks about has a lot of problems,
Mr. Speaker, and so many problems, in
fact, I won’t even be able to talk about
them all during my limited time for
debate here. Hopefully they will be
able to cover some more during the de-
bate on the bill.

The first issue I want to address that
is highly problematic with this bill,
and it is something that is so impor-
tant to the American people—liberal,
conservative, and moderate—and that
is the issue of privacy.

This bill would undermine the pri-
vacy of American families in a number
of ways. What it would do is prohibit
the Environmental Protection Agency,
an agency that exists to protect our
health, from taking any action unless
it is based on data that is fully avail-
able to the public. Now, that sounds
good, ‘‘fully available to the public.”
But what does that mean?

You see, normally the EPA has relied
on peer-reviewed, scientifically wvalid
research to inform its actions. Now
that is something that the process of
science across the world informs. It is
a very important, well-founded process
that respects the efforts of scientists
everywhere and the diligence of a peer-
reviewed process.

Much of these bodies of work utilize
personal health information and con-
fidential data which, currently, are le-
gally protected from public disclosure.
The EPA identifies the academic pa-
pers that it uses in the Federal Reg-
ister so we have that transparency, but
it doesn’t release the legally protected
private data—participants in studies,
health of people—to the general public
nor is there any scientific value to that
personal information.

The value is in the studies, which are
done scientifically and are already
made public. This bill would force the
EPA to either ignore these valuable
studies because they utilize private
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data or violate Federal law by sharing
confidential patient information with
the general public. We are talking
about everything ranging from Social
Security numbers, to whether you got
cancer from something you were drink-
ing as a child, to our most intimate
health or lifestyle issues that are re-
searched by the agency.

The majority here, the Republicans,
are trying to include a provision in the
bill that allows personally identifiable
information to be redacted prior to the
EPA making the information avail-
able. I am sure my colleague from
Georgia will cite that, but that is woe-
fully inefficient because it has a loop-
hole in that very provision that basi-
cally negates that provision in another
section by allowing the EPA adminis-
trator to allow any person who signs a
confidentiality agreement to have ac-
cess to all the redacted data.

So, again, basically, at the whim of
the administrator, they can allow com-
panies and people in there—the infor-
mation can be put in front of people
who have access to it, to use it in any
way they want, and that is highly per-
sonal information.

Again, whether it is under the cov-
erage of a confidentiality agreement or
not, it is shown with unknown part-
ners. This is not the Federal agency
itself. This is perhaps even the com-
pany that caused the pollution that
wants to come in and look at it or just
various Americans with prurient inter-
ests who want to know intimate health
details, and there is effectively no pro-
tection for that. It is entirely at the
whim of the administrator of the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency.

So that is an enormous setback for
the privacy of American families and a
woefully insufficient privacy protec-
tion with a loophole that is big enough
to drive a truck through. There is not
even a numerical limit on the amount
of people or corporations that would be
allowed access of that data. There
could be a blanket permission from the
administrator allowing thousands, tens
of thousands of people, again, to see
the individually identifiable data, in-
cluding your Social Security Number,
including your health details or med-
ical records, including things that af-
fect property value and affect health.

Another major issue with this bill,
major fault, is it actually undermines
the goal of the Agency itself. The Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency, which
has the congressional mandate to keep
our air and water clean, to protect our
health, this bill actually does the oppo-
site by burying the Agency under a
mountain of red tape and bureaucracy.

This bill removes sound, scientific,
objective decisionmaking and replaces
it with ridiculous amounts of red tape,
adding to the process of regulations,
adding to the process of rules, requir-
ing the Environmental Protection
Agency to jump through additional bu-
reaucratic hoops to use certain infor-
mation, and making their entire goal
of fulfilling their mission less efficient
than if this bill were not the law.
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The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy already uses a peer-reviewed sci-
entific process. They publish in the
Federal Register the reference of the
works that they are basing their opin-
ions on, just as the rest of America’s
scientific community does. This bill
undermines the scientific process, is
unscientific, and is opposed by so many
scientific advocacy organizations, in-
cluding opposed by the Union of Con-
cerned Scientists who are strongly op-
posed to this legislation.

Now, on top of the red tape and
antiscience aspects of the bill, this
would also cost the government $1 bil-
lion of EPA funds; that is according to
analysis of a very similar bill last Con-
gress. These are funds that would be di-
verted away from protecting our health
and safety, which is what they are
doing now, toward creating more red
tape and bureaucracy for the very
agency that the American people en-
trust with the goal of keeping our air
and water clean and the American peo-
ple healthy.

Look, we all know what this bill is.
It is a thinly veiled attack on science,
part of the antiscience agenda that we
are seeing from the Republican Party.

The budget that the President offered
earlier this month cuts science funding
to the bone. Enormous setbacks in the
very research into lifesaving science in
the future that would help improve our
quality of life and duration of life and
help our economy boom are being dev-
astated under the President’s budgets.

Scientific research creates billions of
dollars of economic impact and innova-
tion in States like mine, Colorado, and
every other State. Science helps keep
us healthy. It keeps crops alive and
productive. It Kkeeps our businesses
open and Kkeeps America as a global
leader in innovation.

I also want to take a moment to
highlight that, while this bill is being
heard on the floor today, President
Trump is signing an executive order
that effectively repeals all of the work
that the Environmental Protection
Agency and other Federal agencies
have done in the last 8 years to protect
our planet from the impacts of climate
change.

Unfortunately, while we focus on a
bill that forces scientists to not use the
best science available, the President
has signed an executive order that will
essentially begin the repeal process of
the Clean Power Plan. The Clean
Power Plan is a basic requirement for
States to bring their emissions down to
a sustainable level to protect Ameri-
cans’ health, to reduce the amount of
pollution in our air and water, and to
reduce the human impact on climate
change.

The executive order also, unfortu-
nately, undermines some of the com-
monsense protections we have with re-
gard to fracking, something that is
near and dear to my constituents and
people in Colorado, as an area that is
impacted by extraction activities.

This repeal, for example, would allow
oil and gas companies to hide the
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chemicals that they use when pro-
ducing oil and natural gas. Picture
that: fracking wells near homes and
schools who would no longer have to
report what chemicals could poten-
tially be leaking into drinking water or
groundwater. How can that possibly
further our goal to protect the health
and welfare of the American people?

So, at the same time, we have this
legislation undermining the scientific
process of the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency and burying the Environ-
mental Protection Agency under red
tape, coordinated the same week with
the President’s disastrous executive
order that will hurt the health of the
American people and, ultimately, cost
lives.

These are just another step in the un-
dermining of science and the work to
improve and protect the health of the
people of our country. The Environ-
mental Protection Agency relies on the
best science available when developing
new standards, and they are fully
transparent about posting those sci-
entific studies.

However, because many of the stud-
ies that this bill requires would impact
legally protected private data, like per-
sonal medical records, to reach their
findings, the Environmental Protection
Agency could even be prohibited from
considering that research.

This ridiculous restriction would
force the EPA to ignore a lot of rel-
evant information because of the desire
of the researchers and the legal imper-
ative of the researchers to protect the
private data of the participants, ulti-
mately leading to policies that are in-
effective and are not based on sound
facts or science.

Mr. Speaker, facts exist. Science and
the pursuit of truth is an incredibly
important human endeavor, and we
can’t afford to disregard that quest for
truth in the name of a fiction-based re-
ality that we increasingly seem to be
headed toward as a nation.

Without sound and strong science,
America will fall behind in the world.
Americans will—our lifespans will be of
lower quality and lower duration, and
our economy will be hurt as we cede
our leadership role to more forward-
looking countries willing to invest in
the future.

If this bill had been in place over the
last few decades, I am pretty sure that
the cloud of smog over Denver, Colo-
rado, would probably still be there.
Rivers and lakes across this country
would suffer from pollution in a signifi-
cantly worse way, and that is not the
future that the American people want.

If the EPA is prevented from using
the best available peer-reviewed re-
search data on air quality, asthma will
be causing more attacks and, yes, even
deaths of children across our country.

Let’s see this legislation for what it
is—an attack on science, a giveaway to
corporations who benefit from pollu-
tion, who don’t like the fact that the
EPA is using sound silence, who want
to create and live in their own fictional
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reality, where the externalities of their
actions somehow don’t matter.

We need the truth. The American
people deserve the truth. We deserve
the benefit of the outcome of the proc-
ess of objective science, and this bill
undermines that by burying the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency under
immense red tape, while preventing
them from using some of the very peer-
reviewed studies that would lead to the
very best decisionmaking possible to
protect the health of the American
people.

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

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, you know that I con-
sider the gentleman from Colorado to
be a good friend of mine. I find myself,
after that presentation, though, won-
dering if that was a cloud of smog over
Denver or if it was another cloud of
smoke over Denver in these days.

That is just not true. It is just not
true. I will start with what I am proud
about because I think we do focus too
often on divisions.

Mr. Speaker, you know that we want-
ed to hold the Obama administration
accountable for sound science. And now
that there is a Republican in the White
House, we want to hold a Republican
administration accountable for sound
science.
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So often in this town, we see one set
of rules when you agree with the per-
son in office and another set of rules
when you disagree with the person in
office. I don’t think that is the right
way to govern a country. I am proud
that we are not falling into that trap.
If it is good for the Obama administra-
tion, it is good for the Trump adminis-
tration.

Number two, there is no smoke-filled
backroom deal here. Number one, there
is no smoke-filled room anywhere on
Capitol Hill. Speaker Boehner is gone,
and smoking is banned from all of our
spaces. This bill went through a full
committee hearing, the full committee
process. So often, Mr. Speaker, you
know at the beginning of a year like
this one, we are trying to move legisla-
tion to the floor quickly. Some things
that we have already had hearings and
debate on, like this bill, from last Con-
gress, we bring to the floor outside of
regular order, and we skip the com-
mittee hearing process. Not so with
this bill. It went through the Science,
Space, and Technology Committee for
a full hearing.

Mr. Speaker, we talk about trans-
parency as if it exists at the EPA. I
will remind my friend from Colorado,
Mr. Speaker, we have to issue sub-
poenas from the United States Con-
gress to get the EPA to share its data
with us, notwithstanding to get them
to share it with the University of Geor-
gia or Georgia Tech or Caltech, or
wherever the best scientific minds of
the day are. We have to issue sub-
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poenas to get them to share that infor-
mation. Clearly, transparency is not
the norm, it is the exception.

We talk about costs. My friend ref-
erences $1 billion in costs from some
study, apparently, not a peer-review
study. I have not seen the data backing
up this study. But the good news is I
don’t actually need the study. I have
the bill itself, Mr. Speaker, and I will
turn to the relevant part here. Para-
graph 5, clarify that the administrator
shall implement this section in a mat-
ter that does not exceed $1 million per
year from the amounts otherwise au-
thorized to be appropriated. Now, you
don’t have to spend the entire million
dollars, Mr. Speaker, but in the name
of transparency, to make sure that
folks have access to the data, we have
said it is worth investing resources but
not to exceed $1 million.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we talk about
the burden of red tape. I don’t know if
you have had to deal with the EPA or
the DOT or the DOD or the DOE—in-
sert DO acronym here—red tape is
abundant in this Federal Government,
and asking the Federal Government to
be transparent is the antithesis of red
tape. Since when did it become a bur-
den on the institutions of government
to be transparent with the American
people? Since when, when you are mak-
ing rules and regulations that affect
the lives of every single American, did
it become a burden to share the data
on which those regulations are based?

I will say to you, Mr. Speaker, we get
wrapped around the axle so often here
that we end up getting further and fur-
ther from our goals. Sharing data, get-
ting peer-reviewed comments on that
data, and having folks come out in sup-
port of the conclusions reached on that
data are going to make us stronger as
a nation not weaker. If you are proud
of your underlying data, you should be
proud to share that data. If you are
embarrassed of your underlying data, I
understand why you might want to
keep it a secret.

We have an opportunity not to hide
from science but to embrace science,
we have an opportunity not to reach
political conclusions but scientific con-
clusions, and we have an opportunity
to restore the American people’s trust
in the institutions of government that
are issuing these regulations. This is a
small step in the right direction with
the HONEST Act, Mr. Speaker, but it
is an important step in the right direc-
tion. I hope my colleagues will support
it.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I have some scoring
from the Congressional Budget Office,
dated March 11, 2015, that I include
into the RECORD.
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H.R. 1030—SECRET SCIENCE REFORM ACT OF
2015

As ordered reported by the House Committee
on Science, Space, and Technology on
March 3, 2015

SUMMARY

H.R. 1030 would amend the Environmental
Research, Development, and Demonstration
Authorization Act of 1978 to prohibit the En-
vironmental Protection Agency (EPA) from
proposing, finalizing, or disseminating a
‘“‘covered action” unless all scientific and
technical information used to support that
action is publicly available in a manner that
is sufficient for independent analysis and
substantial reproduction of research results.
Covered actions would include assessments
of risks, exposure, or hazards; documents
specifying criteria, guidance, standards, or
limitations; and regulations and regulatory
impact statements.

Although H.R. 1030 would not require EPA
to disseminate any scientific or technical in-
formation that it relies on to support cov-
ered actions, the bill would not prohibit EPA
from doing so. Based on information from
EPA, CBO expects that EPA would spend $250
million annually over the next few years to
ensure the transparency of information and
data supporting some covered actions.

Enacting H.R. 1030 would not affect direct
spending or revenues; therefore, pay-as-you-
go procedures do not apply. H.R. 1030 con-
tains no intergovernmental or private-sector
mandates as defined in the Unfunded Man-
dates Reform Act (UMRA) and would not af-
fect the budgets of state, local, or tribal gov-
ernments.

ESTIMATED COST TO THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT

This legislation would direct EPA to im-
plement H.R. 1030 using up to $1 million a
year from amounts authorized to be appro-
priated for other activities under current
law. Although H.R. 1030 would not authorize
additional appropriations to implement the
requirements of the bill, CBO estimates that
implementing H.R. 1030 would cost about
$250 million a year for the next few years,
subject to appropriation of the necessary
amounts. Costs in later years would probably
decline gradually from that level. The addi-
tional discretionary spending would cover
the costs of expanding the scope of EPA
studies and related activities such as data
collection and database construction for all
of the information necessary to meet the leg-
islation’s requirements.

BASIS OF ESTIMATE

Under current law, EPA typically spends
about $500 million each year to support re-
search and development activities, including
assessments to determine the potential risk
to public health from environmental con-
taminants. The number of studies involved
in supporting covered actions depends on the
complexity of the issue being addressed. For
example, when addressing a recent issue with
flaring at petroleum refineries, EPA relied
on a dozen scientific studies. In contrast,
when reviewing the National Ambient Air
Quality Standards, the agency relied on
thousands of scientific studies. In total, the
agency relies on about 50,000 scientific stud-
ies annually to perform its mission—al-
though some of those studies are used more
than once from year to year.

The costs of implementing H.R. 1030 are
uncertain because it is not clear how EPA
would meet the bill’s requirements. Depend-
ing on their size and scope, the new activi-
ties called for by the bill would cost between
$10,000 and $30,000 for each scientific study
used by the agency. If EPA continued to rely
on as many scientific studies as it has used
in recent years, while increasing the collec-
tion and dissemination of all the technical
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information used in such studies as directed
by H.R. 1030, then implementing the bill
would cost at least several hundred million
dollars a year. However, EPA could instead
rely on significantly fewer studies each year
in support of its mission, and limit its spend-
ing on data collection and database con-
struction activities to a relatively small ex-
pansion of existing study-related activity; in
that scenario, implementing the bill would
be much less costly.

Thus, the costs of implementing H.R. 1030
would ultimately depend on how EPA adapts
to the bill’s requirements. (It would also de-
pend on the availability of appropriated
funds to conduct the additional data collec-
tion and database construction activities
and related coordination and reporting ac-
tivities under the legislation.) CBO expects
that EPA would modify its practices, at
least to some extent, and would base its fu-
ture work on fewer scientific studies, and es-
pecially those studies that have easily acces-
sible or transparent data. Any such modi-
fication of EPA practices would also have to
take into consideration the concern that the
quality of the agency’s work could be com-
promised if that work relies on a signifi-
cantly smaller collection of scientific stud-
ies; we expect that the agency would seek to
reduce its reliance on numerous studies
without sacrificing the quality of the agen-
cy’s covered actions related to research and
development.

On Dbalance—recognizing the significant
uncertainty regarding EPA’s potential ac-
tions under the bill—CBO expects that the
agency would probably cut the number of
studies it relies on by about one-half and
that the agency would aim to limit the costs
of new activities required by the bill, such as
data collection, correspondence and coordi-
nation with study authors, construction of a
database to house necessary information,
and public dissemination of such informa-
tion. As a result, CBO estimates the incre-
mental costs to the agency would be around
$250 million a year initially, subject to ap-
propriation of the necessary amounts. In our
assessment that figure lies near the middle
of a broad range of possible outcomes under
H.R. 1030. CEO expects that the additional
costs to implement the legislation would de-
cline over time as EPA became more adept
and efficient at working with authors and re-
searchers to ensure that the data used to
support studies are provided in a standard-
ized and replicable form.

PAY-AS-YOU-GO CONSIDERATIONS

None.

INTERGOVERNMENTAL AND PRIVATE-SECTOR

IMPACT

H.R. 1030 contains no intergovernmental or
private-sector mandates as defined in UMRA
and would not affect the budgets of state,
local, or tribal governments.

ESTIMATE PREPARED BY:

Federal Costs: Susanne S. Mehlman; Im-
pact on State, Local, and Tribal Govern-
ments: Jon Sperl; Impact on the Private Sec-
tor: Amy Petz.

ESTIMATE APPROVED BY:

Peter H. Fontaine, Assistant Director for
Budget Analysis.

Mr. POLIS. This is based on H.R. 1030
from last session, the Secret Science
Reform Act of 2015, effectively the
same operating provisions as this new
bill. If there are any cost-saving ele-
ments in this new bill that weren’t in
H.R. 1030, I would encourage my col-
league from Georgia to let us know be-
cause we are voting without scoring or
costs on the newest version of this leg-
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islation. The previous version of this
legislation, as I mentioned earlier,
would cost $250 million annually over
the next several years, $1 billion to im-
plement, and that is the scoring from
the nonpartisan Congressional Budget
Office whose director was appointed by
the Republicans on a substantially
similar bill.

Mr. Speaker, we are deeply concerned
by reports from our intelligence com-
munity regarding Russian interference
in last year’s election. Even more trou-
bling is FBI Director Comey’s sworn
testimony that the FBI is now inves-
tigating the possibility of collusion be-
tween members of President Trump’s
campaign team and Russia.

Mr. Speaker, the legitimacy of our
electoral system is at stake; and,
frankly, it is time that we rise above
partisanship and that we get our job
done and get to the bottom of this.

Unfortunately, recent actions by the
House Intelligence Committee chair-
man have left many Members of both
sides of the aisle convinced and the
American public convinced that the
committee is unable to conduct an im-
partial investigation of this critical
matter of national security.

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer up an
amendment to the rule to bring up
Representative SWALWELL’s and Rep-
resentative CUMMINGS’ bill which would
create a bipartisan commaission to in-
vestigate Russian interference in the
2016 election.

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment in the RECORD, along with extra-
neous material, immediately prior to
the vote on the previous question.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. SWALWELL), a member of
the Intelligence Committee, to discuss
our proposal.

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr.
Speaker, I thank the gentleman from
Colorado for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, Russia attacked our de-
mocracy this past election. I urge my
colleagues to defeat the previous ques-
tion and for all of us to get to the busi-
ness of forming an independent com-
mission to find out how we were at-
tacked, who was responsible, whether
any U.S. persons were involved, and,
most importantly, promise the Amer-
ican people we will do everything we
can to make sure we never find our-
selves in a mess like this again.

Congressman CUMMINGS and I intro-
duced H.R. 356, the Protecting Our De-
mocracy Act, because we always be-
lieved that the only way to have a
comprehensive understanding of what
happened and who was responsible and
to make recommendations was through
an independent commission. However,
it also now is an insurance policy
against compromised investigations
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that we believe are coming from this
House as well as the administration.

There is no question that, this last
election, Russia meddled in our elec-
tion. It is not disputed that that order
came from Vladimir Putin. There is no
dispute, among our intelligence agen-
cies, that he had a strong preference
for Donald Trump, and the most terri-
fying finding that our intelligence
agencies made was that Russia is
sharpening their knives and under-
taking a lessons-learned campaign be-
cause they will go at us and our allies
again.

Unfortunately, we have seen that
those charged with getting to the bot-
tom of what has happened have been
compromised. The American people are
counting on us to defend this great de-
mocracy, a democracy that so many
men and women in our armed services
have fought for and sacrificed for and
who are fighting for and sacrificing for
today.

Unfortunately, the Attorney General,
twice when asked under oath as to
whether he had any prior contacts with
Russia, said that he had not. We later
learned that, indeed, during the Repub-
lican Convention and afterwards, he
had met with Russia’s Ambassador. He
is now recused from any investigation
into Russia. That is the executive
branch.

Unfortunately, our investigation in
the House has also been compromised.
I have long enjoyed working with
Chairman NUNES. I think he is a good
man who has led our committee over
the last few years to bipartisan results
that have made us safer. For the last
few weeks, Republicans and Democrats
on the House Intelligence Committee
have gone down an investigative road
together. We had a very productive
open hearing last week where we were
able to connect the dots of Donald
Trump’s, his family’s, his campaign’s,
and his business’ personal, political,
and financial ties to Russia that were
converging with a Russian interference
campaign. Those dots were validated
by the FBI Director confirming that,
indeed, President Trump’s campaign
was under counterintelligence and
criminal investigations.

Unfortunately, the chairman, in the
last week, exited this bipartisan inves-
tigative road to work with the White
House; going to the White House to re-
ceive classified information before
sharing it with any members on the
committee, Democratic and Repub-
lican; and going again to the White
House the next day to share that infor-
mation with the President.

The actions of the Attorney General
and the actions of the leaders in this
House who are supposed to be under-
taking this campaign demand that we
take this outside of politics and that
we take this outside of Congress. The
only way to do that is to have an inde-
pendent commission that can
depoliticize this, that can declassify
the facts to the extent possible, and
that can debunk the myths that our
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President has put forward about what
happened with Russia.

Mr. Speaker, I was a 20-year-old in-
tern in Washington, D.C., when we were
attacked on September 11. I will never
forget watching Republicans and
Democrats stand on the House steps,
arm in arm, singing ‘‘God Bless Amer-
ica.” But what was more moving than
that moment of symbolism was the
unity that Republicans and Democrats
showed when they came together to
make important reforms to ensure that
never again would we be attacked from
the skies, when they made many re-
forms that were put in place by an
independent commission that was par-
allel to investigations that were being
done in Congress.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 1 minute to the gentleman
from California.

Mr. SWALWELL of California. Mr.
Speaker, there is still time for Repub-
licans and Democrats in this House to
unite. There is still time for us to up-
hold that solemn duty to ensure that
we always put our public safety and
our sacred democracy first. The best
way to do that is to bring before this
House for consideration the Protect
Our Democracy Act. This country is
still worth defending.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT).

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Speaker, I do
thank my friend from Georgia (Mr.
WooDALL) for his able presentation on
this very good bill and our colleague,
Mr. SMITH.

I am sorry to change the subject
back to something that is relevant,
material, and germane. By the way, I
am also looking forward to the inves-
tigation into Russia and the sale of
such a huge percentage of our uranium
by Hillary Clinton’s State Department.
They approved it. But we will get into
that later.

Right now we are talking about a
fantastic bill because the EPA is very
close to being omniscient, omnipotent,
and ubiquitous—they are everywhere
all the time. We have had a hard time
in the last 20, 30 years as it got more
and more heavenly in getting informa-
tion on why they were making the de-
cisions they were. As the EPA has con-
tinued to crush jobs, like in Texas if
there were no EPA, we have agencies
that have continued to make our water
and air cleaner and cleaner every year,
and, despite the EPA’s constant inter-
ference, they are doing a great job.

But one of the things that we have
wanted, as my friend, Mr. WOODALL,
was pointing out for years, is whether
it is a Democrat in the White House or
a Republican, we just wanted some
openness. We wanted to know what
these seemingly arbitrary rules were
based upon. So the purpose of this rule
coming from Chairman SMITH is let’s
go ahead and require the EPA to do
what anybody would have to do in one

The
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of our courtrooms, you got to show
why there is a reason to take action.

But since the EPA has been at this
level where they were basically unques-
tionable for so long and could make ar-
bitrary and capricious decisions which
could not be challenged effectively,
this may be a very helpful start to
stopping the EPA from being so heav-
enly they are not earthly good.

So I think it is a fantastic bill. It is
something I hope will be a bipartisan
vote as we require the EPA to just
show the basis of what you are doing,
and then we can know whether this
American god, this EPA, actually has
feet of clay or is back in the real world
or is actually Kkilling jobs unneces-
sarily.

[ 1300

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, the EPA protecting our
quality of life, our air, and our water
has nothing to do with Heaven or God.
It is based on science. Individual Amer-
icans like Mr. GOHMERT and myself
have our own faith traditions. I don’t
think there is anybody in the country
whose faith tradition is to worship the
EPA.

We have created the EPA for a pur-
pose: to protect the health of the
American people and protect our air
and water. There are people alive today
and people who are healthier today be-
cause of the work of the EPA. The con-
verse of that, without the Environ-
mental Protection Agency, some of us
wouldn’t even be here and others of us
would be sickly.

It really doesn’t make any sense to
talk about people worshipping the
EPA. We respect the scientific work of
the EPA, and maybe this confusion be-
tween faith and science is what is lead-
ing to the undermining of the scientific
aspects that the EPA reaches their
conclusions on.

Mr. Speaker, I include in the RECORD
a letter that shows the strong opposi-
tion from those who advocate for our
health against this bill. Alliance of
Nurses, American Lung Association,
American Public Health Association,
National Medical Association, Asthma
and Allergy Foundation of America,
and others have all signed a letter in
opposition to this bill because this bill
threatens the health of the American
people.

MARCH 27, 2017.

DEAR REPRESENTATIVE: The undersigned
health and medical organizations are writing
to express our opposition to the EPA Science
Advisory Board Reform Act of 2017 and the
Honest and Open New EPA Science Treat-
ment Act of 2017. Our organizations are dedi-
cated to saving lives and improving public
health.

Science is the bedrock of sound medical
and public health decision-making. The best
science undergirds everything our organiza-
tions do to improve health. Under the Clean
Air Act, EPA has long implemented a trans-
parent and open process for seeking advice
from the medical and scientific community
on standards and measures to meet those
standards. Both of these bills would restrict
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the input of scientific experts in the review
of complex issues and add undue industry in-
fluence into EPA’s decision-making process.

As written, the EPA Science Advisory
Board Reform Act would make unneeded and
unproductive changes that would:

Restrict the ability of scientists to speak
on issues that include their own expertise;

Block scientists who receive any EPA
grants from serving on the EPA Scientific
Advisory Board, despite their having the ex-
pertise and conducted relevant research that
earned them these highly competitive
grants;

Prevent the EPA Scientific Advisory Board
from making policy recommendations, even
though EPA administrators have regularly
sought their advice in the past;

Add a notice and comment component to
all parts of the EPA Scientific Advisory
Board actions, a burdensome and unneces-
sary requirement since their reviews of
major issues already include public notice
and comment; and

Reallocate membership requirements to
increase the influence of industry represent-
atives on the scientific advisory panels.

In short, EPA Science Advisory Board Re-
form Act would limit the voice of scientists,
restrict the ability of the Board to respond
to important questions, and increase the in-
fluence of industry in shaping EPA policy.
This is not in the best interest of the Amer-
ican public.

We also have concerns with the HONEST
Act. This legislation would limit the kinds of
scientific data EPA can use as it develops
policy to protect the American public from
environmental exposures and permit viola-
tion of patient confidentiality. If enacted,
the legislation would:

Allow the EPA administrator to release
confidential patient information to third
parties, including industry;

Bolster industry’s flawed arguments to dis-
credit research that documents the adverse
health effects of environmental pollution;
and

Impose new standards for the publication
and distribution of scientific research that
g0 beyond the robust, existing requirements
of many scientific journals.

Science, developed by the respected men
and women scientists at colleges and univer-
sities across the United States, has always
been the foundation of the nation’s environ-
mental policy. EPA’s science-based decision-
making process has saved lives and led to
dramatic improvements in the quality of the
air we breathe, the water we drink and the
earth we share. All Americans have benefited
from the research-based scientific advice
that scientists have provided to EPA.

Congress should adopt policy that fortifies
our scientists, not bills that undermine the
scientific integrity of EPA’s decision-mak-
ing or give polluters a disproportionate voice
in EPA’s policy-setting process.

We strongly urge you to oppose these bills.

Sincerely,
KATIE HUFFLING, RN, CNM,
Director, Alliance of
Nurses for Healthy
Environments.
HAROLD P. WIMMER,
National President
and CEO, American
Lung Association.
GEORGES C. BENJAMIN, MD,
Ezxecutive Director,
American Public
Health Association.
STEPHEN C. CRANE, Ph.D.,

MPH,

Ezxecutive Director,
American  Thoracic
Society.

CARY SENNETT, MD, Ph.D.,
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FACP,

President & CEO,
Asthma and Allergy
Foundation of Amer-
wca.

PAUL BOGART,

Executive Director,
Health Care Without
Harm.

RICHARD ALLEN WILLIAMS,

MD,

117th President, Na-
tional Medical Asso-
ciation.

JEFF CARTER, JD,

Executive Director,
Physicians for Social
Responsibility.

Mr. POLIS. Last Congress, we consid-
ered a bill called the Secret Science
Act, which was nearly identical to this
bill. That was a bill that I submitted
was at a cost of billion dollars. If the
gentleman from Georgia has any evi-
dence that this bill will cost less, I en-
courage him to bring it forward.

This bill, frankly, would force the
EPA to be dishonest, to not use the
best available science, and threaten the
privacy of the American people.

Our goal should be to help the agen-
cies that we charge with protecting our
health to use the best possible science
to do the best possible job that they
can. We should not be throwing up
roadblocks and red tape and bureau-
cratic mazes that hurt the quality of
work and the science that we base our
protections on.

We need to protect American lives
from things like dirty air, dirty water,
and pollution. We should protect the
privacy of all Americans, but this bill
doesn’t protect the privacy of Ameri-
cans. It undermines the goal of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency.

My colleague, Mr. SWALWELL,
brought forward a very important mo-
tion. When we defeat the previous ques-
tion, we have a motion to create a bi-
partisan commission to investigate
Russian interference in the 2016 elec-
tion.

That is what I hear about from my
constituents. I haven’t heard from any
constituents that say: We want our
personal data to be revealed by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency or we
want to stop them from citing sci-
entific papers.

That is simply not on the minds of
the American people.

What is on the minds of the Amer-
ican people is that we need a full ac-
counting for the Russian interference
in the 2016 election, which is why we
have a bill to create a bipartisan com-
mission to investigate that Russian in-
terference in a manner that has credi-
bility with the American people, that
can end this increasingly bizarre spy
novel that seems to be unfolding in
this city that we are meeting in now,
and replace it with investigations and
facts and a full accounting for the
American people as to what happened
and who was involved.

Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I have
no further speakers, and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-
self the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I want to inquire if the
gentleman from Georgia has any infor-
mation as to why the new bill would
cost any different amount than the
prior version of the bill from the last
Congress that was scored?

Mr. WOODALL. Will the gentleman
yield?

Mr. POLIS. I yield to the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. WOODALL. I would say to the
gentleman, as he may know, the lan-
guage is different in this section.

When the CBO scored the bill last
year, they presumed that the EPA
would have the obligation of compiling
all the data and making it all public
themselves. In this bill, it presumes
the EPA will only make use of publicly
available data. I would refer the gen-
tleman to the committee report.

Mr. POLIS. Reclaiming my time,
what the bill essentially does is two
things in this regard. One, it will foist
an unfunded mandate onto those who
are conducting the research to go
through the effort themselves of releas-
ing the data. But more perniciously, it
will prevent data and scientific studies
that there are legal protections from
even being looked at by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. They won’t
even be able to consider that data.

I think it is important that we get
back to the topics that the American
people care about. I hope that we can
move forward with Representatives
SWALWELL’s and CUMMINGS’ bill to cre-
ate a bipartisan commission to inves-
tigate the Russian influence in the 2016
election rather than attack and under-
mine science, attack and undermine
privacy, and attack and undermine the
American people.

This bill undermines our privacy pro-
tections and opens the door for more
Americans to get sick and hurt by pol-
lution in our air and water. I hope that
we can stand up against that.

Mr. Speaker, I ask Members to vote
“no’” on this bill and vote ‘“‘no’’ on this
rule.

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

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Speaker, I often wonder what it
is like to be in your position there, a
distinguished career as a judge, and
you come down here to talk about the
EPA and whether or not the rules and
regulations should be based on sound
science or not, and you end up with a
discussion over the Russians. There is
no objection that can be lodged here
for going outside of the scope of the
bill.

I can always tell, when I come down
for Rules Committee debate, whether
or not we are really talking about
something that divides us or whether
we are just talking. If we are talking
about something that divides us, we
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spend every moment of the hours that
we have debating the nitty-gritty of
the issue before us—talking about how
quickly should that data be disclosed;
how many folks should have access to
it. Are there going to be episodes where
the data needs to be kept super secret
and folks can’t be trusted with it?
What should we do about new and
emerging business practices, propriety
technologies? How do we deal with
those questions?

I enjoy those rules, Mr. Speaker, be-
cause we are doing exactly what we
came here to do, and that is to delve
into the details and get it right for the
American people.

What I am led to believe on a day
like today is that we are pretty close
to getting it right for the American
people because we are not talking
about the nitty-gritty of the legisla-
tion. We are talking about the Clean
Power Plan that the past administra-
tion put forward. We are not talking
about the details of the legislation; we
are talking about the Russians today. I
think that is because there aren’t
many things much more common sense
than sharing with the American people
that data on which the laws of the land
are made.

Mr. Speaker, there is no doubt that
the EPA is involved in a complicated
line of work, a critically important
line of work.

I can’t find a single constituent in
the great State of Georgia that doesn’t
believe in clean water and clean air. I
can find a whole lot of them who think
that they believe more in clean water
and clean air than does any institution
in Washington, D.C. I promise you, no
one cares more about the Chattahoo-
chee River National Recreation Area
than those of us who live along the
Chattahoochee River National Recre-
ation Area.

Nobody cares more about protecting
the Earth in the great State of Georgia
than those farmers who are creating
the largest export we have in the great
State of Georgia, which are our agri-
culture products.

We are in this together, which is
why, when this bill came before the
House last Congress, it passed with a
bipartisan vote. These are common-
sense ideas that bring us together more
than they divide us.

Mr. Speaker, I think the real surprise
is that folks believe the EPA to be
transparent, and learn that it is not.
Folks would not believe that this Con-
gress has to subpoena information in
order to get its hands on it.

What this bill would say is not only
should Congress be able to access the
information, but any reputable sci-
entist should be able to access the in-
formation.

What my friend says about privacy
concerns, they are a shared concern in
this institution. There is absolutely
nothing in this underlying legislation
that threatens those privacy concerns.
In fact, it requires that all private in-
formation be redacted before the infor-
mation be utilized.
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Concerns over cost, again, are abso-
lutely important, but I will read from
the committee report: ‘“This bill does
not contain any new budget authority,
spending authority, credit authority,
or an increase or decrease in revenues
or tax expenditures.”

That it is a pretty simple bill and a
pretty simple rule. It asks that we lift
the curtain of secrecy around the regu-
lations that protect our health and
safety. It asks that we make health
and safety issues not things that divide
us around process, but things that
unite us around results.

Candidly, I came to this institution
to achieve those results, Mr. Speaker,
and I am proud to be carrying this rule
to the floor today. I encourage all of
my colleagues to please support this
bill, and with its passage we can get to
the underlying legislation, end the
shroud of secrecy, and restore public
confidence in the laws that protect all
of our health and safety.

The material previously referred to
by Mr. PoLIS is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 229 OFFERED BY

MR. PoLIS

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing new sections:

SEC. 2. Immediately upon adoption of this
resolution the Speaker shall, pursuant to
clause 2(b) of rule XVIII, declare the House
resolved into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for consider-
ation of the bill (H.R. 356) to establish the
National Commission on Foreign Inter-
ference in the 2016 Election. The first reading
of the bill shall be dispensed with. All points
of order against consideration of the bill are
waived. General debate shall be confined to
the bill and shall not exceed one hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the chair and
ranking minority member of the Committee
on Foreign Affairs. After general debate the
bill shall be considered for amendment under
the five-minute rule. All points of order
against provisions in the bill are waived. At
the conclusion of consideration of the bill for
amendment the Committee shall rise and re-
port the bill to the House with such amend-
ments as may have been adopted. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the bill and amendments thereto to final
passage without intervening motion except
one motion to recommit with or without in-
structions. If the Committee of the Whole
rises and reports that it has come to no reso-
lution on the bill, then on the next legisla-
tive day the House shall, immediately after
the third daily order of business under clause
1 of rule XIV, resolve into the Committee of
the Whole for further consideration of the
bill.

SEC. 3. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 356.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the Democratic minority to
offer an alternative plan. It is a vote about
what the House should be debating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s Precedents of the
House of Representatives (VI, 308-311), de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘‘a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
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defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
“the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitz-
gerald, who had asked the gentleman to
yield to him for an amendment, is entitled to
the first recognition.”

The Republican majority may say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a
vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . .. [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives, (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual: ‘“Al-
though it is generally not possible to amend
the rule because the majority Member con-
trolling the time will not yield for the pur-
pose of offering an amendment, the same re-
sult may be achieved by voting down the pre-
vious question on the rule. ... When the
motion for the previous question is defeated,
control of the time passes to the Member
who led the opposition to ordering the pre-
vious question. That Member, because he
then controls the time, may offer an amend-
ment to the rule, or yield for the purpose of
amendment.”’

In Deschler’s Procedure in the U.S. House
of Representatives, the subchapter titled
‘““‘Amending Special Rules’ states: ‘‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues: ‘“Upon re-
jection of the motion for the previous ques-
tion on a resolution reported from the Com-
mittee on Rules, control shifts to the Mem-
ber leading the opposition to the previous
question, who may offer a proper amendment
or motion and who controls the time for de-
bate thereon.”

Clearly, the vote on the previous question
on a rule does have substantive policy impli-
cations. It is one of the only available tools
for those who oppose the Republican major-
ity’s agenda and allows those with alter-
native views the opportunity to offer an al-
ternative plan.

Mr. WOODALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

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

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Speaker, on that I
demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned.

March 28, 2017

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF S.J. RES. 34, PROVIDING FOR
CONGRESSIONAL DISAPPROVAL
OF A RULE SUBMITTED BY THE
FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS
COMMISSION

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I
call up House Resolution 230 and ask
for its immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. RES. 230

Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-
lution it shall be in order to consider in the
House the joint resolution (S.J. Res. 34) pro-
viding for congressional disapproval under
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, of
the rule submitted by the Federal Commu-
nications Commission relating to ‘‘Pro-
tecting the Privacy of Customers of
Broadband and Other Telecommunications
Services’. All points of order against consid-
eration of the joint resolution are waived.
The joint resolution shall be considered as
read. All points of order against provisions
in the joint resolution are waived. The pre-
vious question shall be considered as ordered
on the joint resolution and on any amend-
ment thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except: (1) one hour of debate
equally divided and controlled by the chair
and ranking minority member of the Com-
mittee on Energy and Commerce; and (2) one
motion to commit.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Texas is recognized for 1
hour.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. POLIS), pending
which I yield myself such time as I
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Speaker, House
Resolution 230 provides for a rule to
consider a Congressional Review Act
resolution which will undo a duplica-
tive regulation put into place by the
previous administration in the final
hours of that Presidency.

The rule brings before the House this
resolution so that Congress may re-
move through the proper legislative
process rules promulgated by bureau-
crats who remain unaccountable to the
American people. This process allows
those who are accountable—the elected
Representatives in Congress—to fight
for our constituents’ rights and lib-
erties.

House Resolution 230 provides for a
closed rule for the Congressional Re-
view Act resolution, S.J. Res. 34, the
standard procedure for such resolu-
tions, since the sole purpose of the res-
olution is to remove a regulation from
the Federal Register.
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