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ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR
The Acting CHAIR (during the vote).
There is 1 minute remaining.
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So the amendment, as modified, was
rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. SCALISE. Mr. Chair, | was unavoidably
detained. Had | been present, | would have
voted “yea” on rollcall No. 340, “yea” on roll-
call No. 341, “nay” on rollcall No. 342, “nay”
on rollcall Nos. 343 and 344, and “yea” on
rollcall No. 345.

Mr. WALDEN. Mr. Chair, I move that
the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
WEBER of Texas) having assumed the
chair, Mr. HULTGREN, Acting Chair of
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union, reported that
that Committee, having had under con-
sideration the bill (H.R. 6147) making
appropriations for the Department of
the Interior, environment, and related
agencies for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 2019, and for other purposes,
had come to no resolution thereon.

———————

PRIVILEGED REPORT ON RESOLU-
TION OF INQUIRY TO THE PRESI-
DENT

Mr. WALDEN, from the Committee
on Energy and Commerce, submitted a
privileged report (Rept. No. 115-835) on
the resolution (H. Res. 982) of inquiry
requesting the President, and directing
the Secretary of Health and Human
Services, to transmit, respectively,
certain information to the House of
Representatives referring to the sepa-
ration of children from their parents or
guardians as a result of the President’s
‘“‘zero tolerance’ policy, which was re-
ferred to the House Calendar and or-
dered to be printed.

————

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON
H.R. 2, AGRICULTURE AND NU-
TRITION ACT OF 2018

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the Chair appoints the fol-
lowing conferees on H.R. 2:

From the Committee on Agriculture,
for consideration of the House bill and
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
CONAWAY, THOMPSON of Pennsylvania,
GOODLATTE, LUCAS, ROGERS of Ala-
bama, AUSTIN ScorT of Georgia,
CRAWFORD, Mrs. HARTZLER, Messrs.
RODNEY DAvVis of Illinois, YOHO,
ROUZER, MARSHALL, ARRINGTON, PETER-
SON, DAVID ScoTT of Georgia, COSTA,
WALZ, Ms. FUDGE, Messrs. MCGOVERN,
VELA, Mses. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM
of New Mexico, KUSTER of New Hamp-
shire, and Mr. O'HALLERAN.

From the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, for consideration of
sections 4204, 4205, and 9131 of the
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House bill, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Ms. FoxxX, Mr.
ALLEN, and Ms. ADAMS.

From the Committee on Energy and
Commerce, for consideration of sub-
titles A and B of title VI, sections 6202,
6203, 6401, 6406, 6407, 6409, 6603, 7301, 7605,
8106, 8507, 9119, 9121, and 11101 of the
House bill, and sections 6116, 6117, 6202,
6206-09, 6301, 6303, 7412, 9102, 9104, 9106,
9111-13, 12408, 12627, and 12628 of the
Senate amendment, and modifications
committed to conference: Messrs.
SHIMKUS, CRAMER, and TONKO.

From the Committee on Financial
Services, for consideration of section
12609 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. HENSARLING, DUFFY,
and Ms. MAXINE WATERS of California.

From the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs, for consideration of title III of
the House bill, and modifications com-
mitted to conference: Messrs. ROYCE of
California, CHABOT, and ENGEL.

From the Committee on Natural Re-
sources, for consideration of sections
2802, 6408, 8104, 8107, 8109, subtitles B
and C of title VIII, 8402, 8502, 8503, 8506,
8507, 8509, 8510, 9111, 11614, and 11615 of
the House bill, and section 2425, sub-
title D of title VIII, sections 8601, 8611,
8621-28, 8631, 8632, 12515, 12601, and 12602
of the Senate amendment, and modi-
fications committed to conference:
Messrs. BISHOP of Utah, WESTERMAN,
and GRIJALVA.

From the Committee on Oversight
and Government Reform, for consider-
ation of sections 1601, 4022, 4026, 8502,
and 11609 of the House bill, and sections
3113, 7128, 8623, 8630, 8632, 12301, and
12407 of the Senate amendment, and
modifications committed to con-
ference: Messrs. WALKER, COMER, and
Ms. PLASKETT.

From the Committee on Science,
Space, and Technology, for consider-
ation of section 7509 of the House bill,
and section 7409 of the Senate amend-
ment, and modifications committed to
conference: Messrs. ABRAHAM, DUNN,
and Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of
Texas.

From the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure, for consider-
ation of sections 2404, 6223, 6224, 6503,
9117, and 9118 of the House bill, and sec-
tions 2415, 2416, 6124, 6304, and 7412 of
the Senate amendment, and modifica-
tions committed to conference: Messrs.
DENHAM, GIBBS, and Mrs. BUSTOS.

There was no objection.

———

DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR,

ENVIRONMENT, AND RELATED
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS
ACT, 2019

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Speaker, I ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days to revise
and extend their remarks and to in-
clude extraneous material on H.R. 6147,
and that I may include tabular mate-
rial on the same.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from California?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 996 and rule
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in
the Committee of the Whole House on
the state of the Union for the further
consideration of the bill, H.R. 6147.

Will the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
HULTGREN) kindly take the chair.
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
Accordingly, the House resolved

itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union for the
further consideration of the bill (H.R.
6147) making appropriations for the De-
partment of the Interior, environment,
and related agencies for the fiscal year
ending September 30, 2019, and for
other purposes, with Mr. HULTGREN
(Acting Chair) in the chair.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-
mittee of the Whole rose earlier today,
amendment No. 39 printed in House Re-
port 115-830 offered by the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GROTHMAN) had
been disposed of.

AMENDMENT NO. 42 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 42 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to terminate or re-
structure the Great Lakes Advisory Board, a
Federal advisory committee chartered under
the Federal Advisory Committee Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, let me
thank the committee for supporting
me in my very important amendments
last evening, and I have another very
important amendment that is before
the committee here today.

Mr. Chair, I urge support for my
amendment that would prevent the ad-
ministration from dismantling the
EPA’s Great Lakes Advisory Board. I
am so pleased that this bill has again
rejected the President’s proposal to gut
the GLRI, and this amendment would
prevent them from dismantling the ad-
visory board.

Mr. Chairman, this is a critical mat-
ter for anyone who drinks water. The
Great Lakes provide drinking water to
some 40 million people. Let me say
that again. Forty million people de-
pend on this resource for one of life’s
basic requirements, water, not to men-
tion anglers and recreation.
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As an old African proverb goes, water
has no enemies. So, hopefully, the
Great Lakes Restoration Initiative is
something that we are going to recog-
nize as having played a critical role in
protecting and restoring one of Amer-
ica’s greatest national treasures, a life-
sustaining element, water.

Just to mention, not to bore people
with a lot of statistics, but the Great
Lakes contain about 21 percent of the
world’s surface freshwater and more
than 80 percent, 85 percent, of the
freshwater in North America. This is
indispensable.

As critical as this funding is, it is
also important that the EPA receive
advice and input from local stake-
holders regarding priorities under that
program. The Great Lakes Advisory
Board provides such advice.

EPA established the board in 2013 to
provide independent advice to the EPA
administration in its capacity as chair
of the Federal Great Lakes Interagency
Task Force. Some of the past activities
of the advisory board have been pro-
viding the EPA with recommendations
regarding what are the most signifi-
cant stressors and needs for the Great
Lakes ecosystem; providing the EPA
with recommendations on ways to en-
sure effective public input into the
Great Lakes action plan process; and
providing advice on whether the GLRI
should invest in efforts to understand
long-term, future threats and commu-
nicate them to the Great Lakes com-
munity for action.

In light of reports of efforts to under-
mine the board, on a bipartisan basis, I
joined colleagues in writing to the EPA
earlier this year to make clear that we
support the establishment and mainte-
nance of the board. My amendment
would put teeth behind this letter and
make it clear to the administration
what congressional intent is regarding
this important advisory board.

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, I rise in
support of the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from California is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, this bill is
consistent with years past that pro-
vided robust funding for the Great
Lakes Restoration Initiative. There-
fore, this is an initiative I can support
and we accept.

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

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chair, I want to
thank the gentleman from California.
He is a very effective leader on this
issue. I appreciate him.

An effective Great Lakes Advisory
Board is vital to ensuring that the
GLRI remains successful and impactful
today and in the years to come.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).
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The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MR. MULLIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 43 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to enforce the final
rule entitled ‘“Oil and Natural Gas Sector:
Emission Standards for New, Reconstructed,
and Modified Sources’ published by the En-
vironmental Protection Agency in the Fed-
eral Register on June 3, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg.
35824).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would prohibit funds from
enforcing the Obama administration
EPA methane rule. This rule is cur-
rently facing litigation uncertainty,
and Congress must act to block this
job-killing regulation estimated to
cost our economy $5630 million annu-
ally.

While oil and gas production has in-
creased more than 25 percent since
2005, related methane emissions have
actually decreased almost 40 percent
during the same time period.

It is counterproductive for the Fed-
eral Government to enact harmful reg-
ulations that cause inefficiencies, reck-
lessly spend taxpayer dollars, and force
hardship upon job-creating industries.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, the gen-
tleman’s amendment would block the
EPA from regulating methane emis-
sions from sources in the oil and gas
sector.

Methane is a primary component of
natural gas and is a potent greenhouse
gas with global warming potential
more than 25 times greater than carbon
dioxide.
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In 2013, nearly one-third of the meth-
ane emissions in the United States
came from oil and gas production,
processing, transmission, and distribu-
tion. There is no doubt, no doubt at all
that methane contributes to the in-
creased levels of greenhouse gas con-
centrations, which will contribute to
long-lasting changes in our climate
such as rising global temperatures, sea
level rising, changes in weather and
precipitation patterns.
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Public health risks include more heat
waves and drought, worsening smog,
increased intensity of extreme weather
events, and increasing the range of
ticks and mosquitoes, which can spread
diseases such as Lyme disease, West
Nile Virus, and Zika.

The disgraced former EPA adminis-
trator, Scott Pruitt, tried to delay this
rule, but the courts blocked that effort
and ruled that the EPA cannot delay
implementation. When is the majority
going to stop the assault on the envi-
ronment?

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

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PERRY).

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, the EPA
has imposed these substantial competi-
tive barriers, despite the industry’s sig-
nificant reduction in methane emis-
sions through their own initiatives and
innovation.

What is not known is that through
the EPA’s own analysis, it shows that
methane emissions from hydraulically
fractured gas wells have actually fallen
dramatically. According to EPA data—
not my data, but EPA data—methane
emissions from oil and gas production
declined by 38 percent from 2005 to 2012,
and methane emissions from hydrau-
lically fractured natural gas wells have
plummeted 73 percent since 2011.

Total methane emissions from nat-
ural gas systems actually are down 11
percent since 2005, despite the signifi-
cant production increases over this
time period. This is a prime example of
market forces at work.

American producers developed inno-
vative means of capturing additional
methane because doing so means they
have more product to sell. Profit-
ability, rather than a top-down Wash-
ington regulation, drove this unprece-
dented emissions reduction.

In fact, in 2012 alone, voluntary
methane emission reductions activities
by the U.S. o0il and gas industry gen-
erated $364 million in additional rev-
enue.

Unfortunately, the methane rule rep-
resents the kind of one-size-fits-all pol-
icy that will actually stifle innovation
and discourage further investment in
emission reduction technology.

Actually, as a result, the EPA’s
methane rule, if allowed to stand, will
not only lead to economic harm, but
environmental harm as well.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I be-
lieve I have the right to close, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, EPA was directed by
the President to take a second look at
the methane rule promulgated by the
Obama administration. In conjunction
with that review, EPA attempted to
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provide the regulating community with
some certainty by postponing some im-

plementation dates. However, the
courts have blocked that from hap-
pening.

In light of these challenges, the time
is ripe for a temporary pause on the en-
forcement of these requirements, so I
urge my colleagues to support the
amendment.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I am
prepared to close.

Well, simply put, I urge our col-
leagues on both sides to come together
and kill this job-killing regulation and
support this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, as I
said, I oppose this amendment. Climate
change threatens the health and wel-
fare for current and future generations.

As the gentlemen have pointed out,
Mr. Chairman, industry has moved—
has moved, in part, because of pressure
from the EPA, and, in part, because of
just the financial loss of allowing this
methane gas to escape into the atmos-
phere. It is dollars that are burning up.

These are precious resources that we
are taking from the Earth, and we
should make sure that we don’t waste
any of it, and that is why I think the
EPA rule should not be delayed.

As has been pointed out, industry has
the ability to capture this methane. It
has the ability to make money from it,
and I want to just make sure that we
encourage everyone in the industry to
move forward.

Mr. Chairman, let me the give you an
example. The Bakken Oil Field, which
is in North Dakota—I am very familiar
with it because I spent many a summer
in that area—burns brighter than the
entire metropolitan area of the Twin
Cities at night because of the flares
from the methane that are being burnt.
That energy should be captured. It
should be saved. We should be con-
servationists for future generations.
We must take action, and I encourage
my colleagues to oppose this amend-
ment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from OKklahoma will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 44 OFFERED BY MR. MULLIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 44 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

H6503

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to prepare, propose,
or promulgate any regulation or guidance
that references or relies on the analysis con-
tained in—

(1) ‘““Technical Support Document: Social
Cost of Carbon for Regulatory Impact Anal-
ysis Under Executive Order 12866’’, published
by the Interagency Working Group on Social
Cost of Carbon, United States Government,
in February 2010;

(2) “Technical Support Document: Tech-
nical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for
Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Execu-
tive Order 12866’°, published by the Inter-
agency Working Group on Social Cost of Car-
bon, United States Government, in May 2013
and revised in November 2013;

(3) ‘“‘Revised Draft Guidance for Federal
Departments and Agencies on Consideration
of Greenhouse Gas Emissions and the Effects
of Climate Change in NEPA Reviews’, pub-
lished by the Council on Environmental
Quality on December 24, 2014 (79 Fed. Reg.
77802);

(4) “Technical Support Document: Tech-
nical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for
Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Execu-
tive Order 12866’°, published by the Inter-
agency Working Group on Social Cost of Car-
bon, United States Government, in July 2015;

(5) ‘“Addendum to the Technical Support
Document on Social Cost of Carbon for Regu-
latory Impact Analysis Under Executive
Order 12866: Application of the Methodology
to Estimate the Social Cost of Methane and
the Social Cost of Nitrous Oxide’’, published
by the Interagency Working Group on Social
Cost of Greenhouse Gases, United States
Government, in August 2016; or

(6) “Technical Support Document: Tech-
nical Update of the Social Cost of Carbon for
Regulatory Impact Analysis Under Execu-
tive Order 12866’°, published by the Inter-
agency Working Group on Social Cost of
Greenhouse Gases, United States Govern-
ment, in August 2016.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Oklahoma.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would prohibit funds from
implementing the Obama administra-
tion’s social cost of carbon rule. Con-
gress and the American people have re-
peatedly rejected cap and trade pro-
posals.

The Obama administration continu-
ously used social cost of carbon mod-
els, which could be easily manipulated
in order to attempt to justify new job-
killing regulations.

The House has a clear, strong record
of opposition to the social cost of car-
bon, voting at least 11 times to block,
defund, or oppose the proposal, includ-
ing H. Con. Res. 119, which we will be
considering later this week.

A carbon tax would be passed along
to consumers, undermining the success
of the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act we passed
last year.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in opposition to the amendment.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is a very harmful rider,
and it would prohibit the EPA from
considering the social cost of carbon as
part of rulemaking. The social cost of
carbon is an estimate of economic
damages associated with small in-
creases of carbon dioxide emissions in
a given year.

It represents the best scientific infor-
mation available, incorporating the
impacts from carbon pollution into
regulatory analyses. Weakening or
eliminating use of social cost of carbon
as a tool for Federal agencies that
would ignore the sobering cost of
health, environment, and economic im-
pacts of extreme weather, rising tem-
peratures, intensifying smog, and other
impacts.

We cannot afford to abandon science
while trying to tackle climate change,
so I strongly oppose this amendment.

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

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. GIANFORTE).

Mr. GIANFORTE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
amendment. It would prohibit funds
from being used to advance guidance or
make rules that rely on Obama-era so-
cial cost of carbon guidance.

I have heard from folks in Montana
who cannot get a permit to expand a
coal mine because they didn’t account
for the carbon released by the trains
that would carry the coal. I have heard
of the difficulties of building railroad
bridges because they might allow more
coal to be transported.

We must stop relying on metrics that
were designed by the keep-it-in-the-
ground crowd. Similar language passed,
on a bipartisan vote, here in the House
last September. I urge adoption of the
amendment.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. PERRY).

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, garbage
in equals garbage out. We have heard
this on numerous occasions.

And in this instance, the inter-
national—or correction—the Inter-
agency Working Group has chosen to
disregard the policy decisions from
OMB Circular A-4 regarding how they
set the modeling. And as a result of
that, they have—interestingly, the
analysis generated by them would have
been 80 percent lower than the mean
SCC value if they had followed the
guidance. And the result overstates the
benefits by at least four times relative
to what it would be if only the national
benefits were considered as OMB di-
rects.

This is a blatant pattern of disregard,
Mr. Chairman, for the OMB guidance in
order to inflate the SCC and begs the
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question how many input decisions
were responsible where responsible peo-
ple could disagree were selected in
order only to inflate the SCC value.

Let’s restore the faith and vote for
this amendment.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
continue to reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Texas
(Mr. GOHMERT).

Mr. GOHMERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my friend for bringing this
amendment. It is an important amend-
ment to people that matter very much.

John Dingell is a man of integrity. I
feel I know his heart. He has a huge
heart, and we disagreed on many
issues, but I know him as a man of in-
tegrity.

He was told he had to push through
the cap and trade that would have got-
ten into costing people for this so-
called cost of carbon, and he said it is
not only a tax, it is a great big tax, and
he lost his chairmanship.

But what John Dingell knows, what I
know is when you start creating taxes
on fuel, the people that get hammered
the worst are the Nation’s poorest
among us. That is who it gets passed
to. That is who gets crushed. Let’s
don’t do this to the hardworking, poor-
est among us. Let’s vote for the Mullin
amendment.

Mr. MULLIN. Mr. Chairman, I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
would just like to reiterate again: We
should be using the best scientific in-
formation available, and we should be
incorporating the impacts from carbon
pollution into regulatory analysis.

When we see children being hospital-
ized because of intense smog, more peo-
ple suffering respiratory and heart dis-
ease, and other impacts from that, we
all pay for that. Whether we pay for it
in emergency room visits, we pay for it
in our insurance, there are many ways
in which we are individually paying for
the pollution that is created, let alone
recognizing the effects it has on cli-
mate change.

So, simply, again, we cannot afford
to abandon science while trying to
tackle climate change, and I strongly
oppose the gentleman’s amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma (Mr. MULLIN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. MCcCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Oklahoma will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 45 OFFERED BY MS. MOORE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 45 printed
in House Report 115-830.
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Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. There is appropriated for
grants for lead reduction projects under sec-
tion 1459B of the Safe Drinking Water Act (42
U.S.C. 300j-19b) $10,000,000, to be derived from
a reduction of $10,000,000 in the amount pro-
vided in this Act under the heading ‘‘Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency—Environ-
mental Programs and Management’’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentlewoman
from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wisconsin.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I am
pleased to rise today to offer an amend-
ment to increase resources available to
help address a scourge that is occur-
ring in so many of our communities:
lead poisoning.

My district is facing its challenges
like so many in our country, and the
Federal Government must do its part
by ensuring that we provide the re-
sources to address this scourge.

Two of the most prominent vectors
are old housing and old water infra-
structure, lateral lead pipes. My
amendment would attempt to address
just one of the sources of lead, old lat-
eral lead pipes, while recognizing the
need to address housing when the ap-
propriate funding bill comes to the
floor.

Mr. Chairman, we know that children
throughout America are at risk of a
major public health crisis given aging
drinking water infrastructure and
housing stock. In my district alone,
there are tens of thousands of lead
service lines that pose a threat to the
public health of children.

We have heard so much about Flint,
Michigan, but I can tell you that lead
poisoning in my district mirrors that
of Flint, Michigan. I mean, Mr. Chair-
man, there just are no safe levels of
lead for children.
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As noted in a recent report by The
Pew Charitable Trusts: “In the absence
of lead, hundreds of thousands of chil-
dren would be more likely to realize
their full potential thanks to higher
grade point averages, a better chance
of earning high school diplomas, and
graduating from college, and a reduced
likelihood of becoming teen parents or
becoming convicted of crimes.” Yet
lead exposure remains a serious threat
for far too many kids and their fami-
lies in our country.

The only way to remove lead pipes as
a source of lead contamination is to
completely remove them. That is the
goal that I joined with my former and
dearly loved colleague, the late great
Louise Slaughter, in writing to urge
the EPA in March of this year to up-
date its lead and copper rule to require




July 18, 2018

the full replacement of lead service
lines.

But both public utilities and private
homeowners are hard pressed to fi-
nance this needed work. It is my under-
standing that the average cost can be
somewhere between $6,000 to $8,000 to
replace such lines, which is an un-
imaginable sum for many of the house-
holds that our constituents live in.

My amendment would provide fund-
ing for one of the newest tools that
Congress created in the 2016 WRDA bill
to help communities address lead
pipes. This program provides grants for
lead reduction projects that help re-
duce the concentration of lead in
drinking water by, among other uses,
providing assistance to low-income
homeowners to replace lead service
lines.

Recognizing the need, Congress au-
thorized the program at $60 million per
year; yet it received only $10 million in
the fiscal year 2018 omnibus appropria-
tions bill. While I would like to get
closer to the authorized level, my
amendment is modest and pragmatic
and would simply continue funding for
this program at the fiscal year 2018
level.

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. Without objec-
tion, the gentleman from California is
recognized for 5 minutes.

There was no objection.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, the
fiscal year 2018 bill included $10 million
for EPA to establish a grant program
to provide funds to States and commu-
nities for lead reduction projects as au-
thorized in the 2016 WIIN Act.

I might also point out that we now
have a WIFIA program that is in the
bill, which will allow for communities
throughout the country to leverage up
to $5 billion annually, and maybe more
in the future, in their communities for
such things as lead reduction within
their towns and counties.

Mr. Chairman, therefore, this is an
amendment we can accept, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. MOORE. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentleman for his stewardship and
for his recognition of the importance of
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Wisconsin (Ms. MOORE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MRS. MCMORRIS

RODGERS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 46 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, I have an amendment at the
desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as
follows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:
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SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used by the Admin-
istrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency to implement, or to require the
State of Washington to implement, the final
rule entitled ‘“‘Revision of Certain Federal
Water Quality Criteria Applicable to Wash-
ington’” published on November 28, 2016 (81
Fed. Reg. 85417).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentlewoman
from Washington (Mrs. MCMORRIS ROD-
GERS) and a Member opposed each will
control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Washington.

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in support of
my amendment to reverse the past ad-
ministration’s decision to implement
unattainable water quality standards
through the Environmental Protection
Agency, EPA.

I want to be clear that this amend-
ment is not about opposing clean water
standards. This is an amendment to
support the work that Washington
State, which has an impeccable envi-
ronmental record, undertook.

Washington developed their own
standards for more than 190 pollutants
after more than 3 years of research,
outreach, and public feedback. These
requirements would have already been
some of the most rigorous nationwide,
but EPA rejected them.

For example, Spokane, the largest
city in my district, invested $340 mil-
lion in the first-of-its-kind water treat-
ment facility. This facility was cele-
brated, and the Republican mayor was
invited to the White House by Presi-
dent Obama to celebrate this invest-
ment as a model for cities to work with
residents to meet new environmental
standards.

The problem? Even this state-of-the-
art facility would not be able to meet
the immeasurable EPA standards.

Spokane Valley, another major city
in my district, is facing an estimated
$1 billion for municipal and industrial
compliance costs because of these
rules. This will affect companies like
Inland Empire Paper Company, which
has been in business since 1911. Right
now, the PCB standards that the pre-
vious administration imposed will
force them to limit their cardboard re-
cycling capabilities and force them to
send these products to landfills.

We often hear the term ‘‘best avail-
able science.” Well, these requirements
cannot even be measured by the sci-
entific community. They are unattain-
able.

It is not new for the EPA to abuse
their power in the name of clean water.
In Washington State, we saw this abuse
of Federal authority with the What’s
Upstream? campaign and its efforts to
misrepresent our farmers and ranchers.

When the Federal Government enacts
a policy, it should not be pouring Fed-
eral dollars into lobbying for its sup-
port.

Requirements that can’t even be
measured are an abuse of trust, and it
is vital that we fix this problem now,
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which is why my amendment limits
funds to implement EPA’s water qual-
ity standards that preempt Washington
State’s.

This amendment will allow flexi-
bility and reasonable guidelines for
States to move forward with water
quality standards that can be measured
and met.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to this
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, as
has been pointed out, this amendment
would prohibit the implementation of
Washington State’s revised water qual-
ity criteria. This standard protects
communities from exposure to toxic
contaminants, such as PCB, arsenic,
and mercury in the fish that they eat.

Being from Minnesota, Mr. Chair-
man, I understand fish advisories very
well. I often see signs that limit fish
consumption for pregnant women, and
for children in particular.

This action, however, would ignore
court decisions and the voices of Na-
tive American Tribes, Asian-Pacific Is-
lander communities, and fishing inter-
ests, all of which agree that seafood
consumption standards are necessary
in order to protect public health and
water quality. In fact, the Northwest
Indian Fisheries Commission has asked
that Congress reject this amendment
because it puts the treaty rights that
have been protected and the resources
of Tribes in Washington at risk.

Many native families subsist on the
fish that they catch. Passing this
amendment lowering water quality
standards puts these families at great-
er risk of poisoning from their tradi-
tional foods.

There is a lot of funding in this bill
and some of the other bills that we
have on the floor, Mr. Chairman, that
work to prevent diabetes or to lower
risk from diabetes with high blood
sugar. Tribal nations are finding that
returning to native foods, such as fish,
is a great and excellent way of pre-
venting or reducing the effects of dia-
betes.

But after years of failure by Wash-
ington State to propose a protective
standard, EPA finally put forth a
standard which is more protective and
meets the Clean Water Act require-
ments.

Now, I understand that the regulated
community has always been uneasy
about what stricter standards might
be. The revised water quality criteria
take steps to address their concerns.

The standard approved the use of new
implementation tools, including a
longer compliance schedule and intake
credits. An intake credit means that, if
the water comes to you with a pollut-
ant and you don’t discharge it, you are
not responsible for having to remove it.
So if you didn’t pollute it, you are not
responsible for cleaning it up.
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This amendment would circumvent
all of the work that has been done to
devise a standard that protects public
health and water quality.

Furthermore, Washington State offi-
cials believe that, despite the Con-
gresswoman’s good intentions—and I
do believe that these are good inten-
tions—this amendment would hurt the
State of Washington. It would not ac-
tually help the dischargers.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.
Mr. CALVERT. Will

woman yield?

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. I yield
to the gentleman from California.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly support
her amendment.

Under the previous administration,
EPA proposed this stringent water reg-
ulation standard in Washington State
without utilizing sound scientific data
or evidence. In doing so, EPA created
regulatory uncertainty and imposed
unachievable permit levels on the
State, which are costly and nearly im-
possible for industries to comply with.

I encourage the State, the Tribes,
and the EPA to continue to work to-
gether to find agreeable standards that
improve water quality and human
health while, simultaneously, pro-
viding clarity to the impacted commu-
nities and industries. In the meantime,
though, I certainly urge my colleagues
to support this amendment.

the gentle-

Mrs. MCMORRIS RODGERS. Mr.
Chairman, I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman,

when humans consume contaminated
fish, it results in serious health im-
pacts, such as cancer, organ damage
and reproductive dysfunction, or im-
pairment in brain development.

High fish-consuming communities—
as I have mentioned, Native American
Tribes and Asian-Pacific Islander com-
munities—nmeed the protections af-
forded by this revised water quality
standard.

I would like to, for the RECORD, again
state that this amendment is not sup-
ported by the State of Washington or
the Tribal communities in the area.

I strongly urge my colleagues to op-
pose this amendment. Clearly, more
work needs to be done. I look forward
to having this amendment not pass and
for people to get down to doing the se-
rious work that needs to be done to ad-
dress the gentlewoman’s concerns.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Washington (Mrs.
MCMORRIS RODGERS).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
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ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentlewoman from Washington will
be postponed.
AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR.
LOUDERMILK

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 47 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to enforce the final
rule entitled ‘‘Greenhouse Gas Emissions and
Fuel Efficiency Standards for Medium- and
Heavy-Duty Engines and Vehicles—Phase 2’
published in the Federal Register on October
25, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg. 73478 et seq.), with re-
spect to trailers.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. LOUDERMILK) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Chairman,
under the Clean Water Act, Congress
gave the Environmental Protection
Agency the authority to regulate any
air pollutant from any class or classes
of new motor vehicles or new motor ve-
hicle engines which may be reasonably
anticipated to endanger public health
or welfare.

To avoid any ambiguity, Congress
further defined the term ‘‘motor vehi-
cle” as a ‘‘self-propelled vehicle de-
signed for transporting persons or
property on a street or highway.”

Until recently, regulators under-
stood, as any reasonable person would,
that the term ‘‘self-propelled vehicle”
only applies to vehicles that can move
on a roadway under their own power,
such as cars, pickup trucks, semi
trucks, SUVs, or vans. Never was a
trailer, whether a utility trailer pulled
by a pickup truck, a boat trailer pulled
by a car, or a cargo trailer pulled by a
semi considered a self-propelled vehi-
cle, and, therefore, these were never
under the regulatory authority of the
EPA.

However, in 2016, without any author-
ity of Congress, the EPA extended its
regulatory authority and included
cargo trailers in the rules for green-
house gas emissions and fuel efficiency
standards for on-road, heavy-duty vehi-
cles and engines. This rule will require
cargo trailers to add components that,
in some cases, have shown to improve
aerodynamics, resulting in some im-
provement in fuel efficiency. However,
this blanket policy, which has resulted
from regulatory overreach, is not only
costly to consumers, but, in some
cases, is counterproductive to the
Agency’s own mission of promoting
clear, clean air policies and practices.

The additional weight of these aero-
dynamic components that are being
mandated by the EPA will cause car-
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riers to significantly limit the amount
of cargo a single trailer can carry and
still stay within DOT weight restric-
tions. Therefore, carriers have to put
more trucks on the highway to carry
the same amount of goods. Obviously,
more trucks mean more carbon emis-
sions without any measurable im-
proved efficiency.

If the EPA is able to enforce this reg-
ulation, it will not only be counter-
productive to the environment, but
also very costly to American con-
sumers.

O 1700

The trucking industry has made sig-
nificant strides in recent years to im-
prove fuel efficiency and reduce air pol-
lution, without the government man-
dates.

This amendment simply prevents the
EPA from using any funds in this act
to regulate trailers under the green-
house gas rule. Congress never ex-
tended to the EPA the authority to
regulate trailers under the Clean Air
Act, because trailers are not and have
never been considered self-propelled ve-
hicles.

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor
of this commonsense amendment, so
we can put an end to this blatant regu-
latory overreach.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. POE of
Texas). The gentlewoman from Min-
nesota is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, this
amendment would prohibit the EPA
from implementing or enforcing its
greenhouse gas and fuel efficiency
standards for medium-and heavy-duty
engines.

Specifically, this amendment carves
out an exemption for trailers. These
fuel standards were jointly developed
by the EPA and the Department of
Transportation, and they will improve
fuel efficiency and cut carbon pollution
to reduce the impacts of climate
change.

In fact, the EPA and DOT estimate
that these standards will lower CO,
emissions by approximately 1 billion
metric tons and cut fuel costs by $170
million. And cutting fuel costs is al-
ways a good thing to go do.

These standards will achieve green-
house gas emission reductions that are
nearly equal to those associated with
all the energy used by U.S. residents in
1 year.

These efficiency fuel standards have
been in place since 2016, and companies
around the world have already made
massive investments in the cleaner
technology. Blocking the rule now
would have negative consequences for
human health and the environment,
but also for the economy.

I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield such time as he may consume to
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the gentleman from Virginia (Mr.
GRIFFITH), and I thank him for his hard
work on this amendment.

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman very much, and I
appreciate my colleague for intro-
ducing this amendment.

He is absolutely right. The Clean Air
Act never gave the EPA this authority.
They just created it out of thin air.

Their rationale is kind of interesting,
because they took the authority that
said that they could regulate new
motor vehicles or new motor vehicle
engines, and then the definition of new
motor vehicle meaning any self-pro-
pelled vehicle designed for transporting
persons or properties on a street or
highway, and applied it to trailers.
They are not self-propelled.

When I asked Janet McCabe, who was
the Acting Director of the Air Division
of the EPA, when she came in front of
the Energy and Commerce Committee
how in the world could they do this,
and I presumed she wasn’t a lawyer and
she said: Well, yes, I am.

I was surprised, because the language
is pretty clear. They don’t have the
ability to do that.

She said: Well, you can’t haul any
goods if the trailer is not attached to a
truck.

That is not in the code. The code
says that they only have authority
over self-propelled vehicles. They cre-
ated this out of whole cloth.

It doesn’t make any sense to allow an
agency to create law. That is our job,
and I told her that that day.

I said: Look, you think this needs to
be changed, bring in a bill, and we will
discuss it.

They have never done that. They
don’t have authority. We shouldn’t
fund something that is clearly illegal
based on the plain English reading of
the terms.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Chairman, I
urge all of my colleagues to join the
gentleman from Virginia and myself in
support of what is a commonsense up-
holding of our constitutional authority
as the legislative branch, and I encour-
age a ‘‘yea’’ vote on this amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, this rule
promotes a generation of cleaner, more
fuel efficient trucks. President Obama
was right when he said: ‘“We are the
first generation to feel the impact of
climate change and the last generation
who can do something about it.”

This amendment is harmful, and I
urge my colleagues to reject it.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Georgia (Mr.
LOUDERMILK).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 48 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 48 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the threatened species listing of the
Preble’s meadow jumping mouse under the
Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16 U.S.C.
1531 et seq.).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse is a tiny rodent with a
body approximately 3 inches long, a 4-
to 6-inch long tail, and large hind feet
adapted for jumping. This largely noc-
turnal mouse lives primarily in
streamside ecosystems in Wyoming and
Colorado.

To evade predators, the Preble’s
meadow jumping mouse can jump up to
18 inches high, like a miniature kan-
garoo. But this little acrobat’s most fa-
mous feat was its leap onto the endan-
gered species list back in May 1998, a
move that has since hindered develop-
ment on the front range of Colorado,
from Colorado Springs, Colorado, to
the Wyoming border.

Among projects that have been af-
fected are the Jeffco Parkway south-
east of Rocky Flats, an expansion of
the Chatfield Reservoir, and housing
developments in El1 Paso County along
tributaries of Monument Creek. Build-
ers, landowners, and local governments
in affected areas have incurred hun-
dreds of millions of dollars in added
costs because of this mouse. Protecting
the Preble’s mouse has even been
placed ahead of protecting human life.

On September 11, 2013, Colorado expe-
rienced a major flood event that dam-
aged or destroyed thousands of homes,
important infrastructure, and public
works projects. As a result of the
Preble’s mouse’s listing as an endan-

gered species, many restoration
projects were delayed as Colorado
sought a waiver.

Moreover, the scientific evidence

simply does not justify these delays or
the millions of taxpayer dollars that go
toward protecting a rodent that is ac-
tually part of a larger group that
roams throughout half of the North
American Continent.

Several scientific studies have con-
cluded that the Preble’s mouse does
not warrant protection because it isn’t
a subspecies at all and is actually re-
lated to one of the largest and most
widespread genetic lineages of North
American jumping mice. Even the sci-
entist that originally classified this
mouse as a subspecies has since re-
canted his work.
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Moreover, the Preble’s mouse has a
low conservation priority score, mean-
ing that the hundreds of millions of
dollars already spent on protection ef-
forts could have been better spent on
other, more fragile species.

My amendment would correct the in-
justice that has been caused by the in-
accurate listing of the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse and would refocus the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s efforts
on species that have been thoroughly
scientifically vetted and that should be
managed by the Endangered Species
Act.

This amendment is supported by Citi-
zens Against Government Waste and
has previously passed the House of
Representatives on three separate oc-
casions, all by bipartisan votes. So I

encourage my colleagues to, once
again, support this commonsense
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to this
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

First, I would like to make the case
that this is a rider, that this is author-
izing on an appropriations amendment,
and that the author of the amendment
is in the majority.

The majority could have a hearing in
the authorizing committee. It could
come to the floor. It could pass on the
floor. The Senate could move it. And it
appears to me that President Trump is
in a position to sign this into law,
should he choose to do so.

So there is another alternative vehi-
cle for moving the gentleman’s amend-
ment forward, and that is to do it legis-
latively and not put it on an appropria-
tions bill. The Senate has chosen to
put no riders on their appropriations
bill.

But the amendment is before us. As
pointed out, it would prohibit the Fish
and Wildlife Service from imple-
menting or enforcing the threatened
species listing of the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse under the Endangered
Species Act, and it would restrict the
Service from offering any of the crit-
ical protections to preserve the species.

Now, once a species is listed under
the Endangered Species Act, it is the
role of Fish and Wildlife, and it is pri-
marily permissive, to help parties com-
ply with the act as they carry out their
activities.

I also want to make sure the RECORD
is clear that Fish and Wildlife Service
reviewed the information claiming an
alleged taxonomic error in the listing
of the species and found no evidence
that the Preble’s meadow jumping
mouse is not a valid subspecies.

But under this amendment, the Serv-
ice would not be able to continue to
offer to recover this species, though
the Endangered Species Act prohibi-
tions would still apply. The Service
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would not be able to work with agen-
cies. The Service would not be able to
work with developers. The Service
would not be able to work with land-
owners and others to provide ESA com-
pliance.

The Fish and Wildlife Service would
be barred from issuing permits or ex-
emptions. This means that landowners,
industry, and other parties who might
need to take the Preble’s meadow
jumping mouse incidental to their oth-
erwise lawful activities, such as urban
development, would become vulnerable
to third-party lawsuits.

Additionally, this amendment would
also limit the Service from under-
taking the required status reviews of
the subspecies or from any initial rule-
making to downlist or to delist the spe-
cies, as appropriate.

Mr. Chair, I think it is pretty obvious
that this amendment should go
through a different way of coming to
the floor, and that is through the au-
thorizing committee.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield as much time as he may consume
to the distinguished gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, as you
know, the House has spoken on this. In
last year’s conference report, we di-
rected Fish and Wildlife Service to
make this species among its highest
priorities for consultation and permit
processing. Obviously, the agency has
not moved fast enough, and they need
to get hopping.

So I am sure this amendment will
squeak by with all of our support. I
urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time to close.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

I will just conclude by saying, if the
Fish and Wildlife Service worked to-
gether with developers, local commu-
nities, and other groups, that would be
one thing. But when they come in with
a hammer and say, you have to do it
this way, that is really not working to-
gether. That has, unfortunately, been
the experience of many parties on the
front range of Colorado.

Mr. Chairman, I would urge that,
once again, we support this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself the balance of my time.

The Service has a statutory require-
ment to implement the Endangered
Species Act. Defunding the agency’s
ability to fulfill its legal requirements
makes it more vulnerable to lawsuits,
and I know that that is something that
we are all trying to avoid here. When
you have lawsuits, it is an unnecessary
cost for the taxpayers.

Now, the gentleman’s amendment
would undermine the Service’s ability
to work collaboratively with States,
local governments, communities, and
landowners, to conserve this imperiled
species. The amendment would create
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uncertainty for landowners and also
make them vulnerable to lawsuits.

So we should not pass this amend-
ment. We should be supporting the
Fish and Wildlife Service efforts and
not blocking the agency from doing its
job.

Mr. Chair, my commitment to the
chairman and to my walking partner in
the tunnels as we all come over for
votes is to work with them to make
the Fish and Wildlife Service more re-
sponsible to the gentleman’s concerns.
But at this time, I have to oppose the
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I de-
mand a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MR. LAMBORN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 49 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I have
an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

LIMITATION ON USE OF FUNDS

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement or en-
force the threatened species or endangered
species listing of any plant or wildlife that
has not undergone a review as required by
section 4(c)(2) of the Endangered Species Act
of 1973 (16 U.S.C. 15633(c)(2)).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.
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Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
yvield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Mr. Chair, my amendment is
straightforward. It simply ensures that
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service is
following current law, specifically sec-
tion 4(c)(2) of the Endangered Species
Act, by conducting their review of all
threatened and endangered plants and
wildlife at least once every b years.

Time after time, the Federal Govern-
ment refuses to follow the will of Con-
gress when it enacted the Endangered
Species Act. The government des-
ignates land as ‘‘critical habitat’ de-
spite not meeting the ESA definition,
and the government consistently re-
fuses to remove plants and animals
from threatened or endangered status
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even when those species are flourishing
and no longer in need of ESA protec-
tions.

But you may ask yourself: How does
the government know when a species
should be removed from the endangered
or threatened list? How does the gov-
ernment know if a species is recov-
ering? The answer could be found in
the ESA, and it is a requirement that
the Federal Government review all
plants or species that are currently
listed as endangered or threatened
every b years.

Under the Endangered Species Act,
the purpose of a 5-year review is to en-
sure that threatened and endangered
species have the appropriate level of
protection. And because the ESA
grants extensive protection to a spe-
cies, including harsh penalties for land-
owners and other citizens, it makes
sense to regularly verify if a plant or
animal is being properly classified or if
it should be delisted.

Despite this commonsense require-
ment, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Serv-
ice acknowledged earlier this year that
it has neglected its responsibility to
conduct the required reviews for nearly
1,000 species.

By enforcing the b-year review, my
amendment will ensure that the U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service is using the
best available scientific information in
implementing its responsibilities under
the ESA, including incorporating new
information through public comment
and assessing ongoing conservation ef-
forts.

This amendment is supported by Citi-
zens Against Government Waste, the
National Mining Association, and the
American Farm Bureau, and it has pre-
viously passed the House of Represent-
atives on three separate occasions, all
by bipartisan votes.

I encourage my colleagues to join me
in ensuring that the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service follows the law, the
letter of the law, in the Endangered
Species Act and that we do not allow
the agency to spend money that would
violate current law.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
once again support my amendment,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, the Serv-
ice attempts to comply with the statu-
tory mandate to review the status of
listed species every 5 years to deter-
mine whether their classification as
threatened or endangered is still appro-
priate. However, the Service has a
backlog of such reviews due to funding
limitations, such as the 42 percent list-
ing ‘reduction contained in this bill.

In this bill, the work that the Service
would need to do to comply with what
you want in this bill alone is cut $8
million, so that just puts them farther
behind.
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In recent years, the Service has only
been able to complete 100 to 120 reviews
per year, which is less than half of
what is needed to keep up with the re-
quirement to review all the species
every b years. So that falls on Congress
for us not giving them the funds that
they need to do the job effectively and
efficiently as you are requesting, and
the way to fix that is to give them the
proper funding.

But as the gentleman might be
aware, the chairman was given level
funding this year. He did the very best
that he could with what he had to bal-
ance things out in the interests of the
requests he had from Members of the
House, but this particular $8 million
cut just makes your problem even
worse.

This amendment would not remove
species, without reviews, from the list
of the species protected by the ESA. So
the ESA prohibition against take
would still remain, as would the ability
of citizens to sue to force compliance.

If funding cannot be used to enforce
the ESA for species with late reviews,
that will leave the species unprotected.

While the proposed language would
prohibit the Service from working with
agencies, developers, landowners, and
others to provide ESA compliance
through section 7 consultations or sec-
tion 10 permits for Federal or private
projects that could potentially affect
the species, it would not affect the
ability of third parties to sue those
agencies or landowners and potentially
enjoin their projects due to the lack of
ESA compliance.

Mr. Chairman, as I said about the
last amendment, we don’t need another
rider or extraneous provision in this
bill. It is already overburdened with
many, many riders.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
take this language to the appropriate
committees of jurisdiction and work
through and see if we can make posi-
tive changes and create win-wins.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment. And I would
urge my colleagues, if they want the
backlog to change, to help the chair-
man and me get more money into the
allocation of this bill so the chairman
and I can work to achieve those goals

together.

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

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I

yield myself as much time as I may
consume.

Two quick responses, then I am going
to yield some time.

When it comes to funding for the
Fish and Wildlife Service, they are just
going to have to basically do what
every other private or governmental
entity, family, and individual has to
do, which is prioritize their spending.
They have to live within their means.
We all have to live within our means.
They have to have the priorities where
they can do the job with the money
that they are given.

Number two, I think that maybe my
colleague would agree with me that
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outside environmental groups are
largely to blame for bringing massive
lawsuits that tie up a lot of the re-
sources of the Fish and Wildlife Service
so they can’t be doing their business of
protecting the species that they are al-
ready supposed to be caring for. So I
think they really get a lot of the blame
here as well.

Mr. Chair, I yield as much time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, I thank
the gentleman for yielding.

Mr. Chair, I support this amendment.
The root of the frustration with the
Endangered Species Act is that species
rarely get delisted, and people who are
directly affected by a listing are con-
demned to a life of an additional Fed-
eral rule indefinitely.

Congress tried to prevent this by re-
quiring the Fish and Wildlife Service
to review the status of every listed spe-
cies every 5 years and to down-list or
delist species accordingly.

Today, the Service has a backlog of
892 species without a current 5-year re-
view.

Without these b-year reviews, species
could be recovered and we wouldn’t
even know it. I find this simply unac-
ceptable.

Unless the Service focuses its per-
sonnel on inherently Federal respon-
sibilities under the ESA and non-Fed-
eral partners take the lead on actual
recovery, we will never break the con-
tentious and litigious cycle that we
have now.

And, by the way, we have actually in-
creased the ESA recovery budget in
this bill for b-year reviews. So let’s get
ESA working again.

Mr. Chair, I urge an ‘‘aye’ vote on
this amendment.

Mr. LAMBORN. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for his remarks.

Mr. Chair, I would urge my col-
leagues to once again support this com-
monsense amendment, which we have
done in the past three different times
on a bipartisan basis.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Colorado (Mr. LAMBORN).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. McCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Colorado will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MR. GOODLATTE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 50 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
have an amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:
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At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to take any of the
actions described as a ‘‘backstop’ in the De-
cember 29, 2009, letter from EPA’s Regional
Administrator to the States in the Water-
shed and the District of Columbia in re-
sponse to the development or implementa-
tion of a State’s watershed implementation
and referred to in enclosure B of such letter.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Virginia.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself 3 minutes.

Mr. Chairman, today I rise to urge
support for my amendment, which
would reaffirm and preserve the rights
of the States to write their own water
quality plans.

My amendment simply prohibits the
EPA from using its Chesapeake Bay
Total Maximum Daily Load and the so-
called watershed implementation plans
to hijack States’ water quality strate-
gies.

Over the last several years, the EPA
has implemented a Total Maximum
Daily Load blueprint for the six States
in the Chesapeake Bay watershed,
which strictly limits the amount of nu-
trients that can enter the Chesapeake
Bay. Through its implementation, the
EPA has basically given every State in
the watershed an ultimatum: either
the State does exactly what the EPA
says or it faces the threat of an EPA
takeover of its water quality programs.

Congress intended that the imple-
mentation of the Clean Water Act be a
collaborative approach, through which
the States and the Federal Government
work together. This process was not
meant to be subject to the whims of
politics and bureaucrats in Wash-
ington. Therefore, my amendment in-
structs the EPA to respect the impor-
tant role States play in implementing
the Clean Water Act.

I want to make it perfectly clear that
this amendment would not stop the
EPA from working with the States to
restore the Chesapeake Bay, nor would
it undermine the cleanup efforts al-
ready underway. My language only re-
moves the ability of the EPA to take
over a State’s plan or to take retalia-
tory actions against the State if it does
not meet EPA-mandated goals. Again,
it ensures States’ rights remain intact
and not usurped by the EPA.

It is important to point out that the
correlation between the EPA’s out-
rageous waters of the United States
rule and the Bay TMDL, at the heart of
both issues is the EPA’s desire to con-
trol conservation and water quality
improvement efforts throughout the
country and to punish all those who
dare to oppose them.

The bay is a national treasure, and I
want to see it restored, but we know
that in order to achieve this goal, the
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States and the EPA must work to-
gether. The EPA cannot be allowed to
railroad the States and micromanage
the process.

This amendment has passed the
House with bipartisan support several
times, and I urge my colleagues to once
again vote to ask the EPA to respect
the important role States play in im-
plementing the Clean Water Act and
prevent another Federal power grab by
the administration.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I rise in
opposition to the amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, this
amendment would allow those who pol-
lute the Chesapeake Bay to ignore the
Environmental Protection Agency’s
water quality standards.

Restoring the Chesapeake Bay and
its watershed continues to be a pri-
ority, and a priority for this committee
to fund it. The EPA established the
mandatory water quality standards
and Congress has appropriated over $1
billion for the Chesapeake Bay Pro-
gram to help States, localities, and
businesses meet those needs. This
amendment would jeopardize that
funding and have devastating effects on
the health of the bay.

How long will the States and local-
ities be able to meet their obligations
that they agreed to in 2014 in the
Chesapeake Bay Watershed Agreement
if the Federal Government’s financial
assistance goes away?

This is a partnership. We should keep
the partnership moving forward.

Furthermore, if this amendment
were to become law, it would block the
EPA’s ability to enforce the court-or-
dered settlement requiring the farm
community and agribusinesses to meet
watershed specific pollution limits. It
would not, however, relieve the farms
and agribusinesses from the require-
ments in the settlement.

The State and local governments
want to move forward. They want to
keep the partnership moving. But the
Farm Bureau and, in fact, some of the
industrial operators they represent
don’t think that they should be respon-
sible for controlling the pollution that
they dump into our rivers and streams
across the country.

The courts have sided with the EPA
on this matter, and the Farm Bureau
continues their pursuit to stop manda-
tory cleanups through judicial appeals
and through this amendment.

There are enough special interest
provisions for big business in this bill
already. We don’t need any more.

Mr. Chair, I urge defeat of this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Virginia has 2% minutes remain-
ing.
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Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chair, I yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from
Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY).

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment prohibits the use of funds
to take retaliatory actions against in-
dividual States. Importantly, this
amendment would not prevent the EPA
from working with States to restore
the bay.

In 1985, the States in the Chesapeake
Bay region recognized the need to ad-
dress pollutants in the bay and,
through their own initiative, came to-
gether to conduct cleanup efforts.
These State-driven efforts were largely
successful. As a matter of fact, water
quality improved almost 50 percent
from 1985 to 2010.

However, in 2010, the EPA seized the
States’ authority to determine their
own continued compliance and threat-
ened to dictate Federal requirements if
the States were unable to comply. This
2010 power grab, known as the Chesa-
peake Bay TMDL, directly contradicts
the intent of the Clean Water Act.

The Clean Water Act clearly ac-
knowledges State authority in water
quality and requires cooperation rather
than coercion between the States and
the Federal Government.

These coercive methods have been
tried and imposed and have failed. Ac-
tually, water quality has not improved
since the federalization of the bay
cleanup efforts.

It is simply imperative that we re-
turn the constitutional rights of the
States to make their own water qual-
ity improvement decisions and restore
the State control that has been shown
to actually improve water quality. The
future of the Chesapeake Bay depends
on it.
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Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, it
is my pleasure to yield 30 seconds to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT), the chairman of the com-
mittee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, I am
happy to rise in support of the gentle-
man’s amendment. This is another ex-
ample of EPA overreach. It is my hope
that my colleagues from Virginia and
Pennsylvania can continue to work
with the administration to find com-
mon ground on approaches that will
improve water quality in a more flexi-
ble manner. I certainly support this
amendment and I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Chairman, in
closing, let me just say, this amend-
ment does not in any way take any re-
sources away from any of the six
States in the Chesapeake Bay region to
improve water quality. What it does
take away is the ability of the EPA to
dictate to those States one way, their
way, to do it.

The Clean Water Act was written
with it in mind that the Federal Gov-
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ernment would set the standards and
the States would figure out how to
meet those standards. And that flexi-
bility has been taken away starting in
the Obama administration, and it is
time for this Congress to stop them
from doing that so that we can have
the kind of collaborative effort just de-
scribed by the subcommittee chairman,
Mr. CALVERT, and get back to doing
things the right way.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, for
more than 35 years, there has been a
regional partnership created through
the Chesapeake Bay Program, and it
sought to restore and protect the Na-
tion’s largest and most productive es-
tuaries. That is a partnership with the
Federal Government which includes
funding that is working together to
achieve those common goals.

Now, I have nothing before me saying
that the State of Virginia, or any of
the regional partners, want to with-
draw from this moving forward to con-
tinue to clean up this estuary. This
amendment would undermine decades
of work and decades of Federal dollars
that the Federal Government has put
in in partnership, and it would have
devastating effects to the health of the
bay and the economy it supports.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Virginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Virginia will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 51 OFFERED BY MR. GALLEGO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 51 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . No funds appropriated by this
Act may be used to issue a grazing permit or
lease in contravention of section 4110.1 or
4130.1-1(b) of title 43, Code of Federal Regula-
tions.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. GALLEGO) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Chairman, graz-
ing on public lands is a privilege—not a
right—and ranchers who use these
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lands should abide by the law and pay
their fair share.

On average, Federal rates for grazing
are more than 90 percent lower than
what the private sector charges. In
fact, these rates are so low that the
government actually loses money ad-
ministering the grazing program. My
amendment would simply reaffirm that
grazing permits or leases should not be
issued to anyone who refuses to comply
with BLM regulations, including the
payment of fees.

Mr. Chairman, this is a narrow
amendment, but it speaks to a broader
principle. We can’t claim to support
the rule of law and then look the other
way when ranchers like Cliven Bundy
ignore their obligations.

Bundy thumbed his nose at the exec-
utive and judicial branches of our gov-
ernment, running up over $1 million in
unpaid fees. He then put the lives of
local and Federal officials in danger
during a standoff at his Nevada ranch.

Later, when two Oregon ranchers
named Dwight and Steven Hammond,
who also have a history of disregarding
grazing regulations, were sent to Fed-
eral prison for fires they potentially
set near Federal lands, members of the
Bundy family led an armed occupation
of the national wildlife refuge.

Mr. Chairman, President Trump re-
cently pardoned the Hammonds, vali-
dating these violent tactics and insult-
ing the courageous law enforcement of-
ficers who risked their lives during the
confrontation in Oregon. With these
pardons, Trump has effectively given
his blessing to groups who intimidated,
threatened, and occupied local commu-
nities. He has legitimized Bundy’s ex-
treme right-wing movements.

Make no mistake, Donald Trump is
sending a clear message to militant
and antigovernment organizations:
You can break the law, threaten Fed-
eral employees, and endanger public
safety with complete impunity. That is
unacceptable.

Mr. Chairman, freeloading on Federal
land is unlawful and unfair. Let’s pass
my amendment and reaffirm that the
ranchers need to play by the rules just
like the rest of us.

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

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
opposition to this amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arizona is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment previously failed by recorded
vote in July of 2016. The amendment
taxed ranchers and attempts to reliti-
gate the Bundy matter.

DOJ was found to have withheld evi-
dence and to have violated these ranch-
ers’ rights. There is no reason to reliti-
gate this matter at this juncture. The
regulations are already in place.

This is an unnecessary political
amendment.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Chair, let’s face
it: Ranchers who refuse to pay what
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they owe the Federal Government are
freeloaders, pure and simple. If you
don’t pay your taxes, you go to jail. If
you don’t pay your mortgage, you get
your house taken away. Ranchers are
not more special than any other Amer-
icans. They are freeloaders, and they
should pay for their freeloading. Con-
gress should not stand for it. Let’s pass
my amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
tleman brings up exactly the point I
am trying to make. We are trying to
relitigate a previously settled issue. It
was actually found that these ranchers’
rights were violated by the Department
of Justice.

We started looking—the Hammonds
were brought up. When we were actu-
ally looking at this case where they ac-
tually tried to look at the fire danger
on their land, and it got beyond their
lands and on to public land, they were
fined exclusively and hardlined.

Where is the same type of justice
given to the Forest Service or the BLM
when their prescribed burn fires go out
of hand and take private holdings? It is
not the same. This isn’t about free-
loading. This is about a case where we
need to look at how we take care of our
public lands.

Mr. Chair, I ask everybody to vote
against this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Arizona (Mr. GALLEGO).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the noes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. GALLEGO. Mr. Chair, I demand
a recorded vote.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by
the gentleman from Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MR. BYRNE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 52 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to repeal section
105(a)(2) or section 105(b) of the Gulf of Mex-
ico Energy Security Act of 2006 (43 U.S.C.
1331 note).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. BYRNE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. BYRNE. Mr. Chair, I rise today
to offer a straightforward amendment
to prohibit any effort to redirect funds
allocated under the Gulf of Mexico En-
ergy Security Act, which is commonly
known as GOMESA.
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For those who don’t know, GOMESA
calls for a Federal revenue sharing
agreement between the Federal Gov-
ernment and four Gulf States: Texas,
Louisiana, Mississippi, and Alabama.
The program is designed to split up
revenue from selected oil and gas lease
sales in the Outer Continental Shelf of
the Gulf of Mexico.

The neat thing about GOMESA is it
ensures appropriate funding for the
coastal areas that provide the work-
force, assume the environmental risk,
build much of the infrastructure, and
support the offshore oil and gas indus-
try. It only makes sense that the
coastal areas should receive an ade-
quate share of the revenue.

Previously, there have been adminis-
trative efforts to direct the money
away from the Gulf States, and, in-
stead, devote the resources to national
projects. While I appreciate the Trump
administration not including any such
proposal in this year’s budget, I still
believe it is important for Congress to
send a clear, bipartisan message that
we do not support moving GOMESA
funds away from the Gulf Coast.

In fact, just this year, the Depart-
ment of the Interior disbursed almost
$188 million to the four Gulf oil and gas
producing States. Alabama received $21
million this year, and the two coastal
counties in Alabama received an addi-
tional combined amount of $6 million.

I have seen these GOMESA funds put
to good use back in my home State of
Alabama, whether it was for environ-
mental rehabilitation protection
projects or programs that boost the
coastal tourism economy. GOMESA is
working by supporting and promoting
our Gulf Coast communities. If you
talk to our local mayors and county
leaders, they will tell you how criti-
cally important GOMESA funding is
for their region.

It would be detrimental to go against
congressional intent and redirect these
funds away from our respective coastal
communities. By including this amend-
ment, we can make clear that Congress
does not support reallocating these re-
sources and show our strong support
for the Gulf Coast.

Mr. Chair, I ask for an ‘‘aye’ vote on
this amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. BYRNE).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. BURGESS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 53 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chair, I have an
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of division A (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used by the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to hire or pay the
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salary of any officer or employee of the En-
vironmental Protection Agency under sub-
section (f) or (g) of section 207 of the Public
Health Service Act (42 U.S.C. 209) who is not
already receiving pay under either such sub-
section on the date of enactment of this Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. BURGESS) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. BURGESS. Mr. Chair, I yield my-
self such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chair, I rise today to offer an
amendment on an issue I have worked
on for several years on the Committee
on Energy and Commerce as the au-
thorizing committee.

In 2006, the Committee on Appropria-
tions, without an authorization from
the Committee on Energy and Com-
merce, included a provision in the an-
nual Department of the Interior EPA
Appropriations bill to allow the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency to begin
using a special paid program that was
explicitly and exclusively authorized
for use by the Public Health Service
Administration under the Department
of Health and Human Services.

The special pay mechanism allows a
government employee to leave the nor-
mal GS pay scale and receive nearly
uncapped compensation. This provision
was intended to be used only in unique
circumstances for leaders 1in the
healthcare industry who would never
leave the private sector to work for the
Federal Government except for those
special, more competitive salaries.

Under current law, this justification
can never be used at the Environ-
mental Protection Agency. Indeed,
some of the employees that the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency pays
under title 42, the part of the U.S. Code
that allows for this special pay, were
previous government workers who were

merely moved into the special pay
scale Dbecause they desired more
money.

The Environmental Protection Agen-
cy has claimed in the past that because
the Environmental Protection Agency
is a health organization, it may use
this statute to pay special hires, and
the Committee on Appropriations has
agreed to let them, despite the author-
izing committee’s objection.

Originally, the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency was granted only a
handful of slots to fill with title 42
hires. That number has now increased
to over 50. The cost to the taxpayers
for these employees is tens of millions
of dollars.

This amendment would prevent the
Environmental Protection Agency
from hiring any new employees under
title 42, or transferring any current
employees from the GS scale to title
42. It would not effect current employ-
ees being paid under this provision.
This would give the Committee on En-
ergy and Commerce, the authorizing
committee, the time it needs to ad-
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dress whether the EPA truly deserves
the special pay consideration.

The Government Accountability Of-
fice looked into the Department of
Health and Human Services’ abuse of
title 42 several years ago, and found
problems with the implementation of
this program. Within the Department
of Health and Human Services where,
arguably, this could be allowed, why
would Congress ever allow the Environ-
mental Protection Agency to imple-
ment the same problematic pay struc-
ture?
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In multiple hearings in the Energy
and Commerce Committee, both former
Administrator Lisa Jackson and
former Administrator Gina McCarthy
refused to give specifics regarding the
program. A Freedom of Information
Act request by the EPA union, the
American Federation of Government
Employees, sent to my office showed
that title 42 hires at EPA are, in fact,
sowing dissent among workers, with
the union asking the Congress to stop
this abusive and unfair hiring tech-
nique.

A report by the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency’s own inspector general
in 2015 discovered that the EPA did not
properly demonstrate a need to use the
title 42 hiring authority, nor did it pro-
vide clear and convincing justification
for its continued use. This is further
proof that the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency’s use of the title 42 hiring
authority must come to an end.

I have introduced legislation further
clarifying that the Public Health Serv-
ices Act, written for HHS, does not per-
mit the EPA to use this language to
hire employees under a special pay
structure.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of the
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
claim time in opposition to this
amendment.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota is recognized for 5 min-
utes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chairman, as I said earlier, this
amendment, like some of the other
amendments that we have seen, could
be handled in the authorizing com-
mittee, which the gentleman is a mem-
ber of, if memory serves me correctly.

The gentleman is in the majority.
Call up, have a hearing, pass legisla-
tion, and then do it in a way that
doesn’t add more burdensome amend-
ments and riders to this bill. The Sen-
ate is also controlled by the same
party in the majority, and the Presi-
dent is of that party. So I would en-
courage the gentleman to go through
what I would call regular order.

This amendment would prohibit the
EPA from hiring scientists using its
title 42 authority, the flexible hiring
mechanism that allows agencies to at-
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tract and retain staff with outstanding
scientific and technical skills.

This authority, as has been pointed
out, is used by the EPA, the CDC, the
NIH, and other agencies that require
candidates who have specialized de-
grees in areas such as medicine,
science, and engineering.

It is not always easy for the Federal
Government to attract high-level pro-
fessionals who have invested many
years in school and could easily make
more money in private practice or aca-
demia. In fact, we have heard that
USGS and BLM quite often have prob-
lems keeping highly educated engi-
neers in place because the 