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Mr. Speaker, I want to speak on be-

half of the Political Appointee Bur-
rowing Prevention Act. This important 
legislation addresses a problem affect-
ing our Federal workforce. 

Our Federal civil service hiring proc-
ess is supposed to be a competitive, 
merit-based system where the best and 
brightest individuals are considered 
based on their qualifications and abil-
ity to do their job, not because of their 
political connections. However, we 
have seen a concerning trend where ex-
cepted service employees, specifically 
political appointees, are converted into 
high-paying, lifelong civil service posi-
tions, bypassing the normal competi-
tive hiring process. 

This process, also known as ‘‘bur-
rowing,’’ defeats the purpose of having 
a nonpartisan, merit-based civil serv-
ice. In fact, the Government Account-
ability Office reports that the Obama 
administration converted 78 political 
appointments into career positions, 
while the Bush administration allowed 
135 political appointees to burrow into 
career positions. 

This trend raises significant concerns 
that individuals who were not chosen 
based solely on their merits may, at 
best, not be the most qualified can-
didate for the job, or, at worst, may 
not be willing to properly execute the 
law under a new administration. 
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Political appointees are supposed to 
serve their appointing President’s 
agenda for a temporary period of time. 
Part of their duty to the Nation is to 
know when it is time to step down 
from their position of power. 

Congress must act to ensure this 
principle is upheld and to protect the 
independence of our merit-based civil 
service. That is why I, along with my 
friend and colleague, Representative 
TED LIEU, have offered an equitable so-
lution to ensure this problem is 
stopped in its tracks. 

Our bill, the Political Appointee Bur-
rowing Prevention Act, places a 2-year 
ban on political appointees being hired 
for any job in the civil service after 
they depart a political position. 

Additionally, the bill ensures that 
after the 2-year ban is completed, the 
head of the agency seeking to employ 
the individual must submit a written 
request to OPM detailing why hiring a 
former appointee is necessary to the 
agency’s mission. 

Furthermore, OPM is instructed to 
deny the application unless the agency 
head can prove why it is necessary to 
hire this individual instead of an appli-
cant from the merit-based hiring pool. 

This commonsense bill ensures that 
our Federal workforce is filled with ca-
reer civil servants who are the most 
qualified, not the most politically con-
nected. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
support this commonsense legislation 
that ensures our Federal workforce is 
being selected by merit, not by polit-
ical patronage. 

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

Mr. Speaker, I do support the bill in 
the spirit in which this bill is offered. 
I think we want to make sure we pre-
serve the integrity of the civil service 
system that we have worked so hard to 
build in this country, where we build in 
integrity and we avoid nepotism and 
favoritism and political connections 
over merit. 

One caveat, though, as I mentioned: 
once in a while, there may be a polit-
ical appointee who is the best thing 
since sliced bread, who brings a level of 
expertise that we need, and we don’t 
want to make it harder to look at 
those credentials on their merits. I 
know that is not the intention of the 
bill, but it may be one of the unin-
tended consequences, and that is what 
we want to just make sure we are not 
doing as we move forward, but with 
that, I support the bill. 

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

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 1132, as amended. 

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

A motion to reconsider was laid on 
the table. 
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SOCIAL MEDIA USE IN CLEARANCE 
INVESTIGATIONS ACT OF 2017 

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 3737) to provide for a study on the 
use of social media in security clear-
ance investigations. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 3737 
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 ‘‘Social Media 
Use in Clearance Investigations Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. STUDY ON USE OF SOCIAL MEDIA IN SE-

CURITY CLEARANCE INVESTIGA-
TIONS. 

Not later than 6 months after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the Director of the 
Office of Management and Budget shall sub-
mit to Congress a report on the examination 
of social media activity during security 
clearance investigations, including— 

(1) the current use of publicly available so-
cial media in security clearance background 
investigations; 

(2) any legal impediments to examining 
publicly available social media activity, and 
whether those impediments are statutory or 
regulatory in nature; 

(3) the results of any pilot programs to in-
corporate social media checks in such inves-
tigations, including the effectiveness and 
cost of such programs; 

(4) options for widespread implementation 
of the examination of social media activity 
during such investigations; and 

(5) estimates on the cost for such options 
as part of— 

(A) all Top Secret investigations; or 
(B) all Secret and Top Secret investiga-

tions. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from 
Iowa (Mr. BLUM) and the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. CONNOLLY) each will 
control 20 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Iowa. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. BLUM. 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 
under consideration. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield my-

self such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, I rise today in support 

of H.R. 3737, the Social Media Use in 
Clearance Investigations Act of 2017, 
introduced by the gentleman from 
Florida, Representative DESANTIS. 

According to the Pew Research Cen-
ter, 7 in 10 Americans use social media 
today. A significant portion of those 
Americans’ personal and professional 
interactions occur online. It is just 
common sense that the government 
should check the social media of indi-
viduals who apply for security clear-
ances, but it doesn’t. 

H.R. 3737 will move the government 
toward implementing checks of social 
media for individuals we trust with our 
country’s most sensitive information. 

The bill requires a study of the use of 
social media in security clearance in-
vestigations to inform government- 
wide implementation of social media 
checks. The study will provide com-
prehensive information on existing 
pilot programs, lessons learned, and 
costs. 

We must begin the process of 
strengthening the system now, and 
that starts with determining best prac-
tices for moving forward. 

H.R. 3737 will help ensure that gov-
ernment checks social media before 
issuing security clearances. 

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

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

Mr. Speaker, I think this bill is long 
overdue and recognizes the internet 
world in which we live and operate. 

This bill would require the Director 
of the Office of Personnel Management 
to issue a report to Congress on the use 
of social media checks in background 
investigations for security clearances. 

In recent years, a number of agencies 
have begun pilot programs to help de-
velop the best methods of incor-
porating social media into those back-
ground checks. For example, the Army 
initiated a pilot program that found 
that while checking social media is a 
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valuable tool, it can be costly and may 
raise some legal issues. 

This bill would require that OPM 
conduct a comprehensive study on 
those issues and report back to the 
Congress. This one-time report would 
describe the current uses of social 
media postings for investigative pur-
poses and any legal concerns or impedi-
ments that may arise. In addition, the 
report would summarize the results of 
any pilot programs on the use of social 
media conducted to date and provide 
cost estimates for implementing their 
widespread use in background inves-
tigative processes. 

The report would greatly assist Con-
gress, I believe, in determining whether 
further legislative action is needed 
when it comes to the Federal Govern-
ment’s use of social media in back-
ground investigations. 

This bill was approved without oppo-
sition by our committee, the Com-
mittee on Oversight and Government 
Reform, last year, and I certainly com-
mend it to our colleagues today. 

Mr. Speaker, I want to thank Mr. 
DESANTIS and Mr. LYNCH for their lead-
ership on what I think is a common-
sense measure that will actually im-
prove the process. 

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

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Florida 
(Mr. DESANTIS), the sponsor of this bill. 

Mr. DESANTIS. Mr. Speaker, in the 
private sector, if an employer is going 
to hire somebody, a lot of times they 
will do a Google search, they will 
check social media postings to try to 
learn a little bit more about this pro-
spective employee. 

It may be hard to believe, but the 
Federal Government often fails to con-
duct a simple internet search on indi-
viduals before they are trusted with a 
security clearance. 

Publicly available social media is one 
of the best ways to understand an indi-
vidual’s interests and intentions, but 
our investigatory process still focuses 
on interviewing the applicant’s family, 
friends, and neighbors. For over a dec-
ade, various agencies, including the Of-
fice of Personnel Management, have 
conducted studies and pilot programs 
to assess the effectiveness of social 
media checks in security clearance in-
vestigations. Congress has not been 
provided those results. 

What this bill will do is it will re-
quire these agencies to identify best 
practices so that we can use this going 
forward to make sure that the people 
who are employed by this government, 
armed with a security clearance, who 
have access to sensitive information 
that puts the security of the country at 
risk, that these are people whom we 
want to have there and they are not 
folks who have ulterior designs. 

A lot of times it is going to be much 
more informative to look at their pub-
licly available writings than to talk to 
somebody who may have lived next 

door to them in an apartment 10 years 
ago. 

I think that this bill is overdue. 
Mr. Speaker, I thank my colleague 

from Massachusetts (Mr. LYNCH) for co-
sponsoring it for me, and I am proud to 
be here today as the sponsor. I think 
this should have bipartisan support. I 
think it will give us some good answers 
and we can move forward and mod-
ernize this process. 

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

Mr. Speaker, in closing, we think 
this is a commonsense bill. I agree with 
the sentiments just expressed by our 
friend from Florida that, in today’s day 
and age, we can’t not take cognizance 
of social media, and it can be a useful 
tool in evaluating someone’s security 
clearance application. 

We also understand it could be a tool 
that is used to invade people’s privacy, 
and we want to avoid that. That is why 
what this bill does is call for a report 
looking at all of the legal ramifica-
tions and the practicality of utilizing 
this tool to get to a better outcome in 
the process of security clearances. 

Mr. Speaker, I support the bill and 
commend it to our colleagues. 

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

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I urge adop-
tion of the bill, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from Iowa (Mr. BLUM) 
that the House suspend the rules and 
pass the bill, H.R. 3737. 

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. 

f 

WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION 
EXTENSION ACT OF 2017 

Mr. BLUM. Mr. Speaker, I move to 
suspend the rules and pass the bill 
(H.R. 4043) to amend the Inspector Gen-
eral Act of 1978 to reauthorize the 
whistleblower protection program, and 
for other purposes, as amended. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The text of the bill is as follows: 

H.R. 4043 
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 ‘‘Whistle-
blower Protection Extension Act of 2017’’. 
SEC. 2. REAUTHORIZATION. 

(a) IN GENERAL.—Section 3(d) of the Inspec-
tor General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is 
amended— 

(1) in paragraph (1)(C)— 
(A) by redesignating clauses (i) and (ii) as 

subclauses (I) and (II), respectively, and ad-
justing the margins accordingly; 

(B) by striking ‘‘Ombudsman who shall 
educate agency employees—’’ and inserting 
the following: ‘‘Coordinator who shall— 

‘‘(i) educate agency employees—’’; 
(C) in subclause (I), as so redesignated, by 

striking ‘‘on retaliation’’ and inserting 
‘‘against retaliation’’; 

(D) in subclause (II), as so redesignated, by 
striking the period at the end and inserting 
the following: ‘‘, including— 

‘‘(aa) the means by which employees may 
seek review of any allegation of reprisal, in-
cluding the roles of the Office of the Inspec-
tor General, the Office of Special Counsel, 
the Merit Systems Protection Board, and 
any other relevant entities; and 

‘‘(bb) general information about the time-
liness of such cases, the availability of any 
alternative dispute mechanisms, and ave-
nues for potential relief.;’’; and 

(E) by adding at the end the following: 
‘‘(ii) assist the Inspector General in pro-

moting the timely and appropriate handling 
and consideration of protected disclosures 
and allegations of reprisal, to the extent 
practicable, by the Inspector General; and 

‘‘(iii) assist the Inspector General in facili-
tating communication and coordination with 
the Special Counsel, the Council of the In-
spectors General on Integrity and Efficiency, 
the agency, Congress, and any other relevant 
entity regarding the timely and appropriate 
handling and consideration of protected dis-
closures, allegations of reprisal, and general 
matters regarding the implementation and 
administration of whistleblower protection 
laws, rules, and regulations.’’; 

(2) in paragraph (2), by striking ‘‘Ombuds-
man’’ and inserting ‘‘Coordinator’’; 

(3) by redesignating paragraph (3) as para-
graph (4); and 

(4) by inserting after paragraph (2) the fol-
lowing: 

‘‘(3) The Whistleblower Protection Coordi-
nator shall have direct access to the Inspec-
tor General as needed to accomplish the re-
quirements of this subsection.’’. 

(b) RESPONSIBILITIES OF CIGIE.—Section 
11(c) of the Inspector General Act of 1978 (5 
U.S.C. App.) is amended by adding at the end 
the following: 

‘‘(5) ADDITIONAL RESPONSIBILITIES RELATING 
TO WHISTLEBLOWER PROTECTION.—The Council 
shall— 

‘‘(A) facilitate the work of the Whistle-
blower Protection Coordinators designated 
under section 3(d)(C); and 

‘‘(B) in consultation with the Office of Spe-
cial Counsel and Whistleblower Protection 
Coordinators from the member offices of the 
Inspector General, develop best practices for 
coordination and communication in pro-
moting the timely and appropriate handling 
and consideration of protected disclosures, 
allegations of reprisal, and general matters 
regarding the implementation and adminis-
tration of whistleblower protection laws, in 
accordance with Federal law.’’. 

(c) REPORTING.—Section 5 of the Inspector 
General Act of 1978 (5 U.S.C. App.) is amend-
ed— 

(1) in subsection (a), by amending para-
graph (20) to read as follows: 

‘‘(20)(A) a detailed description of any in-
stance of whistleblower retaliation, includ-
ing information about the official found to 
have engaged in retaliation; and 

‘‘(B) what, if any, consequences the estab-
lishment actually imposed to hold the offi-
cial described in subparagraph (A) account-
able;’’; and 

(2) in subsection (b)— 
(A) in paragraph (3)(D), by striking ‘‘and’’ 

at the end; 
(B) by redesignating paragraph (4) as para-

graph (5); and 
(C) by inserting after paragraph (3) the fol-

lowing: 
‘‘(4) whether the establishment entered 

into a settlement agreement with the offi-
cial described in subsection (a)(20)(A), which 
shall be reported regardless of any confiden-
tiality agreement relating to the settlement 
agreement; and’’. 

(d) REPEAL OF SUNSET.— 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 02:55 Mar 07, 2018 Jkt 079060 PO 00000 Frm 00043 Fmt 4634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K06MR7.064 H06MRPT1rf
re

de
ric

k 
on

 D
S

K
B

C
B

P
H

B
2P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2025-10-10T00:05:43-0400
	Government Publishing Office, Washington, DC 20401
	U.S. Government Publishing Office
	Government Publishing Office attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by Government Publishing Office




