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I, myself, Mr. Speaker, want to
thank you for not only your hard work
of being here today but being a part of
this process. As all of us work to-
gether, we can make this process work
and give confidence to the American
people. That confidence is expressed
with what we do today.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this rule and the underlying
bill.

The material previously referred to
by Ms. SLAUGHTER is as follows:

AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 538 OFFERED BY
MS. SLAUGHTER

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

SEC. 3. 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. 3440) to authorize the
cancellation of removal and adjustment of
status of certain individuals who are long-
term United States residents and who en-
tered the United States as children and for
other purposes. 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 equally di-
vided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on
the Judiciary. 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 con-
clusion 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. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX shall not
apply to the consideration of H.R. 3440.

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
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,
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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. SESSIONS. 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.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. 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.

————

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the Chair
will postpone further proceedings
today on motions to suspend the rules
on which a recorded vote or the yeas
and nays are ordered, or on which the
vote incurs objection under clause 6 of
rule XX.

The House will resume proceedings
on postponed questions at a later time.
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FAIR ACCESS TO INVESTMENT
RESEARCH ACT OF 2017

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill (S.
327) to direct the Securities and Ex-
change Commission to provide a safe
harbor related to certain investment
fund research reports, and for other
purposes.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

S. 327

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Fair Access
to Investment Research Act of 2017"".

SEC. 2. SAFE HARBOR FOR INVESTMENT FUND
RESEARCH.

(a) EXPANSION OF THE SAFE HARBOR.—Not
later than the end of the 180-day period be-
ginning on the date of enactment of this Act,
the Securities and Exchange Commission
shall propose, and not later than the end of
the 270-day period beginning on such date,
the Commission shall adopt, upon such
terms, conditions, or requirements as the
Commission may determine necessary or ap-
propriate in the public interest, for the pro-
tection of investors, and for the promotion of
capital formation, revisions to section 230.139
of title 17, Code of Federal Regulations, to
provide that a covered investment fund re-
search report that is published or distributed
by a broker or dealer, other than a broker or
dealer that is an investment adviser to the
fund or an affiliated person of the invest-
ment adviser to the fund—

(1) shall be deemed, for purposes of sections
2(a)(10) and 5(c) of the Securities Act of 1933
(15 U.S.C. TTb(a)(10), 77e(c)), not to constitute
an offer for sale or an offer to sell a security
that is the subject of an offering pursuant to
a registration statement that is effective,
even if the broker or dealer is participating
or will participate in the registered offering
of the covered investment fund’s securities;
and

(2) shall be deemed to satisfy the condi-
tions of paragraph (1) or (2) of section
230.139(a) of title 17, Code of Federal Regula-
tions, or any successor provisions, for pur-
poses of the Commission’s rules and regula-
tions under the Federal securities laws and
the rules of any self-regulatory organization.

(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF SAFE HARBOR.—In
implementing the safe harbor pursuant to
subsection (a), the Commission shall—

(1) not, in the case of a covered investment
fund with a class of securities in substan-
tially continuous distribution, condition the
safe harbor on whether the broker’s or deal-
er’s publication or distribution of a covered
investment fund research report constitutes
such broker’s or dealer’s initiation or reiniti-
ation of research coverage on such covered
investment fund or its securities;

(2) not—

(A) require the covered investment fund to
have been registered as an investment com-
pany under the Investment Company Act of
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-1 et seq.) or subject to the
reporting requirements of section 13 or 15(d)
of the Securities Exchange Act of 1934 (156
U.S.C. 78m, 780(d)) for any period exceeding
the period of time referenced under section
230.139(a)(1)(A)(A)(1) of title 17, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations; or

(B) impose a minimum float provision ex-
ceeding that referenced in section
230.139(a)(1)(1)(A)(1)(@) of title 17, Code of Fed-
eral Regulations;

(3) provide that a self-regulatory organiza-
tion may not maintain or enforce any rule
that would—
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(A) prohibit the ability of a member to
publish or distribute a covered investment
fund research report solely because the mem-
ber is also participating in a registered offer-
ing or other distribution of any securities of
such covered investment fund; or

(B) prohibit the ability of a member to par-
ticipate in a registered offering or other dis-
tribution of securities of a covered invest-
ment fund solely because the member has
published or distributed a covered invest-
ment fund research report about such cov-
ered investment fund or its securities; and

(4) provide that a covered investment fund
research report shall not be subject to sec-
tion 24(b) of the Investment Company Act of
1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a—24(b)) or the rules and reg-
ulations thereunder, except that such report
may still be subject to such section and the
rules and regulations thereunder to the ex-
tent that it is otherwise not subject to the
content standards in the rules of any self-
regulatory organization related to research
reports, including those contained in the
rules governing communications with the
public regarding investment companies or
substantially similar standards.

(¢) RULES OF CONSTRUCTION.—Nothing in
this Act shall be construed as in any way
limiting—

(1) the applicability of the antifraud or
antimanipulation provisions of the Federal
securities laws and rules adopted thereunder
to a covered investment fund research re-
port, including section 17 of the Securities
Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C. T7q), section 34(b) of the
Investment Company Act of 1940 (156 U.S.C.
80a-33(b)), and sections 9 and 10 of the Secu-
rities Exchange Act of 1934 (156 U.S.C. 78i,
78j); or

(2) the authority of any self-regulatory or-
ganization to examine or supervise a mem-
ber’s practices in connection with such mem-
ber’s publication or distribution of a covered
investment fund research report for compli-
ance with applicable provisions of the Fed-
eral securities laws or self-regulatory orga-
nization rules related to research reports, in-
cluding those contained in rules governing
communications with the public, or to re-
quire the filing of communications with the
public the purpose of which is not to provide
research and analysis of covered investment
funds.

(d) INTERIM EFFECTIVENESS OF SAFE HAR-
BOR.—

(1) IN GENERAL.—From and after the 270-
day period beginning on the date of enact-
ment of this Act, if the Commission has not
adopted revisions to section 230.139 of title
17, Code of Federal Regulations, as required
by subsection (a), and until such time as the
Commission has done so, a broker or dealer
distributing or publishing a covered invest-
ment fund research report after such date
shall be able to rely on the provisions of sec-
tion 230.139 of title 17, Code of Federal Regu-
lations, and the broker or dealer’s publica-
tion of such report shall be deemed to satisfy
the conditions of paragraph (1) or (2) of sec-
tion 230.139(a) of title 17, Code of Federal
Regulations, if the covered investment fund
that is the subject of such report satisfies
the reporting history requirements (without
regard to Form S-3 or Form F-3 eligibility)
and minimum float provisions of such sub-
sections for purposes of the Commission’s
rules and regulations under the Federal secu-
rities laws and the rules of any self-regu-
latory organization, as if revised and imple-
mented in accordance with subsections (a)
and (b).

(2) STATUS OF COVERED INVESTMENT FUND.—
After such period and until the Commission
has adopted revisions to section 230.139 of
title 17, Code of Federal Regulations, and
FINRA has revised rule 2210, for purposes of
subsection (c)(7)(O) of such rule, a covered
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investment fund shall be deemed to be a se-
curity that is listed on a national securities
exchange and that is not subject to section
24(b) of the Investment Company Act of 1940
(15 U.S.C. 80a-24(b)).

(3) COVERED INVESTMENT FUNDS COMMUNICA-
TIONS.—

(A) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
subparagraph (B), communications that con-
cern only covered investment funds that fall
within the scope of section 24(b) of the In-
vestment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a—
24(b)) shall not be required to be filed with
FINRA.

(B) EXCEPTION.—FINRA may require the
filing of communications with the public if
the purpose of those communications is not
to provide research and analysis of covered
investment funds.

(e) EXCEPTION.—The safe harbor under sub-
section (a) shall not apply to the publication
or distribution by a broker or a dealer of a
covered investment fund research report, the
subject of which is a business development
company or a registered closed-end invest-
ment company, during the time period de-
scribed in section 230.139(a)(1)(1)(A)(1) of title
17, Code of Federal Regulations, except
where expressly permitted by the rules and
regulations of the Securities and Exchange
Commission under the Federal securities
laws.

(f) DEFINITIONS.—For purposes of this Act:

(1) The term ‘‘affiliated person’’ has the
meaning given the term in section 2(a) of the
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C.
80a—-2(a)).

(2) The term ‘‘covered investment fund”’
means—

(A) an investment company registered
under, or that has filed an election to be
treated as a business development company
under, the Investment Company Act of 1940
(156 U.S.C. 80a-1 et seq.) and that has filed a
registration statement under the Securities
Act of 1933 (156 U.S.C. T7a et seq.) for the pub-
lic offering of a class of its securities, which
registration statement has been declared ef-
fective by the Commission; and

(B) a trust or other person—

(i) issuing securities in an offering reg-
istered under the Securities Act of 1933 (15
U.S.C. T7a et seq.) and which class of securi-
ties is listed for trading on a national securi-
ties exchange;

(ii) the assets of which consist primarily of
commodities, currencies, or derivative in-
struments that reference commodities or
currencies, or interests in the foregoing; and

(iii) that provides in its registration state-
ment under the Securities Act of 1933 (15
U.S.C. T7a et seq.) that a class of its securi-
ties are purchased or redeemed, subject to
conditions or limitations, for a ratable share
of its assets.

(3) The term ‘‘covered investment fund re-
search report’” means a research report pub-
lished or distributed by a broker or dealer
about a covered investment fund or any se-
curities issued by the covered investment
fund, but does not include a research report
to the extent that the research report is pub-
lished or distributed by the covered invest-
ment fund or any affiliate of the covered in-
vestment fund, or any research report pub-
lished or distributed by any broker or dealer
that is an investment adviser (or an affili-
ated person of an investment adviser) for the
covered investment fund.

(4) The term “FINRA” means the Finan-
cial Industry Regulatory Authority.

(5) The term ‘‘investment adviser’ has the
meaning given the term in section 2(a) of the
Investment Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C.

80a—-2(a)).
(6) The term ‘‘research report’” has the
meaning given that term under section

2(a)(3) of the Securities Act of 1933 (15 U.S.C.
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TTb(a)(3)), except that such term shall not in-
clude an oral communication.

() The term ‘‘self-regulatory organiza-
tion” has the meaning given that term under
section 3(a)(26) of the Securities Exchange
Act of 1934 (15 U.S.C. 78c(a)(26)).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from Ar-
kansas (Mr. HiLL) and the gentleman
from Illinois (Mr. FOSTER) each will
control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arkansas.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. HILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days in which to re-
vise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on the bill.

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

There was no objection.

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

Mr. Speaker, I am pleased that the
House is considering S. 327 today, the
Fair Access to Investment Research
Act.

This is the Senate companion to my
bill, H.R. 910, that I had the pleasure of
working on with my friend from Illi-
nois (Mr. FOSTER) in this Congress and
our colleague in the last Congress, now
Governor Carney of Delaware.

Mr. Speaker, occasionally on this
floor, we don’t compliment our col-
leagues in the upper Chamber at the
other end of the building, but we have
to say today ‘‘thank you’” to Senator
CRAPO and Senator BROWN for advanc-
ing a number of securities-related bills
in the last few days which we appre-
ciate seeing coming back to the House,
including S. 327.
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This bill contains the same language
as H.R. 910, which passed the House in
May with overwhelming bipartisan
support by a vote of 405-2.

S. 327 also includes some Senate
amendments that add some additional
clarifications to the bill:

First, it clarifies the conflict of in-
terest provision by precluding dealers
from issuing research on affiliated ex-
change-traded funds.

Second, it carves out closed-end
funds, including business development
companies.

Finally, it includes a specific defini-
tion of ‘‘affiliated person,” which
matches the definition of an ‘‘affiliated
person’ in section 2(a) of the Invest-
ment Company Act of 1940.

Since starting an investment firm
back in the late 1990s, I have watched
exchange-traded funds grow amazingly.
ETFs have grown from about 100 funds,
in the late 1990s, with over $100 billion
in assets, to now over 1,700 funds with
over $3 trillion in assets. Exchange-
traded funds can average 30 percent of
the trading volumes by value on any
given day on our markets.

Yet, despite their growing popularity
and increasing importance to retail in-
vestors, most broker-dealers do not
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publish research on ETFs. This is due
to anomalies in our securities laws and
regulations. S. 327 tackles those anom-
alies.

Given the importance of ETFs to in-
vestors, and particularly retail inves-
tors, steps to facilitate research on ex-
change-traded funds are long overdue.

The Fair Access to Investment Re-
search Act is simple. It directs the SEC
to provide a safe harbor for research re-
ports that cover ETFs so that these re-
ports are not considered offers under
section 5 of the Securities Act of 1933.
This allows ETF research to be issued
just like stock research on a corporate
issuer.

This commonsense proposal, which
mirrors other research safe harbors im-
plemented by the SEC, would clarify
the law and allow broker-dealers to
publish exchange-traded fund research,
thereby allowing investors to access
that very useful and needed informa-
tion in this rapidly growing and occa-
sionally complex market of choices.

This bill also holds the SEC account-
able to follow Congress’ direction. The
bill requires the SEC to finalize the
rules within 270 days, and if the dead-
line is not met, an interim safe harbor
rule will take effect until the SEC’s
rule is finalized.

Mr. Speaker, this issue is not unfa-
miliar to the Commission, as this pro-
posal has been raised both by the Com-
mission and by industry many times
over the last two decades. With close to
6 million U.S. households holding
ETFs, investors need access to this im-
portant research.

Having worked in the banking and
investment industry for the past three
decades, I appreciate Chairman HEN-
SARLING and the Congress’ efforts to
promote capital formation, reduce un-
necessary burdens, and grow jobs and
the economy. S. 327 is another step in
that process.

I also want to thank my friend, Mr.
FOSTER of Illinois, for working on this
legislation, and our colleague in the
Senate, Senator HELLER of Nevada, for
working with me on this bipartisan,
commonsense fix that we worked on to-
gether for over 2 years.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague
from Arkansas (Mr. HILL) for his years
of bipartisan work that went into this
bill.

I am proud to support this bill today
because I believe that it will strength-
en the ability of investors to make in-
formed decisions. Exchange-traded
funds are valuable and popular tools
for investors to diversify risks and re-
turns through a single security at low
cost. This bill will help investors un-
derstand the various ETF choices on
the market.

I was proud that the House passed
our bill, H.R. 910, earlier this Congress
by a vote of 405-2. This bill is essen-
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tially the same bill and incorporates,
among other things, an amendment by
Senator ELIZABETH WARREN to reit-
erate that the safe harbor will not be
available to affiliates of the ETF, in-
cluding the fund’s registered invest-
ment adviser. I am really proud of the
bipartisanship that went into this bill.

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to
support this bill, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

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

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman
for his comments, and I do appreciate
the work in the Senate that improved
this bill.

I think it is important to note that
this will make this research flow, and
in no way will it, I think, confuse in-
vestors; in fact, it enhances their in-
vestment.

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

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Speaker, I yield
myself the balance of my time.

Mr. Speaker, I, again, thank my col-
league from Arkansas (Mr. HILL) for
working with us on this bill over the
past years and look forward to it now
being sent to the President’s desk and
signed into law.

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

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Arkansas (Mr.
HiLL) that the House suspend the rules
and pass the bill, S. 327.

The question was taken; and (two-
thirds being in the affirmative) the
rules were suspended and the bill was
passed.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

——
EXTENSION OF REDACTION AU-
THORITY CONCERNING SEN-

SITIVE SECURITY INFORMATION

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I move to
suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 3229) to protect the safety of
judges by extending the authority of
the Judicial Conference to redact sen-
sitive information contained in their
financial disclosure reports, and for
other purposes, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The text of the bill is as follows:

H.R. 3229

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. EXTENSION OF REDACTION AUTHOR-
ITY CONCERNING SENSITIVE SECU-
RITY INFORMATION.

Section 105(b)(3)(E) of the Ethics in Gov-
ernment Act of 1978 (6 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed by striking ‘2017’ both places it appears
and inserting ‘‘2027.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
California (Mr. IssA) and the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES)
each will control 20 minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. ISSA. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani-
mous consent that all Members may
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks and in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 3229,
currently under consideration.

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

There was no objection.

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

As chairman of the Courts, Intellec-
tual Property, and the Internet Sub-
committee, I recognize the importance
of judicial security needs.

Federal judges hear cases involving
hardened criminals on a regular basis.
Although not everyone threatens a
Federal judge and not everyone is a
gang member, many are. Federal
judges and their families should not be
at risk for simply doing their jobs.

Congress provides funding for a vari-
ety of judicial security needs by build-
ing secure court houses, staffing metal
detectors at entrances, and so on, but
there is a simple way to address secu-
rity needs without extending taxpayer
dollars. One method is to redact spe-
cific information from judicial finan-
cial disclosure reports done by the
judges and other key employees. If
they are to be targeted, we cannot have
a judge’s home address or other infor-
mation that allows tracking by a
criminal to, in fact, be a source of their
demise.

The redaction authority has been in
place since Congress began, in 1998, to
allow for this, and it has been extended
and expanded, in a number of cases, to
include family members. The redaction
process requires input and agreement
from the U.S. Marshals Service.

The legislation that my colleague
from New York (Mr. JEFFRIES) and I in-
troduced would extend the redaction
authority for an additional 10 years,
until December 31, 2027. There is no fi-
nancial impact from this, and it serves
to put judges and their families in a po-
sition they have historically been in
since 1998: less at risk by this informa-
tion being disclosed.

I not only urge the House to support
this legislation, but after careful con-
sideration and research, we find that
this authority has not been abused, it
has been properly used, and the Federal
judges have earned the absolute right
to this limited redaction.

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of H.R.
3229, which will extend for 10 years the
soon expiring authority for Federal
judges and judicial officers to redact
from financial disclosure forms sen-
sitive personal information that, if re-
vealed, could compromise their safety
and security.

An independent judiciary that is free
of coercion is fundamental to our con-
stitutional democracy, fundamental to
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