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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

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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
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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.
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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



H6512

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 private sec-
tor comes and offers them so much
more money.

So the Federal Government has
found it wise to allow these agencies to
provide some additional funding to re-
tain and recruit these employees. We
should want to have the best and the
brightest working for us and the Amer-
ican people—the best doctors, the best
scientists, and the best engineers. So I
am disappointed that the gentleman
does not believe such highly specialized
employees deserve the title 42 designa-
tion.

With our Nation facing crises like
Lyme’s disease, PFAS in our drinking
water, and climate change, we should
be investing in our scientists. We
should be encouraging them to seek
employment with the Federal Govern-
ment.

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

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

It is a reasonable amendment. It only
affects employees who are new hires in
title 42 in the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency, not in the CDC and not in
NIH. It is an amendment that would
allow the authorizing committee an op-
portunity to catch up with what the
Appropriations Committee has done
without an authorization.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, once
again, this amendment could go
through a different order and not be
placed onto an appropriations bill.

This is a shortsighted amendment. I
think it deserves to have a fair and
open vetting with the House con-
centrated on just what this would
mean to the EPA. So I don’t think we
should attack Federal employees who
sometimes have chosen to not receive
as much compensation and devote their
lives to public service.

Mr. Chairman, I urge defeat of the
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 54 will not
be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 55 OFFERED BY MR. EMMER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 55 printed
in House Report 115-830.
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Mr. EMMER. 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 withdraw Na-
tional Forest System lands within the Rainy
River Watershed on the Superior National
Forest from disposition under United States
mineral and geothermal leasing laws.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Minnesota.

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
myself such time as I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an
amendment, which I am pleased to say
that I intend to withdraw, because
after months of hard work in this
Chamber and with the administration,
it is no longer necessary.

Minnesota is the proud home to the
Iron Range, which boasts an abundance
of natural resources and critical min-
erals. When it comes to protecting the
environment while developing our eco-
nomic assets, nobody does it better
than Minnesota.

Despite this history, on its very last
day in office, the Obama administra-
tion proposed to withdraw more than
240,000 acres of land in our State from
mineral exploration and development.
This last-minute action was an assault
on our way of life, threatening thou-
sands of jobs and billions of dollars in
State revenue and school trust funding.
It handicaps our national security by
increasing our reliance on foreign
sources of minerals.

That is why I offered this amendment
to stop this foolish action.

This amendment is identical to one
that was unanimously adopted by this
Chamber last year and echoes the good
news delivered by the President to
thousands of Minnesotans on June 20
when he announced his intent to re-
scind this arbitrary withdrawal, which
is now in process.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr.
claim time in opposition.

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, I understand that the
amendment is going to be withdrawn,
but let me explain what this language
would have done. To the best of my
knowledge, the leases haven’t been per-
manently withdrawn yet.

This language would have prevented
the Forest Service and the Interior De-
partment from acting to protect our
Nation’s most visited wilderness area.

Chairman, I
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The Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wil-
derness is located in northern Min-
nesota, and it is one of the last truly
undisturbed wild places in America.

It is a national treasure, and it is
under threat from sulfide-ore copper
mining. The proposed mine is next to
the wilderness. There is no buffer, and
there is no barrier here. It is literally
in the same water.

Sulfide-ore mining is the most toxic
industry in America. It pollutes water-
ways with acid drainage that contains
arsenic, mercury, and lead.

The Forest Service recognized how
damaging this type of mining could be
to the Boundary Waters, so they pro-
posed a 20-year halt to Federal mine
leases in the watershed. They were
urged to study this withdrawal by our
Governor from Minnesota, Tribal Gov-
ernments, and people from all across
America who were worried that sulfide
mining could destroy the surrounding
waters and lands.

They have a right to be worried. All
these mines have failed. In 2014, a sul-
fide-ore mine in British Columbia
failed, dumping billions of liters of
toxic sludge, causing permanent envi-
ronmental damage.

So the Forest Service wisely decided
to conduct a science-based assessment
to see if mineral withdrawal would
make sense for the water-intensive
ecosystem of our Boundary Waters.

Now, Mr. Chairman, despite what you
might hear about what the gentleman
said, the proposed mining withdrawal
is not some overreach or some past or
current administration being out of
line. In 1976, Congress established this
exact review process under the Federal
Land Policy and Management Act.
Congress intentionally provided a way
to protect our country’s natural treas-
ures and vulnerable places.

If the gentleman’s amendment would
have come to the floor for a vote and
would have passed again, it would have
stopped that review process. It would
make the withdrawal study meaning-
less, because it dictates the outcome.

If this amendment had been on the
floor and it would pass, the withdrawal
of the Boundary Waters from sulfide-
ore mining would have been off the
table no matter what the study would
have said is best for the wilderness.

In every conversation I have had, and
I have had many, with Secretary Zinke
and Secretary Perdue, they have told
me the same thing: The study should
be completed.

So I hope my colleagues and the
President would reject having these
leases go through without having a
study.

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

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1%2 minutes to the gentleman from
Minnesota (Mr. NOLAN), who is my col-
league from Minnesota and coauthor of
this amendment.

Mr. NOLAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank
Mr. EMMER for yielding.

The lady, for whom I have enormous
respect, has failed to mention the fact
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that this or any other project any-
where in the country, let alone the
State of Minnesota, would be, never-
theless, subject to endless reviews by
the Environmental Protection Agency,
some of which take up to 10 and 12
years. So it is not as though we are ap-
proving a mining project here. It is
going to have to undergo rigorous re-
view.

As my colleagues from Minnesota
know, I was an original sponsor of the
1978 Boundary Waters Wilderness legis-
lation. I am very proud of that fact.

I want everybody to know here that,
at the time, we made a solid commit-
ment to preserve and to protect some
1.1 million acres out of the Superior
National Forest for the BWCA, to pro-
tect it from all manmade harm and
damage to the environment. But we
also made a commitment to reserve
the remainder of the Superior National
Forest for mixed-use purposes and spe-
cifically cited recreation and forestry.

The U.S. Forest Service described
mining as a desirable-use purpose. In
fact, that was the forestry service at
that time.

Our word is our bond in this business.
This amendment will uphold that hard-
fought compromise. The simple truth
is that we have been mining on the
Iron Range for 130 years, yet we have
the cleanest water in the State of Min-
nesota and perhaps the country. We are
going to do everything we can to make
sure that we keep it that way.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire as to how much time I have
remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota has 2 minutes remain-

ing.
Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 12 minutes to the gentleman

from Minnesota (Mr. PAULSEN).

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

Mr. Chairman, let me first start off
by saying that I have great respect for
my colleagues, both Representative
EMMER and Representative NOLAN, and
the rest of our delegation, Representa-
tive McCOLLUM included.

This has been an ongoing debate.

I just want to make sure folks under-
stand, know, and can appreciate—and I
know the gentleman is going to with-
draw the amendment—that hundreds of
thousands of people have been weighing
in on this ongoing public process, and
their comments should not be ignored.
That is the bottom line. Nor should we
be ignoring a science-based assessment
of the best management practices that
are important for one of Minnesota’s
and the country’s national treasures.

We should be open to new types of
mining in Minnesota, but only when
those necessary environmental reviews
are met.

I refer to the Boundary Waters as
Minnesota’s Yellowstone. There is a
reason for that. It has a national per-
spective with hundreds of thousands of
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Americans visiting it each and every
year, whether it is canoeing or fishing.
That is where some of my best memo-
ries in my life have taken place.

So I want to make sure—we owe it to
ourselves and future generations—that
we rely on science before undertaking
any activity that would disrupt this
fragile ecosystem.

Mr. Chairman, I want to thank the
gentlewoman for yielding me time, and
I want to thank my colleagues for their
ongoing discussion on this issue.

Mr. Chair, once again my colleagues, Rep-
resentatives EMMER and NOLAN, are offering
this amendment. And while | appreciate my
friendship with my Minnesota colleagues, |
once again oppose this amendment and rise
in opposition.

Minnesota has a rich history of taconite min-
ing that dates back generations. However, this
amendment is not about taconite mining, it's
about copper-nickel mining, which has never
been done before in Minnesota and is being
proposed within the watershed of the Bound-
ary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness, which is
one of America’s most visited wilderness
areas.

An environmental review is currently under-
way to study the viability of mining this close
to the Boundary Water Canoe Area and this
amendment would defund that review less
than a year before its scheduled completion in
2019.

Hundreds of thousands of people, on both
sides of the issue, have weighed in on this on-
going public process. Their comments should
not be ignored. Nor should we be ignoring the
science-based assessment of best manage-
ment practices for one of Minnesota’s national
treasures.

We should be open to new types of mining
in Minnesota, but only when the necessary en-
vironmental reviews are met.

The Boundary Waters Canoe Area is Min-
nesota’s Yellowstone. Hundreds of thousands
of Americans visit it on fishing and canoe trips
annually. Some of the best memories of my
life have taken place in the Boundary Waters.

We owe it to ourselves and future genera-
tions to rely on science before undertaking
any activity that could potentially disrupt this
fragile ecosystem. | oppose defunding the on-
going environmental review and ask others to
vote against the amendment.

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

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
30 seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), who is the chair-
man of the Appropriations Commit-
tee’s Interior, Environment, and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, now
you know how it feels about California
water. I got the drift of this thing.

Mr. Chairman, I certainly appreciate
the gentleman’s interest on this issue
and appreciate the variety of opinions
about it. I thank the gentleman, as
well as the gentlewoman from Min-
nesota, who 1is the subcommittee’s
ranking member, for her willingness to
work with the committee. As we work
together to try to move forward with
this bill, I hope a compromise will be
found.

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire how much time is remaining.
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The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Minnesota has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. EMMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the chairman for his work and contin-
ued support on this issue.

To make a few closing points, noth-
ing about this amendment would allow
for mining in the Boundary Waters, pe-
riod.
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In fact, to demonstrate the dis-
connect and level of misinformation on
this issue, my colleagues who stand in
opposition to this amendment worked
to have report language accompany
this bill which incorrectly calls atten-
tion to a ‘‘proposal’” to withdraw lands
within the Boundary Waters Canoe
Area, despite the fact there is no such
proposal and it remains unlawful to
mine within the Boundary Waters.

Nothing about this amendment
eliminates any existing environmental
protections. This amendment rein-

forces the commonsense reality that
economic growth and environmental
protection do not have to be mutually
exclusive.

I am pleased to have the support of
the House on this very important issue
during this 115th Congress. I am
pleased to have the pledged support
and continued commitment from the
administration to end this withdrawal.
I am pleased that we will soon be able
to get Washington out of the lives of
thousands of hardworking Minneso-
tans.

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

Mr. Chair, I withdraw the amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment
is withdrawn.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I re-
served my time. The gentleman has
withdrawn the amendment. Even
though the amendment has been with-
drawn, I don’t have the right to close
or I would have used my time.

Could the Parliamentarian instruct
me as to if my time is actually gone.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentle-
woman’s time has elapsed because the
amendment was withdrawn.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I move
to strike the last word.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, we do
have a tradition of mining in Min-
nesota—taconite mining is the new
mining—and I just want to reiterate
the fact that these leases are for min-
ing and the company that is looking to
mine is sulfide-ore mining.

But, Mr. Chairman, I want to close
by sharing some words from the found-
ing members of Kids for the Boundary
Waters. I have their handwritten notes.
To have handwritten notes from Amer-
ica’s young adults these days is pretty
special.

From Callie: ‘“This unique place
shaped my life. The Boundary Waters
helped me to realize my potential.”
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From Henry: ‘“I have watched year
after year as families like my own have
grown together in this wilderness.”

From Julia: ‘““The pristine, untainted
waters of the Boundary Waters are es-
sential to the quality and uniqueness
of the journeys of visitors.”

From Tommaso: ‘I am more com-
mitted than ever to help preserve and
protect this beautiful and unique eco-
system for future generations.”

From Elsa: ‘“‘Once the watershed
faces sulfide-ore copper mining, it will
never be the same.”

From Joseph, who started this orga-
nization during his fight with leu-
kemia: ‘“What cancer has taught me for
sure is that sometimes life only gives
you one chance to get things right, and
this is our one chance to protect the
Boundary Waters.”

I urge my colleagues and others to
join me in standing with these young,
inspiring people and to oppose the lease
renewal.

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

AMENDMENT NO. 56 OFFERED BY MR. GROTHMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 56 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. GROTHMAN. 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 implement or en-
force the rule entitled ‘‘National Ambient
Air Quality Standards for Ozone’ published
by the Environmental Protection Agency in
the Federal Register on October 26, 2015 (80
Fed. Reg. 65292).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Chairman, the
purpose of this amendment is to deal
with the new rule entitled, ‘‘National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for
Ozone,” which affects several Wis-
consin counties that I represent along
Lake Michigan.

Since the original CLEAR Act came
into effect, the Environmental Protec-
tion Agency has had the authority to
regulate air emissions from stationary
and mobile sources. They have—and
this is a good thing—over time, pro-
gressively come up with new rules,
making the standards more and more
stringent for the counties along Lake
Michigan.

If you are ruled a nonattainment, it
is a burden. It is a burden on industry
that has to spend substantial amounts
of additional money dealing with
stricter and stricter standards, putting
them at a competitive disadvantage
compared to other parts of the country
and other parts of the world. It is also
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a difficult thing for individual motor-
ists who find their cars have to be re-
paired. It is very expensive.

Some of it is easy for people who
have a high salary to deal with. Maybe
they don’t have an older car. But I
have always felt that some of this dis-
proportionately affects the people who
are just struggling to get a goal in life.

Therefore, when the EPA comes up
with new standards, it is not without
effect. They need to come up with new
standards they proposed a couple of
years ago.

The purpose of the amendment is to
prevent them from spending money
promulgating these new standards so
that our industries may have a predict-
able situation and not be at a competi-
tive disadvantage.

I should point out that, insofar as the
counties along Lake Michigan are
ruled a nonattainment, it may be
through no fault of their own. In part,
for historical reasons, they have mon-
itored the ozone by placing the mon-
itors real near Lake Michigan, where
there are artificially high amounts of
ozone.

Secondly, we have a situation where,
insofar as there are pollutants in the
area, almost all of them come from
south of Wisconsin, out of Chicago or
areas further south. As a practical
matter, it can be almost impossible, or
even impossible, for these Wisconsin
counties to deal with these problems.

I have been working with the Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency on this
issue. After introducing the amend-
ment, I have continued to work with
the Environmental Protection Agency.

While I would like to deal with this
problem statutorily, I realize it would
be probably better for all concerned if
the Environmental Protection Agency,
as well as the business community in
Wisconsin, and I could reach a conclu-
sion.

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

Mr. Chair, I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. JOHNSON of
Louisiana). The amendment is with-
drawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MR. CONNOLLY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 67 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. CONNOLLY. 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 avail-
able by this Act may be used to propose or
issue any modification to any regulation es-
tablished in the final rule of the Adminis-
trator of the Environmental Protection
Agency entitled ‘“‘Disposal of Coal Combus-
tion Residuals From Electric Utilities’ (80
Fed. Reg. 21301 (April 17, 2015)).

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

Mr. CONNOLLY. Mr. Chairman, it is
in the spirit of bipartisan, common-
sense, and modest safeguards that I
sought to offer this amendment that
would protect the 2015 Federal coal ash
rule.

Sadly, late last night, Acting EPA
Administrator Wheeler helped cement
the toxic legacy of former Adminis-
trator Pruitt’s reign over the EPA by
rolling back Federal coal ash stand-
ards, making this amendment moot.

I remind my colleagues that the
Obama-era Federal coal ash rule was
not rushed nor was it onerous. In fact,
some think it didn’t go far enough.
After years of debate, input from com-
munity and industry stakeholders, and
nearly half a million public comments,
the Obama administration finalized
stringent but pragmatic Federal coal
ash regulations to deal with post-clo-
sure requirements, groundwater moni-
toring, and public reporting.

The Pruitt proposal, which was an-
nounced only 5 months ago, included
very few hearings, very little outreach
to the public, and last night was final-
ized. That is warp speed, even for the
Trump administration’s swamp-driven
EPA antiregulation movement. So, no,
the 2015 rule was not rushed; the Pruitt
rule most certainly was.

I also remind my colleagues of the
catastrophic 2008 Kingston, Tennessee,
coal ash spill and why the Federal Gov-
ernment got in this business to begin
with. The Kingston spill was a dev-
astating event. The breach released 5
million cubic yards of coal ash, cov-
ering 300 acres in toxic sludge, dam-
aging and destroying homes and prop-
erty, resulting in $1.2 billion in cleanup
costs, mostly borne by the public.

The lasting health consequences of
that spill, some of which are still un-
known, are even worse. Residents still
suffer from respiratory illnesses and
other side effects. Arsenic levels where
the coal ash runoff was disposed of
were measured at 100 times, Mr. Chair-
man, higher than the amount allowed
under the Safe Drinking Water Act.
The EPA has already said such expo-
sure significantly increases risk of can-
cers.

Earlier this year, lawyers filed suit
in Federal court alleging that more
than 180 members of this Superfund
cleanup now face severe health effects,
and 30 individuals have died from the
cleanup of this toxic waste.

These coal ash spills continue to
occur across the country, Mr. Chair-
man, including in my home State of
Virginia, where a neighboring State,
North Carolina, had a coal ash pond
that spilled more than 39,000 tons of
toxic ash and 24 million gallons of
wastewater into the Dan River.

Though much of the public and media
attention to this spill was focused on
North Carolina’s regulatory short-
comings, Virginia was exposed to the
dangers of the coal ash spill. As a re-
sult, Virginia’s Department of Environ-
mental Quality secured a $2.5 million
settlement against Duke Energy Caro-
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linas, a fraction of the cost of the
cleanup.
What has happened in Virginia,

North Carolina, and Tennessee can
happen in any one of our communities
that have or are near coal ash im-
poundment ponds, which is why we
must protect the 2015 Federal coal ash
rule. Unfortunately, that is not what
happened last night.

What happened last night will weak-
en groundwater monitoring and clean-
up requirements without considering
the widespread evidence of significant
groundwater contamination recently
revealed by industry’s own data. Al-
ready, under the 2015 rule’s reporting
requirements, coal ash waste sites
across the country displayed evidence
of contaminating groundwater. Under
Pruitt’s proposal, that data may not
even see the light of day. We may not
know. We are not going to monitor.

Surely, if there is anything we here
in Congress can agree on, it is the right
of all people to have access to safe
drinking water. As a result of the 2015
Federal rules, States are working to
close legacy coal ash impoundments
and protect water. Under the new final-
ized agreement that modified that rule
last night, that is now in jeopardy. Be-
cause of that action, we are going to
have to address coal ash in a different
way, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, because of that ac-
tion, I will be forced to withdraw this
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. Chair, I withdraw my amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR. The amendment
is withdrawn.

AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF
ALASKA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 68 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, 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

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to require changes
to an existing placer mining plan of oper-
ations with regard to reclamation activities,
including revegetation, or to modify the
bond requirements for the mining operation.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

(Mr. YOUNG of Alaska asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)
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Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, Alaska has a long history of plac-
er mining operations, beginning in the
early 1800s and continuing through
today. In fact, Alaska is one of the few
places left, including California, that
has placer mining operations.

Most placer mining operations are
small, but it as a robust industry in
Alaska, providing hundreds of jobs and
contributing to the growth of rural
Alaskan communities.

The Bureau of Land Management’s
Fortymile plan, finalized in the last
days of the previous administration,
upended decades of successful placer
mining land management in the
Fortymile Planning Area.

The Fortymile plan imposed an over-
ly complex regulatory framework on
small-scale placer mining operations as
part of an ongoing effort to discourage
mining activity in the area.

The Fortymile miners previously
agreed to environmental remediation
standards, and under the new plan pro-
posed by the BLM, they are expected to
reclaim land that they have not mined
and mitigate in ways they did not
agree to in their approved operation
plans.

They are expected to remediate land
that was impacted by placer mining
over 100 years ago, which adds to their
financial burden and makes it eco-
nomically impractical for miners to
continue their operations.

This language has been included in
the appropriations report language by
unanimous consent for the last 2 years.
This is a necessary piece of legislation
and amendment to this bill to make
sure the BLM recognizes that miners
do have obligations, they have met
their obligations, and the agencies
have gone against them.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes’ on this amendment, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

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

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman from Alaska has been en-
lightening me more about placer min-
ing, and I appreciate learning more;
but I have some questions that remain
unanswered, so that is why I have op-
position to the gentleman’s amend-
ment.
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I understand that between 400 and 600
miles of BLM-managed streams have
historic or active placer mining im-
pacts, and there is a legacy of historic
claim with reduction of ecosystem
function.

Now, BLM continues various out-
reach activities, including public meet-
ings and interactions with individual
miners, and is working with industry
to incorporate best management prac-
tices and new reclamation techniques
to accelerate stream recovery. I think
that would be a good thing.
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Of course, reclamation activities
may be necessary, and what they are
looking to do is to increase the cost to
the miners, which the gentleman is ob-
jecting to, if I understand correctly, in
order to get these streams and eco-
systems back up to function.

This amendment would prohibit as-
sessing the cost of the reclamation
areas to placer miners who are prof-
iting from mineral extraction on BLM-
managed land.

I personally believe the American
taxpayer should not shoulder the bur-
den of the restoration costs, that re-
sponsible parties should.

So the gentleman will probably be
enlightening me over the next couple
of months on what he thinks might be
able to be worked out so that both par-
ties feel that the burden is not over-
burdensome, but there is adequate rec-
lamation going forward.

Mr. Chair, at this time I have to op-
pose the amendment, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, I appre-
ciate the Dean of the House’s amend-
ment and his dedication to the sound
management of natural resources on
behalf of constituents in his State.

Obviously, mining, and certainly
placer mining, is unique to Alaska.
Alaska certainly has a unique history
when it comes to mineral extraction,
probably more than any other State in
the Union. It is certainly a big part of
Alaska’s economy and the economy of
the United States. It is a mutually ben-
eficial enterprise.

This amendment is similar to the
ones adopted by voice vote in FY17 and
FY18, so I certainly urge my colleagues
to adopt it by a voice vote yet again.

Mr. Chair, I support the amendment.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair, I
appreciate the comments from the
chairman, and especially the com-
ments from the gentlewoman who un-
derstands and has opposition. I would
like to remind everybody, again, the
reclamation was taking place, the
mitigation was taking place. They
changed the rules after they agreed on
it.

This is not a newly mined area. This
has been mined before. In fact, I just
came from there on the Fourth of July.
Chicken, Alaska. This is where this
mine is. Lots of mom-and-pop oper-
ations, retired people. Chicken, Alaska.
You know why they call it ‘‘Chicken’’?
They couldn’t spell ‘“‘ptarmigan.’” That
is why they call that small community
that.

They are trying very hard, but very
frankly, the BLM came in with this
plan. It is not working. In fact, they
are spending very large amounts of
money trying to implement their rec-
lamation concept when it doesn’t work.
And I will challenge anybody to show
that these miners are not doing their
best, but their proposal is trying to put
them out of business. I just think that
is wrong.
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If I thought they were doing some
harm, I would definitely not be for
them. I have been there. I have seen it.
I have watched what they are trying to
do. An agency, I think, has forgotten
their role, and they don’t support min-
ing. BLM is supposed to. And they have
made it very nearly impossible for,
very frankly, a mom-and-pop operation
to do so.

So I hope the gentlewoman can see
her way to allowing this amendment to
this bill.

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 Alaska (Mr. YOUNG).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. PERRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 59 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. PERRY. 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 give formal noti-
fication under, or prepare, propose, imple-
ment, administer, or enforce any rule or rec-
ommendation pursuant to, section 115 of the
Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7415).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, I want to
start by thanking Chairman CALVERT
for this opportunity.

Mr. Chair, this amendment prohibits
the EPA from using funds for actions
pursuant to section 115 of the Clean Air
Act. Section 115 of the Clean Air Act
allows the agency to mandate State
emissions levels to whatever level the
agency deems appropriate if, in col-
laboration with a foreign government,
they determine endangerment and if
the other government has a reciprocal
agreement to prevent or control these
emissions in their own nation.

Now, this is a backdoor provision
that allows the agency to vastly ex-
pand its regulatory authority and en-
croach on the constitutional rights of
the States to regulate their own energy
sectors, based on the actions of a for-
eign nation and the whims of the exec-
utive branch.

It is irresponsible to allow unelected
bureaucrats at the EPA to retain the
ability to seize such an expansive au-
thority. If the U.S. government wants
to pursue such a policy, one that, in
my opinion, is constitutionally sus-
pect, it should be done through an ex-
plicit congressional delegation of au-
thority on a case-by-case basis.

A similar amendment has passed the
House during the interior and environ-
mental appropriations packages for the
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previous 2 fiscal years, Mr. Chairman. I
urge my colleagues to take back our
Article I authority and support this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, 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. Chair, it has
been pointed out that this amendment
would block the EPA from regulating
air pollution under section 115 of the
Clean Air Act, which deals with inter-
national pollution and allows the
United States to work with other coun-
tries on transboundary pollution
issues.

Being a State that borders Canada,
we enter into agreements with them
many times to make sure that both of
our countries are working together in
the best interest of their citizens.

This gentleman has offered this
amendment for a number of years. It
used to be the amendment to torpedo
the climate change agreement, but
President Trump took care of that, so
I am a little unclear as to why it is
continuing to be offered.

Section 115 could be a tool in our
toolbox for a path to achieve reduction
targets for greenhouse gases. The gen-
tleman’s amendment would prohibit
both the EPA and the Trump White
House from even developing a well-con-
sidered recommendation as to whether
or not to use this authority.

The President might, in some cir-
cumstances, want to work with an-
other country to address something.
This to me is just the latest in a long
line of attacks on clean air and on the
EPA’s authority to respond to the ur-
gent threat of climate change.

A vote for this amendment is another
vote, in my opinion, for climate denial
and to block action to curb carbon pol-
lution that is driving our dangerous
climate change.

We see the hurricanes getting strong-
er, the wildfires raging stronger, and
now we are seeing the glaciers melt.

Mr. Chair, so I would urge my col-
leagues to oppose this amendment and
to leave this tool in the toolbox for the
Republican administrator at EPA, as
well as for the Republican person who
is serving in the White House. Let’s
leave them one tool in the toolbox in
case they want to take it out and use
it.

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

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, are we or
are we not a sovereign Nation? I think
that most people would agree that we
are, and, as such, we don’t take issue
with the Congress, with the adminis-
tration doing its job to keep our air
clean and to make treaties and provi-
sions with other nations.

But what we do take issue with is
other nations working with, poten-
tially, this administration, any admin-

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

istration, that comes up with an agree-
ment not ratified by the American peo-
ple, not ratified by this body or the
body on the other side of the Capitol to
encroach upon the constitutional
rights of States to regulate their own
environmental emissions, as provided.

So it is not a question of whether we
think that the climate isn’t changing,
man has something to do with it, or
whether it should be regulated or how
it should be regulated. It is a question
of the authority vested in the Constitu-
tion, in these bodies, and the ones that
are not.

It is not the place of unelected bu-
reaucrats or individuals to make an
agreement with some other nation,
then to impose itself on the States in-
dividually. That is all we are saying
here. It has passed on numerous occa-
sions because it is good.

The President got us out of the Paris
climate agreement, but that doesn’t
mean that some other administration
in the future might make another
agreement that, yet again, the Amer-
ican people had no part in; neither did
this body. So this just ensures that if
that is the case, we have the protection
that this body should provide.

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 Pennsylvania (Mr.
PERRY).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 60 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 60 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. PEARCE. 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 treat the New
Mexico meadow jumping mouse as an endan-
gered species 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 New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, in the
West, water is the key to everything.
One small family, the Gosses—I met
them my first year in Congress in
2003—has been fighting a 30-year, pro-
tracted battle with the Forest Service
over the water and access to the water.

They have been to two different
courts, and the courts said, yes, the
water is theirs. The Forest Service re-
sponded to the first court by fencing
the water in. They said the 23 acres
around it was their acreage and they
couldn’t walk their cows to get to the
water.

H6517

The Gosses went back to court, and
found that the court said, okay, they
don’t have a right to walk the cows on
your 23 acres, but they do have a right
to move the water to the cows through
a pipe or a ditch. The Forest Service
responded by electrifying the fence.

That is the kind of fight that we are
in right now. A couple years ago, I
stood out over that water for about 22
or 3 hours with the Forest Service, the
Gosses, and we all negotiated that the
fences could be brought in, that accom-
modations could be met, that we could
find habitat other places. And it was
all agreed we would get to the water.

Then, subsequently, the Fish and
Wildlife Service said, well, there is a
jumping mouse. They admitted them-
selves that the science was not very
good, that they had never seen one of
the jumping mice there, but they
thought it might be there. They admit-
ted that the science was very terrible.

Despite the lack of any scientific evi-
dence, despite everything, now that
area has been shut back off.

There are many areas where the
jumping mouse could have a critical
habitat, but the agency just refuses to
do it.

So my amendment is quite simple. It
simply says that the New Mexico
meadow jumping mouse cannot be list-
ed as endangered or threatened until
they do some better science. It is a
very straightforward amendment
where we are trying to find the balance
between the Endangered Species Act
and the need for jobs, the need for an
economy in the West. And that re-
volves around open spaces, ranchland,
water. It all comes together in this one
single issue.

Mr. Chairman, 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, this
amendment clearly would prohibit Fish
and Wildlife Service from imple-
menting or enforcing the endangered
species listing of the New Mexico jump-
ing mouse under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act. It would restrict the Service
from offering critical protections to
preserve the species.

This amendment is harmful. Once a
species is listed under the Endangered
Species Act, the role of Fish and Wild-
life is primarily permissive, helping
parties comply with the act as they
carry out their activities.

Now, the majority of the habitat of
the New Mexico jumping mouse is on
Federal land, and Fish and Wildlife is
working with the Forest Service to de-
velop conservation measures that will
protect the mouse while allowing live-
stock grazing on Forest Service lands
and assuring adequate water for these
cattle.

Since the endangered species listing,
members of the livestock community
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have voiced concern about their im-
pacts to people who recreate and make
their livelihood on Forest Service
lands, which result from addressing the
needs of the mouse.

The Fish and Wildlife Service has es-
tablished three working groups to ad-
dress these concerns, and they have
come up with some creative solutions,
like establishing cattle lanes to assure
cattle can have access to water while
protecting the vegetation necessary for
the survival of the mouse.

We have been in contact, and we find
that there is a lot of excitement and
there is a lot of cooperation going on.
So I would like to work with the Serv-
ice to make sure that we give this a
full chance of working.
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Under this amendment, the Service
would not be able to continue to re-
cover this species, though all the En-
dangered Species Act prohibitions
would still apply. So the Service
wouldn’t be able to continue to recover
the species under this amendment, but
all the other activities of the Endan-
gered Species Act would still apply. So
the Service wouldn’t be able to work
collaboratively any longer with stake-
holders to provide ESA compliance.

The Service has a statutory require-
ment to implement the Endangered
Species Act. Defunding the Agency’s
ability to fulfill these legal require-
ments just makes the Agency and the
Federal Government more vulnerable
to lawsuits, which is an unnecessary
cost for American taxpayers.

Additionally, this amendment would
limit the Service from undertaking a
required status review of the sub-
species or from initiating any rule-
making to downlist or even delist this
species, when it became appropriate.

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

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, with re-
spect to the gentlewoman, if the
science underlying the decision was
sound, and even the Agency itself has
admitted that the science was seri-
ously flawed—if the stakes were not so
high—the entire listing of species
would demand sound science. So this is
a serious problem throughout the West
and throughout the United States.

If it weren’t a matter of being able to
provide jobs and have economies in
these big rural areas of New Mexico,
and there are no other tax bases in
those areas, so as we crowd out the
ranchers, then counties simply don’t
have the revenues to survive them-
selves.

If the stakes weren’t these, then I
would listen more closely to the gen-
tlewoman’s arguments. But as it is, I
just don’t think that we can sustain a
decision like this. If the Fish and Wild-
life Service had showed up at that
meeting where we found other critical
habitat within a couple of miles, it is
just that critical habitat didn’t block
access to this source of water, the only
source of water in that section of the
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ranch, and these are ranches that are
on mountain ranges.

So you have the inability for cows to
cross the mountain ranges over to the
next range. Also, it is miles in between
some of the loading stations and the
water stations.

So these are things that compel me
to say that we have to find something
different here. We want the Agency to
reconsider it, to 1look for Dbetter
science, to look for better critical habi-
tat.

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

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, the
gentleman wasn’t here earlier, because
he was attending to other work and
now has come down to do his amend-
ment, but I have been making the case
that this type of authorizing language,
these types of debates and discussions,
should be taking place in the author-
izing committee where we can bring in
the Service, bring in the ranchers, find
out what we need to do better to create
win-wins.

When we just come and put things on
the appropriations bill, it doesn’t allow
for that full vetting. It doesn’t allow us
that opportunity to work with the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee after the authorizing com-
mittee is coming through and figuring
out where we need to adjust the budg-
et, or what we need to do, or how we
need to do oversight to make sure that
the Fish and Wildlife Service is doing
things that the gentleman is talking
about.

So, an interesting thing, we got some
information from the Service, and the
Service has been working with the re-
search community to expand the sur-
vey of the jumping mouse outside its
currently known occupied areas. The
goal of this expansion effort is to docu-
ment additional populations. If they
document additional populations, we
could possibly move toward
downlisting or delisting the species, as
appropriate. But your amendment, un-
fortunately, would block that.

I would like to see this type of
amendment be brought up under the
majority—the majority is the same in
the Senate, and the majority is in con-
trol of the White House—and have an
opportunity to do the right kind of
oversight to make sure that, when we
are doing legislation with the best of
intentions—if this survey were to come
back and say that we could downlist or
delist the species, this amendment
would prohibit us from doing it.

So, at this time, I will oppose the
gentleman’s amendment. But I thank
him for bringing this attention to the
floor, and I will look more into it.

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

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, again, I
respect the gentlewoman’s opinions
and observations.

I would point out that these are 1907
water rights, which, in New Mexico,
water rights are given, and the earlier,
the better. So they can’t get access be-
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cause of the listing of a species. The
science is very flawed.

The Agency had the opportunity to
go out to the forest with us. And that
day, they simply turned down the op-
portunity to meet with us. We had the
State forester, the head of the U.S.
Forest Service of New Mexico there.
We had the regional forester. Everyone
was there except the people who really
needed to be there. They refused our
invitation.

I have been working on this single
issue for 14 years myself, so it is not
like we haven’t been discussing the
issue at length.

Again, with that, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote
on the 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 New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

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 New Mexico will
be postponed.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 61 will not
be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 62 OFFERED BY MR. PEARCE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 62 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. PEARCE. 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 shall be used to draft, propose, fi-
nalize, implement, enforce, or carry out any
rulemaking on the lesser prairie-chicken
(Tympanuchus pallidicinctus) under section 4
of the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1533).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New Mexico.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman,
issue is very similar to the last one.

As we approached the year 2013-2014,
discussions were going on with Fish
and Wildlife Service about the poten-
tial listing either as endangered or
threatened of the lesser prairie chick-
en. We began to ask for volunteers. We
asked for farmers and ranchers, for oil
and gas companies, to work together to
really come up with a collaborative
plan in order to avoid the listing for
the lesser prairie chicken as either
threatened or endangered, and the in-
dustries responded very well.

this
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To date, partners in that effort have
contributed more than $64 million in
enrollment and mitigation fees. They
have agreed to conserve more than
150,000 acres of habitat.

It was at that point that the Fish and
Wildlife Service said, okay, this is the
best effort we have had in this collabo-
ration nationwide. They were all ec-
static. Then they turned around about
a month later and simply listed the
lesser prairie chicken.

Again, the science was somewhat
lacking in that. So, in 2015, a Federal
district court looked at the issue, and
they vacated the finding and said that
the Fish and Wildlife Service took no
account of the ongoing conservation.

Keep in mind that the conservation
efforts actually have been working.
Just this year, the number of birds is
up from 30,000 to 39,000, so almost a 25
percent increase in the population.
That is exactly what these collabo-
rative efforts were intended to do.

The court found that the Fish and
Wildlife Service didn’t conduct a prop-
er analysis and that the analysis they
did was neither rigorous nor valid.

So we are simply asking, in this

amendment, that the lesser prairie
chicken not be listed, that it be
delisted.

Mr. Chairman, 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. Chairman, in
2016, the Service officially removed the
lesser prairie chicken from the Federal
list of endangered and threatened wild-
life in accordance with the September
2015 court order vacating the Service’s
2014 delisting determination, as the
gentleman pointed out.

Now, the administration action was
taken in light of the decision not to ap-
peal the court’s ruling. So they decided
they weren’t going to appeal, but they
were going to try to move forward.

So the Service is currently con-
ducting a species status assessment to
characterize the current and future
conditions of the lesser prairie chick-
en. The assessment takes into account
both the threats and conservation ef-
forts.

When I was in Nevada—I wasn’t in
your State, sir, but I was in Nevada
with one of our other colleagues—I saw
amazing work that was being done in
collaboration, in fact, with an energy
company, amazing work being done.

The gentleman from Nevada was un-
able to produce one prairie chicken for
me to see that morning when we were
out, but I believe that they are there
and that the conservation is working,
in spite of the fact that I didn’t get to
see one lesser prairie chicken.

But going back, the draft report was
shared with peer and partner reviews,
and the Service is working with them
to get feedback. If the Service deter-
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mines the listing of the lesser prairie
chicken as threatened or endangered is
warranted, it is unlikely that any rule-
making could be completed before 2018.
So that would take 2 years, in which
Congress could take action.

I would like the Service to be able to
continue working closely with its part-
ners, including State fish and wildlife
agencies, the Western Association of
Fish and Wildlife Agency, the U.S. De-
partment of Agriculture, industry, pri-
vate landowners, and other partners, in
the interest of conserving the lesser
prairie chicken.

So what the amendment does, and
why I am objecting to it, it halts, it
stops, that transparent process that is
working properly, that I saw in the
field working properly and providing
ample opportunity for public comment
in how we could move forward.

So this amendment would make the
decision. It would make the decision
final about the conservation of the spe-
cies on the basis of what is not, in my
opinion, good science. So, at this time,
I urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment, and I hope all partners
continue to work together.

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

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Kansas
(Mr. ESTES).

Mr. ESTES of Kansas. Mr. Chairman,
I rise today to support amendment No.
62 to H.R. 6147. This amendment mod-
ernizes the Endangered Species Act and
recognizes voluntary conservation ef-
forts to protect the lesser prairie
chicken.

In 2015, the species native to western
Kansas was inaccurately listed as
threatened under the Endangered Spe-
cies Act due to a multiyear drought.
Since then, Kansas farmers and ranch-
ers have devoted millions of dollars to-
ward successful conservation through a
range-wide plan. This along with in-
creased rainfall has led to an increase
in the lesser prairie chicken popu-
lation.

However, recently, the push to list
the species as endangered was re-
started, disregarding these voluntary
efforts. I am glad this amendment rec-
ognizes the private conservation efforts
toward the lesser prairie chicken. I co-
sponsored a similar measure in the
farm bill, and I appreciate Representa-
tives PEARCE and MARSHALL for offer-
ing this amendment. I ask my col-
leagues to support it.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT), the chairman of
the subcommittee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment.

In 2015, a Federal court ordered the
Fish and Wildlife Service to remove
the lesser prairie chicken from the list
of threatened and endangered species.
Environmental activists immediately
petitioned the Agency to list the spe-
cies again, and the Agency, having
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been stung by the court, concluded
that the petition had merit.

Now the Agency is on the verge of
listing the species yet again, and it will
end up in court again, where it will be
delisted again. Rinse and repeat.

Folks, how many times must we re-
peat this cycle before people start
working together? How much money
must be wasted fighting each other be-
fore we realize that our money is bet-
ter spent actually helping the species?

This amendment calls a timeout on
the madness, at least for one species.
That is why I am urging an ‘‘aye’ vote.

Mr. PEARCE. Mr. Chairman, again, I
would point out that the collaboration
was unprecedented across the Nation.
What is going to happen, if this col-
laboration fails, is that others are
going to say, okay, that collaboration
process simply doesn’t work.

Though, again, the courts, we are
simply agreeing with the court findings
in the matter that the Fish and Wild-
life Service failed to ask very impor-
tant questions and needs to reaccom-
plish the evaluation.

All in all, the States and local areas
can and will pitch in to help the species
survive. But the heavy-handed ap-
proach coming from the Fish and Wild-
life Service simply, again, is going to
kill jobs and kill the potential of col-
laborative efforts.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
the 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 New Mexico (Mr. PEARCE).

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 New Mexico will
be postponed.

0 1845

AMENDMENT NO. 63 OFFERED BY MR. GOSAR

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 63 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. GOSAR. 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 carry out Procla-
mation 7320 entitled ‘‘Establishment of the
Ironwood Forest National Monument’’ issued
by the President of the United States on
June 9, 2000.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.
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Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, I rise to
offer an amendment that supports rec-
reational shooting, K-12 education, and
responsible energy development by pro-
hibiting funds for the Ironwood Forest
National Monument that was unilater-
ally designated under the Antiquities
Act.

By looking at the map here, it is very
clear that this monument was a polit-
ical land grab meant to prevent respon-
sible energy and mineral production, as
well as multiple use on Federal lands.
You couldn’t construct something even
worse than that.

As you can see, the monument
boundary starts in the right corner
here in the yellow and includes a large
mineral deposit that includes molyb-
denum, manganese, gold, and periph-
eral lead-zinc-silver.

The boundary then works its way up
and also encircles the purple, which is
a significant copper deposit.

Continuing to move up to the green,
the monument encompasses significant
amounts of lead, zinc, and silver veins.

Moving further up the map to the
next yellow, the monument encircles
the entire Silver Bell Mine and oper-
ations, as well as other claims, and
also encompasses massive mineral de-
posits that contain molybdenum, man-
ganese, gold, and peripheral lead-zinc-
silver.

Moving to the blue and to the top left
of the monument, the boundary almost
entirely encircles two large veins that
contain barium, lead, and silver.

Essentially, all the colored areas on
the map are off limits to new energy
and mineral exploration and develop-
ment as a result of the monument land
grab.

Proponents claim the 188,619-acre
monument is necessary to protect a
stand of ironwood trees covering 640
acres. Let me repeat that. Proponents
claim the 188,619-acre monument is
necessary to protect a stand of
ironwood trees covering 640 acres.

Wow. If this unilateral monument
designation was not political, it would
have had a significantly different
boundary and been much smaller.

There is nothing glamorous about
this monument, and it was an uncon-
stitutional taking by then-Secretary
Babbitt and the Clinton administra-
tion, pointblank.

The Arizona Mining Association, Ari-
zona Rock Products Association, Ari-
zona Mining Industry Gets Our Sup-
port, and the Southern Arizona Busi-
ness Coalition recently asked for this
monument to be modified signifi-
cantly, stating: ‘‘One-third of the area
encompassed in the Ironwood Monu-
ment is either State trust lands or pri-
vately owned. These lands have effec-
tively lost all economic potential as a
result of the national monument des-
ignation. . . . At the time of the des-
ignation, the State government esti-
mated that it would lose $100 million in
mineral rights. This does not include
financial losses to private companies
or the lost employment potential for
the mines.”
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Asarco and Liberty Star Uranium
and Metals Corporation of Tucson have
also asked for this monument to be sig-
nificantly altered.

Further, the Ironwood Forest Na-
tional Monument has caused harm to
the common schools beneficiary, K-12
education, by locking up these lands,
preventing multiple use, and stopping
important revenues from flowing to the
educational coffers.

The Ironwood Forest National Monu-
ment enacted a complete ban on rec-
reational shooting. No utility corridors
are allowed in the monument. One-
quarter of the monument can be closed
to human entry for over one-third of
the year due to the presence of sheep,
and nearly 10,000 acres of this monu-
ment are completely locked up at all
times. Further, the monument con-
stitutes an attack on ranchers by nega-
tively impacting grazing.

This monument designation was an
unconstitutional taking. Asarco in-
vested $72 million prior to the monu-
ment designation in hopes of expanding
the mine. They will likely invest sev-
eral hundred million more, create new
jobs, and grow the economy if the mine
is no longer within the monument
boundary.

The Arizona Game and Fish Depart-
ment has not been able to fully imple-
ment vital management activities
within the monument boundaries, in-
cluding fencing to protect wildlife,
predator control, law enforcement
wildlife investigations, and responses
to illegal wildlife activities.

In November, 24 Members of Congress
sent President Trump a letter recom-
mending a recession of this monument
amongst other monument rec-
ommendations. That letter was en-
dorsed by the American Farm Bureau
Federation, Americans for Responsible
Recreation Access, the National
Cattlemen’s Beef Association, and the
Public Lands Council.

This amendment is endorsed by the
American Exploration and Mining As-
sociation, American Encore, AMIGOS,
Asarco Mining, the Competitive Enter-
prise Institute, Free Market America,
the Arizona Farm Bureau, Arizona Lib-
erty, the Arizona Pork Council, Con-
cerned Citizens for America, Eagle Mo-
torcycles, Rim Country Custom Rods,
the Southern Arizona Business Coali-
tion, and Yavapai County Supervisor
Jack R. Smith, amongst others.

Mr. Chairman, I thank the chairman
and ranking member for their time and
for their good work on this bill.

I urge a ‘‘yes” vote on this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman from Arizona has expired.

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. GRIJALVA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment that
seeks to eliminate the Ironwood Forest
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National Monument, which is in my
district. The fact that it is in my dis-
trict is secondary to the callous dis-
regard to the public input, the wishes
of the people of southern Arizona, the
history of the area, and the biodiver-
sity that this amendment attacks.

This amendment effectively repeals
the monument, returning the lands
back to multiple-use status, and open-
ing them up for unfettered mining and
other harmful activities.

The sponsor of the legislation says
that it is necessary to restore access
for recreational shooting and to gen-
erate revenue for local schools, which I
understand is a nod to the potential
revenue garnered from future mining
operations that he envisions will pop
up once the monument is eliminated.
He speaks for the mining industry, not
Arizonans, and certainly not my con-
stituents.

A recent poll found that 73 percent of
the people of Arizona oppose elimi-
nating protections for national monu-
ments. Arizonans don’t want mining in
their monuments, but that doesn’t
seem to matter to the sponsor of this
amendment, who will seemingly do
whatever it takes to roll back public
lands protections.

I also take issue with the sponsor of
the amendment’s notion that this
amendment is about protecting access
for recreational shooting. When the
monument was established, rec-
reational shooting was allowed, as it is
on a large percentage of public lands.
Unfortunately, some bad actors forced
local land managers to rethink access
for the entire shooting community.
People were shooting up endangered
cacti, leaving bullet hole-ridden sofas
and other trash throughout the desert.
Those were used as targets.

One of the great things about living
in Tucson and southern Arizona is that
we are surrounded by public lands. Our
protected desert landscapes support
wildlife and an abundant biodiversity
to a wide range of recreational activi-
ties.

Unfortunately, this amendment
views these rare landscapes as com-
modities, only available for extraction
of resources and nothing more. It is
kind of a corporate radar approach and
mentality to our shared public assets
and lands: use them, abuse them, dis-
card them, and see how much we can
make out of them, in terms of money.

The spirit of conservation and preser-
vation is very important to the people
of southern Arizona, and this is one of
our special places. This amendment is
an attack on the people, its history,
and our traditions in southern Arizona.
This amendment is an attack on the
Antiquities Act, and this amendment is
an attack on our public lands.

This monument was created in the
year 2000 by President Clinton after the
Pima County Board of Supervisors, the
elected officials for the county, peti-
tioned for it; the Tohono O’odham Na-
tion petitioned for it; the people of
southern Arizona petitioned for it; and
that monument was created.
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The vice chairman of the Tohono
O’odham Nation, Mr. Verlon Jose, said,
today: ‘““The Tohono O’odham have
lived in this region since time imme-
morial, and the Ironwood Forest Na-
tional Monument has tremendous cul-
tural and historical importance. More
than 200 important archeological sites
with remains from our ancestors are
within the monument, including two
areas listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. We must oppose mis-
guided efforts to withhold funding from
Ironwood, as it would have a dev-
astating effect on efforts to protect
this national treasure.”’

Mr. Chairman, the issue here today is
about trying to relive and undo a deci-
sion that was made with public partici-
pation, public input, the support of
local elected officials, the support of
affected Tribes, and do it for the spe-
cific interests of a mining company
that feels they have a right, even
though it is a foreign-owned company,
to come in on our public lands, with-
draw minerals, pay no royalties, and
exploit the area.

The Ironwood Forest National Monu-
ment is a landscape treasure. It is a
rare treasure, and it needs to be main-
tained. I urge a ‘“no” vote on this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
move to strike the last word.

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

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I yield
to the gentleman from Arizona (Mr.
GOSAR).

Mr. GOSAR. Mr. Chairman, look at
how this monument is connected and
concocted. I think every which way.
You couldn’t make a worse definition
for a monument.

What it basically does is it goes to
the far side to catch these two min-
erals over here. Down here in the mid-
dle, it goes to the far edge. This is
called gerrymandering for minerals.
This is a political bias based upon
takings from the people of Arizona.

Remember, I responded by saying:
Listen, one-third of this designation
was private and State lands. These are
part of the dedication to the citizens of
Arizona.

So when you look at this, this is the
worst concocted. This is the vanity of,
actually, atrocities of monuments gone
haywire.

Now, I am happy to work with the
gentleman from southern Arizona to
rightsize this monument. I would be
happy to do that. But this concoction
is a blatant exercise in overjurisdiction
of the Federal Government and
misutilizing the Antiquities Act.

Mr. Chairman, I ask everybody to
vote for my amendment.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, 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. GOSAR).

The question was taken; and the Act-
ing Chair announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.
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Mr. GRIJALVA. 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 Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 64 OFFERED BY MR. POSEY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 64 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. POSEY. 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 in contravention of
Federal Acquisition Regulation 6.101(a) with
respect to aviation helmets.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. POSEY. Mr. Chairman, this is
really pretty simple.

A constituent came to me with a
problem concerning procurement for
aviation helmets. He has a manufac-
turing company here in the United
States, but he is not able to sell his
helmets to the Department of the Inte-
rior.

His helmets are not inferior. They
are used by many industries. They are
used in many countries. But he is not
on the approved list for Federal agen-
cies. Currently, the approved list in-
cludes only one manufacturer.

My amendment will change this by
providing additional options through
competition. The amendment requires
compliance with the Federal acquisi-
tion regulation policy that ensures a
full and open process in procuring avia-
tion helmets.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to join me in supporting this great
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 656 OFFERED BY MR. DENHAM

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 65 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. DENHAM. 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 by the Secretary to
modify operations of the New Melones res-
ervoir authorized in section 10 of the Flood
Control Act of 1944 (58 Stat. 887, 901) for the
purposes of executing any component of the
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State Water Resources Control Board of
California’s Bay-Delta Water Quality Con-
trol Plan.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment prevents a huge water grab
by the State of California from farmers
and communities in California’s Cen-
tral Valley.

Under Sacramento’s new plan, resi-
dents and farmers, alike, will suffer
skyrocketing rates that will cripple
our local economy, our farms, and our
communities. Specifically, the State is
mandating 40 percent of the water from
Stanislaus, Tuolumne, and Merced Riv-
ers to be flushed out into the ocean.

J 1900

Currently, we are losing about 25 per-
cent of our current water being flushed
out by these mandated flows. This will
increase it to 40 percent. This water
feeds the Central Valley Project and
the farmers that rely on it. My commu-
nity relies on this water for drinking,
to operate our local businesses, and for
green power. This powers our local
communities.

The amendment prevents the State
from robbing water from the Valley
and protects the New Melones reservoir
from depletion. The New Melones is a
Federal facility that provides water for
the Central Valley, and generates hy-
dropower for Californians.

The Bay-Delta Plan will drain sig-
nificantly more water from New
Melones each year than it currently re-
leases, leaving the reservoir com-
pletely dry some years. The reservoir
will be unable to meet its water obliga-
tions to the federally-authorized Cen-
tral Valley project, which is critical to
moving water all across the Central
Valley. Lower water levels will reduce
the ability to generate power.

My amendment prevents Federal dol-
lars from contributing to this mis-
guided plan, and the State from rob-
bing our water. We need more water in
the valley, not less.

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. This amendment
seeks to block collaborative water
management in California. Such man-
agement is aimed at benefiting all
water users, cities, farmers, Tribes, the
fishing industry, and recreation inter-
ests.

Specifically, this amendment blocks
Federal compliance with the California
Bay-Delta Plan, which is a plan being
developed by the State of California to
prevent the collapse of California’s
iconic salmon fisheries, and to preserve
all beneficial use of the State’s water.
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After a decade of research and public
outreach, the State government is
close to finalizing the Bay-Delta Plan.
It will increase water flows into the
California Bay-Delta from the San Joa-
quin River. The increased flows will
improve salmon survival and prevent
an unfolding ecological crisis in the
Bay-Delta, which is key for the envi-
ronment for the Bay and the Pacific
Northwest fisheries, one of the most
valuable and unique ecosystems in the
world.

While multiple factors have contrib-
uted to recent salmon declines, a key
factor has been unsustainably large
water diversions from the California
rivers. The Bay-Delta seeks to address
this by reducing diversions and in-
creasing river flow.

Mr. Chair, this obviously is an
amendment which the author is very
passionate about. This also is some-
thing that the State of California has
engaged in.

This amendment, in my opinion, once
again, should be something that should
be handled in an authorizing com-
mittee so the State of California can
come in, the gentleman and his pro-
ponents of what the State is doing can
have a discussion, and then the author-
izers can work their will and let the ap-
propriators know whether or not to
move forward on this.

To do this amendment here shuts out
a full, transparent discussion about
what should or should not take place in
the State of California, where the Cali-
fornia citizens all across the State
have had input with their elected offi-
cials on how to move forward.

So this amendment seeks to under-
mine what appears to be a successful
implementation of the Bay-Delta Plan,
which California has seen as a nec-
essary step toward preventing precious
fishery declines and the loss of thou-
sands of jobs that rely on healthy fish
and functioning ecosystems.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCCLINTOCK). The reservoir
resides in his district.

Mr. MCCLINTOCK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman from California
for bringing this amendment to the
floor.

The gentlewoman from Minnesota
misses an important fact, and that is
that the current massive water diver-
sions have done absolutely nothing to
improve salmon populations.

By taking those diversions to 40 per-
cent unimpaired flow to the ocean, in
practical terms, this means that New
Melones and Don Pedro reservoirs in
my district will be drained to their
dead-pool levels each fall.

It would destroy what’s left of agri-
culture in California’s Central Valley,
destroy the tourism these reservoirs
attract in my region, and create cata-
strophic water shortages in one of the
most water-rich regions of the Nation.
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We don’t build these reservoirs to
dump water into the ocean. We build
them to store surplus water from wet
years so that we have it in dry ones.

This is insanity. It is the result of
years of greens-gone-wild radicalism in
California. This amendment assures
that the Federal Government will not
participate in such nonsense.

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

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. LAMALFA).

Mr. LAMALFA. Mr. Chair, in rising
to support my colleague, Mr. DENHAM,
on this amendment, I note that the
California State Water Board is con-
templating their next water grab, and
how disconnected from reality these
regulators are.

In the latest plan, they want to take
40 percent of the flows from San Joa-
quin. Concurrently, they have a pend-
ing proposal to also increase the vol-
ume of flows from the Sacramento
River, in my region, that washes out to
the ocean, all under the guise, the fail-
ing guise of protecting fish. They are
contemplating 45 to 65 percent of
unimpeded flow.

We already know that when it comes
to protecting people or fish, Sac-
ramento always decides to choose the
latter. This plan defies even basic com-
mon sense or fairness.

Instead, it relies on questionable
science to impose arbitrary restric-
tions, with no solutions to address the
loss of habitat for native species, or
even the predators in the delta, which
we already know to be a major threat
to the fish population. Up to 90 percent
of the affected species are devoured by
these predator fish.

It offers no recourse for the dev-
astating impact it will have on jobs
and local economies.

I would like to remind the regu-
lators, California voters overwhelm-
ingly supported the effort to direct $2.7
billion for water storage projects, rec-
ognizing the need to invest in infra-
structure such as Sites Reservoir.

If that project already existed, the
reservoir would be nearly full right
now, providing enough water to serve
3.6 million Californians for an entire
year, and relieve the stress on the Sac-
ramento and Central Valley water sys-
tems.

Mr. Chair, we need some common
sense. I urge my colleagues to support
Mr. DENHAM’s amendment.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman,
could I inquire as to how much time
both sides have?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. COMER). The
gentlewoman from Minnesota has 2%
minutes remaining. The gentleman
from California has 1 minute remain-
ing.

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. MCNERNEY).

Mr. MCNERNEY. Mr. Chair, I under-
stand my colleague’s position on this.
Water is a scarce commodity. You
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want to have access to water. You want
to plant your trees. You want to feed
your stocks and all that.

But what you are not saying is what
is going to happen if you continue to
take more water from the delta. The
delta is a finite water supply. The more
you take water from the delta, the
more saltwater from the ocean comes
in and poisons our facilities, our docks,
our fishing, it changes the whole envi-
ronment. And we are going to cost jobs
if you do that, so it is really a balance.

Now, I think it is okay to work to-
gether to find a proper amount of
water to ship out and a proper amount
of water to stay in the delta. When we
have bigger rain events, the water
pushes the saltwater back out toward
the ocean. It clears out water a little
bit.

So, I mean, it is not like we are just
trying to save water to hurt you guys.
That is not what is going on here. We
have our own interests to take care of.

This is always a fight. What we need
to do is sit down and compromise and
find some way to get through this so
that we don’t end up hurting one an-
other, which is what happens.

Again, I understand the position you
are in. I understand the need for water.
California is a dry State. We have
years and years of drought. But con-
tinuing to demand access to water
when there is only a finite supply,
every year you want more, that is not
going to work. It is just not going to
work.

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chair, I yield 30
seconds to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, our
State Water Board is out of control.
Our State Water Board is involved in a
political operation to remove farming
out of the State of California.

This amendment would attempt to
put a stop to the reckless State plan
and continue the current New Melones
operations. This is something we need
to act on and act on immediately. We
are in crisis.

I am a strong advocate for Mr.
DENHAM’s position and, certainly, for
his constituents, and I am glad to sup-
port this amendment.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, at
this time I will make my remarks to
close.

This amendment is an attempt to get
the Congress involved in undermining a
State’s rights and its prerogatives.

The Federal Government should be
assisting California in ways to restore
the State’s rivers and recover needed
fisheries, instead of trying to interfere
with obstruction from Washington. I
often hear my colleagues say that
Washington should get out of the way.
In this case, I totally agree.

I urge my colleagues to defeat this
amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. DENHAM. Mr. Chair, the gen-
tleman talks about a compromise. I
will not compromise and allow our peo-
ple to go without water, people that
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have no drinking water, only to have

FEMA come in and bring bottled

water. I will not shut down our farms.

That is not a compromise.

This is a Federal project that has our
water for our community that now
they want to double the amount that
goes out to the ocean. It is a waste. It
is harmful to our community. It will
shut down our agriculture, and it will
leave people without potable drinking
water.

This is insanity to try to say that
you are saving the fish when there is
no science. This will harm the fish.
Without water, without green power,
and without cold water, you will kill
the very fish that you are trying to
save.

I believe that our farms deserve this,
our communities deserve this, and our
people must have it to survive.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 66 OFFERED BY MR. ABRAHAM

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 66 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. ABRAHAM. 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 TO RESTRICT CER-
TAIN USE OF GENETICALLY MODIFIED CROPS IN
NATIONAL WILDLIFE REFUGES
SEC. . None of the funds made available

by this Act may be used to enforce any pro-

hibition or limitation of any kind in a coop-

erative agreement referred to in section 29.2

of title 50, Code of Federal Regulations, on

the planting of genetically modified crops in

a national wildlife refuge.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, the
Fish and Wildlife Service regularly en-
ters into cooperative agricultural
agreement with farmers to plant and
raise crops on farm fields on national
wildlife refuge land. Those agreements
require that the farmers leave a por-
tion of that crop standing over the win-
ter in order to provide cover and forage
for wildlife. In the spring, those farm-
ers plow up everything and start all
over again.

In 2014, the Fish and Wildlife Service
began to prevent farmers who entered
into these agreements from planting
GMO seed. This action was not based
on facts, it was not on rules, and this
action is harmful to both wildlife and
to the farmers who are providing that
food and cover.

GMO crops are proven safe. They use
less water. They use less pesticides.
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They use less fertilizer, and they feed
much of the world, both humans and
animals.

Wildlife groups like Ducks Unlimited
support this amendment, and I ask for
your support, too.

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.

0 1915

Ms. MCCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, this
amendment clearly would prohibit Fish
and Wildlife Service from enforcing
limitations or prohibitions on the use
of genetically modified seed in com-
mercial agricultural operations con-
ducted on national wildlife refuges.

As the gentleman pointed out, in
2014, a decision to curtail the use of ge-
netically modified seeds or crops,
GMOs, for use on National Wildlife Ref-
uge System lands by 2016 grew out of
several years of litigation successfully
brought against U.S. Fish and Wildlife.

During the term of the litigation, the
courts did not allow the use of GMOs.
As a result of this restriction, the ref-
uges found that they were able to meet
their biological objectives and accom-
plish their wildlife management pur-
poses without the use of GMOs and
that GMO use could be curtailed na-
tionwide.

This approach avoids costly litiga-
tion for the taxpayers and the need for
additional site-specific compatibility
determinations and NEPA analysis of
GMO crops. It is a saver of the tax-
payers’ dollars.

Fish and Wildlife Service has proven
over several years that they can ac-
complish their wildlife objectives with-
out the use of GMOs. However, Fish
and Wildlife policy on biological diver-
sity, integrity, and environmental
health does allow for the use of GMOs
when it is essential to accomplish the
refuge purposes and is approved by the
Regional Refuge Chief.

This amendment jeopardizes the cur-
rent FWS policy that is based on years
of experience. We should be supporting
Fish and Wildlife Service and its ef-
forts, not blocking the agency from
doing its job.

Mr. Chair, once again, this is the ap-
propriations portion of Fish and Wild-
life. This clearly is something that has
gone through the court system, that
has gone through authorization. It is a
policy discussion and it should be done
in the policy committee. It should be
done where people can come in and tes-
tify and have their debate in full trans-
parency. It should be done then and
brought to the floor.

Mr. Chair, the majority controls the
House, the Senate, and the White
House. I would encourage the author of
the amendment to not use the appro-
priation bills to put more riders on.

The gentleman may or may not be
aware, Mr. Chair, that the Senate has
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no riders on its bill at all. And I believe
that this could really put the chairman
and myself, as the ranking member,
possibly at a disadvantage when we go
to reallocate those precious dollars,
with all the requests that we have had
on the floor over the past 2 days, when
we go into doing what our job is, the

appropriations.

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

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I

yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
California (Mr. CALVERT).

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I sup-
port the amendment.

The National Academy of Sciences
was established by Congress in 1863 in
the midst of the Civil War to provide
independent, objective advice to the
Nation on matters related to science
and technology.

The Academy, in 2016, released a
comprehensive literature review on the
science of genetically engineered crops,
or GMOs as they are commonly re-
ferred to. The Academy found zero sci-
entific evidence that GMOs are any
more or any less safe for human con-
sumption and the environment than or-
ganisms modified by more traditional
genetic methods, like selective breed-
ing.

This amendment blocks an outdated
policy made during the last adminis-
tration which pandered to extreme en-
vironmental groups by feeding into the
unfounded fears of GMOs. This amend-
ment is an opportunity to rise above
fear-mongering and make sound policy
based on science and rationality.

Mr. Chair, let’s do the right thing
and vote ‘“‘aye.”

Mr. ABRAHAM. Mr. Chairman, I just
ask that my colleagues support this
commonsense 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 Louisiana (Mr. ABRAHAM).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 67 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON

LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 67 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. 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
in this Act may be used to eliminate the
Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnership.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
my amendment is prohibiting the use
of appropriated funds to eliminate the
Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnership, or
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programs, that are for the reforest-
ation of urban areas. In fact, I cele-
brate and support the increase in fund-
ing. This amendment is particularly
helpful, I hope, to create the legislative
history of the importance of the urban
reforestation program.

Mr. Chair, I thank the ranking mem-
ber as well as the chairman of this
committee for recognizing the impor-
tance of urban reforestation.

This amendment emphasizes the im-
portance of the Urban Wildlife Refuge
Partnership in urban forests and pre-
serves our ability to return urban areas
to healthy and safe living environ-
ments for our children. I have offered
similar amendments because I want an
ongoing creation of legislative history
to ensure that this program is kept.

In the past 30 years alone, we have
lost 30 percent of all of our urban trees,
a loss of over 600 million trees. Highty
percent of the American population
lives in dense quarters of the city. Re-
forestation programs return a tool of
nature to concrete areas that can help
remove air pollution, filter out chemi-
cals and agricultural waste in water,
and save communities millions of dol-
lars in stormwater management costs.

I have certainly seen the devastation
of droughts right in large cities. In par-
ticular, Houston, a couple years ago,
lost many, many trees in a severe
drought that we experienced over the
summer. It took many community in-
vestors—when I say that, nonprofits—
and Federal dollars to restore green
life to Houston.

We know that asthma is on the rise.
In people below the Federal poverty
threshold, we see asthma increasing.
Asthma comes when children have to
be subjected to polluted air.

Some of the reasons individuals at
lower income may have increased risk
of asthma are increased exposure to in-
door and outdoor pollutants, cigarette
smoking, secondhand smoke exposure,
and nearby industrial pollutants and
highway traffic.

The good news is that trees provide
the source of oxygen that is so nec-
essary, and it comes about through a
scientific process that I will discuss a
little bit later.

We have a headline here from Science
Daily that says: ‘‘Cities and Commu-
nities in the U.S. Losing 36 Million
Trees a Year.”

And then another headline: ‘‘Re-
searchers Suggest Reforestation
Around Urban Areas to Reduce Ozone
Levels,”” which enhances, creates,
makes worse the asthma that many of
our children suffer from.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support my amendment.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak in
support of my amendment to Division A of
H.R. 6147, the Interior and Environment Ap-
propriations Act for Fiscal Year 2019 and to
commend Chairman CALVERT and Ranking
Member McCoLLuMm for their leadership in
shepherding this bill through the legislative
process.

Among other agencies, this legislation funds
the U.S. Forest Service, the National Park
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System, and the Smithsonian Institution, which
operates our national museums including the
National Zoo.

Mr. Chair, my amendment is simple but it
sends a very important message from the
Congress of the United States.

The Jackson Lee Amendment emphasizes
the importance of Urban Wildlife Refuge Part-
nerships and urban forests, and preserves our
ability to return urban areas to healthy and
safe living environments for our children.

Similar amendments were offered and ac-
cepted in the Interior and Environment Appro-
priations Acts for Fiscal Year 2018 (H.R.
3354), Fiscal Year 2017 (H.R. 5538), Fiscal
Year 2016 (H.R. 2822), Fiscal Year 2008
(H.R. 2643), and Fiscal Year 2007 (H.R.
5386), and were adopted by voice vote.

Mr. Chair, surveys indicate that some urban
forests are in serious danger.

In the past 30 years alone, we have lost 30
percent of all our urban trees—a loss of over
600 million trees.

Eighty percent of the American population
lives in the dense quarters of a city.

Reforestation programs return a tool of na-
ture to a concrete area that can help to re-
move air pollution, filter out chemicals and ag-
ricultural waste in water, and save commu-
nities millions of dollars in storm water man-
agement costs.

I have certainly seen neighborhoods in
Houston benefit from urban reforestation.

In addition, havens of green in the middle of
a city can have beneficial effects on a commu-
nity’s health, both physical and psychological,
as well as increase property value of sur-
rounding real estate.

Reforestation of cities is an innovative way
of combating urban sprawl and deterioration.

Mr. Chair, a real commitment to enhancing
our environment involves both the protection
of existing natural resources and active sup-
port for restoration and improvement projects.

Several years ago, American Forests, a
leading conservation group, estimated that the
tree cover lost in the greater Washington met-
ropolitan area from 1973 to 1997 resulted in
an additional 540 million cubic feet of storm
water runoff annually, which would have taken
more than $1 billion in storm water control fa-
cilities to manage.

Trees breathe
produce oxygen.

People breathe in oxygen and exhale car-
bon dioxide.

A typical person consumes about 38 pounds
of oxygen per year.

A healthy tree, say a 32 ft tall ash tree, can
produce about 260 Ib of oxygen annually—two
trees supply the oxygen needs of a person for
a year.

Trees help reduce pollution by capturing
particulates like dust and pollen with their
leaves.

A mature tree absorbs from 120 to 240
pounds of the small particles and gases of air
pollution.

Trees help combat the effects of “green-
house” gases, the increased carbon dioxide
produced from burning fossil fuels that is
causing our atmosphere to “heat up.”

Trees help cool down the overall city envi-
ronment by shading asphalt, concrete and
metal surfaces.

Buildings and paving in city centers create a
heat-island effect.

A mature tree canopy reduces air tempera-
tures by about 5-10 degrees Fahrenheit.

in carbon dioxide, and
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A 25 foot tree reduces annual heating and
cooling costs of a typical residence by 8 to 12
percent, producing an average annual savings
of $120 per American household.

Proper tree plantings around buildings can
slow winter winds, and reduce annual energy
use for home heating by 4-22 percent.

Mr. Chair, trees play a vital role in making
our cities more sustainable and more livable.

The Jackson Lee Amendment simply pro-
vides for continued support to programs like
Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnerships that refor-
est our urban areas.

For all these reasons, Mr. Chairman, | urge
adoption of the Jackson Lee Amendment and
thank Chairman CALVERT and Ranking Mem-
ber McCoLLUM for their courtesies, consider-
ation, and very fine work in putting together
this legislation.

[From Science Daily, Apr. 18, 2018]

CITIES AND COMMUNITIES IN THE US LOSING 36
MILLION TREES A YEAR

Source: USDA Forest Service—Northern
Research Station

Summary: Nationally, urban/community
tree cover declined from 42.9 percent to 42.2
percent between 2009-2014. This translates to
losing an estimated 36 million trees or ap-
proximately 175,000 acres of tree cover annu-
ally.

Scientists with the USDA Forest Service
estimate that between 2009 and 2014, tree
cover in the Nation’s urban/community areas
declined by 0.7 percent, which translates to
losing an estimated 36 million trees or ap-
proximately 175,000 acres of tree cover annu-
ally. Pavement and other impervious cover
increased at a rate of about 167,000 acres a
year during the same period, according to re-
search by USDA Forest Service scientists.

Nationally, urban/community tree cover
declined from 42.9 percent to 42.2 percent.
Twenty-three states had a statistically sig-
nificant decrease in tree cover, with a total
of 45 states showing a net decline. Trees im-
prove air and water quality, reduce summer
energy costs by cooling homes, reduce noise,
mitigate runoff and flooding, and enhance
human health and well-being, making them
important to human health and urban and
community infrastructure. The annual bene-
fits derived from U.S. urban forests due to
air pollution removal, carbon sequestration,
and lowered building energy use and con-
sequent altered power plant emissions are es-
timated at $18 billion.

The study by Dave Nowak and Eric Green-
field of the USDA Forest Service’s Northern
Research Station, ‘‘Declining urban and
community tree cover in the United States,”
was published in the journal Urban Forestry
and Urban Greening.

A table showing tree cover and impervious
cover change by state is available at: https:/
www.nrs.fsis.fed.us/news/release/resources/
cities-communities-losing-tree-cover/

“Urban forests are a vital part of the na-
tion’s landscape,” said Tony Ferguson, Di-
rector of the Forest Service’s Northern Re-
search Station and the Forest Products Lab-
oratory. ‘‘Forest Service research puts
knowledge and tools into the hands of urban
forest managers that supports stewardship
and the wise allocation of resources.”

States or districts with the greatest an-
nual net percent loss in urban/community
tree cover were Rhode Island and the Dis-
trict of Columbia (minus 0.44 percent), Geor-
gia (minus 0.40 percent), and Alabama and
Nebraska (minus 0.32 percent each). States
with the greatest annual net loss in tree
cover were Georgia (minus 18,830 acre/year),
Florida (minus 18,060 acre/year) and Alabama
(minus 12,890 acre/year).
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Three states—Mississippi, Montana and
New Mexico—had slight, nonsignificant in-
creases in urban/community tree cover. Na-
tionally, Maine has the highest percent tree
cover in urban/community areas with 68 per-
cent tree cover. At 10 percent tree cover,
North Dakota ranked as having the lowest
percent urban/community tree cover.

‘““Urban forests are an important resource,”
said Nowak. ‘““Urban foresters, planners and
decision-makers need to understand trends
in urban forests so they can develop and
maintain sufficient levels of tree cover—and
the accompanying forest benefits—for cur-
rent and future generations of citizens.”

As of 2010, urban land occupied 3 percent,
or 68 million acres, of the United States,
while urban/community land occupied just
over 6 percent of the United States, or 141
million acres.

Overall, urban/community impervious
cover had a statistically significant increase
from 14.5 percent to 15.1 percent (an increase
of 0.6 percent), States with the greatest an-
nual net percent increase in impervious
cover were Delaware (0.28 percent), Iowa (0.26
percent), and Colorado, Kansas and Ohio (0.24
percent each). States with the greatest an-
nual net increase in impervious cover were
Texas (17,690 acre/year), Florida (13,900 acre/
year) and Ohio (8,670 acre/year).

[From Phys.org, Sept. 9, 2014]
RESEARCHERS SUGGEST REFORESTATION
AROUND URBAN AREAS TO REDUCE OZONE
LEVELS
(By Bob Yirka)

A team of research conservationists with
members from several universities in the
U.S. is suggesting in a paper they’ve had
published in Proceedings of the National
Academy of Sciences, that urban areas could
benefit by investing in cost effective refor-
estation efforts around urban areas that cur-
rently suffer from high ozone levels. Plant-
ing trees, they suggest could help cities
bring those levels down.

The researchers note that despite aggres-
sive efforts by many metropolitan areas to
lower ozone levels in ground level air, levels
remain high, causing the populations that
live in them to live with an increased risk of
health problems—prior research has indi-
cated that as many as 152,000 premature
deaths each year can be attributed to the
damage ozone inflicts on lungs. Current ef-
forts to combat ozone levels are aimed at the
source, factory emissions, etc. Laws limiting
emissions have not kept up with growth
however, leading to increases in ozone levels.

The researchers suggest a different ap-
proach—remove the ozone by planting trees.
They suggest that land be purchased on the
outskirts of cities with high ozone levels to
be converted to forest—trees they note, re-
move both ozone, and one of its precursors.

To bolster their point, the researchers
looked at the Houston metro area in Texas,
a part of the country with consistently high
ozone levels. Land that is currently used for
agriculture on the outskirts, they claim,
could be purchased and replanted with trees,
creating a 1.5-square-mile forest. They esti-
mate that over a 30 year period, the refor-
ested area could reduce ozone and precursors
in ground-level air by 310 tons. They also
note that if fast growing trees were planted,
timber harvests could help make up initial
outlays and loss of local revenue from agri-
cultural products.

The researchers also plotted potential tar-
gets on a map of the U.S., highlighting areas
where reforestation would likely do the most
good—along the 1-95 corridor in the north-
east, for example, and around Chicago, De-
troit and many parts of California. The team
concludes by noting that if something isn’t
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done, the problem of ozone pollution is only
likely to get worse in the face of both con-
tinued growth and as global warming exacer-
bates the problem.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I re-
serve 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, although
the base bill already continues to sup-
port this program at the fiscal year
2018 level, I am happy to accept this
amendment, as I have for the past 2

years.
Mr. Chair, I yield back the balance of
my time.
Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I

thank the gentleman from California.

As I indicated, I think that creating
the additional legislative history of the
importance of this particular program
is what I hope will strengthen it.

May I ask, Mr. Chairman, how much
time do I have?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
has 2 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Minnesota (Ms. McCoOLLUM), the
ranking member, to discuss the urban
reforestation program, and I thank her
for her leadership.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I thank
the gentlewoman from Texas for this
opportunity. I also thank the chairman
of our subcommittee for accepting the
amendment.

Mr. Chair, many cities don’t have
urban wildlife refuges nearby, and to
address that challenge, the Service has
21 Urban Wildlife Refuge Partnerships
spanning the country. These partner-
ships have nourished an appreciation of
wildlife conservation to new audiences,
and I have seen them in action, empow-
ering local community organizations
to inspire conservation in local parks
and other natural areas.

I just want to list a few of these
urban partnerships that can be found:
New Haven; Chicago; Houston; Provi-
dence; Seattle; Baltimore; Los Angeles;
Albuquerque; Santa Barbara; Yonkers;
New Orleans; Denver; Philadelphia; At-
lanta; Springfield, Massachusetts; An-
chorage; Cincinnati; the twin cities of
St. Paul and Minneapolis, St. Paul
being my hometown; Elizabeth, New
Jersey; West Palm Beach, Florida; San
Juan; and Alamo, Texas.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
learn more about this program.

Once again, I thank the gentlewoman
for the time, and I thank Chairman
CALVERT for accepting this amend-
ment.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chair, let me conclude my re-
marks by saying I have certainly seen
neighborhoods in Houston benefit from
urban reforestation. In addition, ha-
vens of green in the middle of a city
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can have beneficial effects on a com-
munity’s health, both physical and
psychological, as well as increased
property values of surrounding real es-
tate. But when you have had a drought,
you know how important this program
is. Reforestation of cities is an innova-
tive way of combating urban sprawl
and deterioration.

Finally, let me say, photosynthesis,
how many of us remember that in our
classrooms? I love that process. That
happens in plants, generally involves
the green pigment chlorophyll, and
generates oxygen as a byproduct,
cleaning the air. That is what these
programs do in urban America.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support the Jackson Lee 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 Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 68 OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON
LEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 68 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. 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
in this Act may be used to limit outreach
programs administered by the Smithsonian
Institution.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Texas.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the ranking member and the
chairman of this committee for consid-
ering my amendment.

My amendment is prohibiting the use
of appropriated funds to limit museum
outreach programs administered by the
Smithsonian Institution. Again, for
programs like this, this is to advocate
and create the legislative history of
the importance of these programs, and
I am glad to have this amendment pre-
sented to the Congress at this time.

Mr. Chair, in order to fulfill the
Smithsonian’s mission—the increase
and diffusion of knowledge—the Smith-
sonian seeks to serve an even greater
audience, and this has come about over
the years by bringing the Smithsonian
to enclaves of communities who other-
wise would be deprived of the vast
amount of cultural history offered by
the Smithsonian.

The Smithsonian’s outreach program
serves millions of Americans, thou-
sands of communities, and hundreds of
institutions in all 50 States through
loans of objects, traveling exhibitions,
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and sharing of educational resources

via publications, lectures, presen-
tations, training programs, and
websites.

Let me say from personal experience,
one of my predecessors, the Honorable
Mickey Leland, that many people know
died in an airplane going into an Ethio-
pian mountain trying to bring food to
starving people in Eritrea and Ethi-
opia, had introduced the first bill for a
museum dealing with slave history. He
did not live to see that legislation go
forward, but later, JOHN LEWIS intro-
duced the legislation to create the
Smithsonian Museum of African Amer-
ican History and Culture.

We have it today, and it is a museum
that has seen more people attend it,
and the outreach is crucial: the board
members, who are so proud to be a part
of it, and the Congressional Black Cau-
cus, that was the anchor of passing this
legislation. Now we have an out-
standing exhibit on Oprah Winfrey, and
all are there to see this historic figure
and many others.

It is important that the Smithsonian
Air and Space Museum and many oth-
ers have the opportunity to reach out
to Americans and let them know of
these very special resources, these as-
sets that are here.

So this is a very important emphasis
to have, and I would like to make sure
that we continue to do it robustly so
that more Americans can know their
history.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Thank you for this opportunity to speak in
support of my amendment to Division A of
H.R. 6147, the “Interior and Environment Ap-
propriations Act for Fiscal Year 2019.”

Let me also thank Chairman CALVERT and
Ranking Member McCoLLUM for their leader-
ship in shepherding this bill to the floor.

Among other agencies, this legislation funds
the Smithsonian Institution, which operates our
national museums, including the Air and
Space Museum; the Museum of African Art;
the Museum of the American Indian; and the
National Portrait Gallery.

The Smithsonian also operates another na-
tional treasure: the National Zoo.

Mr. Chair, my amendment is simple but it
sends a very important message from the
Congress of the United States.

The Jackson Lee amendment simply pro-
vides that:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
in this Act may be used to limit outreach
programs administered by the Smithsonian
Institution.

This amendment is identical to amendments
| offered to the Interior and Environment Ap-
propriations Acts for FY2017 (H.R. 3354) and
FY2016 (H.R. 2822) that were approved by
voice vote.

Mr. Chair, the Smithsonian’s outreach pro-
grams bring Smithsonian scholars in art, his-
tory and science out of “the nation’s attic” and
into their own backyard.

Each year, millions of Americans visit the
Smithsonian in Washington, D.C.

But in order to fulfill the Smithsonian’s mis-
sion, “the increase and diffusion of knowl-
edge,” the Smithsonian seeks to serve an
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even greater audience by bringing the Smith-
sonian to enclaves of communities who other-
wise would be deprived of the vast amount of
cultural history offered by the Smithsonian.

The Smithsonian’s outreach programs serve
millions of Americans, thousands of commu-
nities, and hundreds of institutions in all 50
states, through loans of objects, traveling exhi-
bitions, and sharing of educational resources
via publications, lectures and presentations,
training programs, and websites.

Smithsonian outreach programs work in
close cooperation with Smithsonian museums
and research centers, as well as with 144 affil-
iate institutions and others across the nation.

The Smithsonian’s outreach activities sup-
port community-based cultural and educational
organizations around the country.

They ensure a vital, recurring, and high-im-
pact Smithsonian presence in all 50 states
through the provision of traveling exhibitions
and a network of affiliations.

Smithsonian outreach programs increase
connections between the Institution and tar-
geted audiences (African American, Asian
American, Latino, Native American, and new
American) and provide kindergarten through
college-age museum education and outreach
opportunities.

These outreach programs enhance K-12
science education programs, facilitate the
Smithsonian’s scholarly interactions with stu-
dents and scholars at universities, museums,
and other research institutions; and dissemi-
nate results related to the research and collec-
tions strengths of the Institution.

The programs that provide the critical mass
of Smithsonian outreach activity are:

1. the Smithsonian Institution Traveling Ex-
hibition Service (SITES);

2. the Smithsonian Affiliations, the Smithso-
nian Center for Education and Museum Stud-
ies (SCEMS);

3. National
(NSRC);

4. the Smithsonian Institution Press (SIP);

5. the Office of Fellowships (OF); and

6. the Smithsonian Associates (TSA), which
receives no federal funding.

To achieve the goal of increasing public en-
gagement, SITES directs some of its federal
resources to develop Smithsonian Across
America: A Celebration of National Pride.

This “mobile museum,” which will feature
Smithsonian artifacts from the most iconic
(presidential portraits, historic American flags,
Civil War records, astronaut uniforms, etc.) to
the simplest items of everyday life (family
quilts, prairie schoolhouse furnishings, historic
lunch boxes, multilingual store front and street
signs, etc.), has been a long-standing organi-
zational priority of the Smithsonian.

SITES “mobile museum” is the only trav-
eling exhibit format able to guarantee audi-
ence growth and expanded geographic dis-
tribution during sustained periods of economic
retrenchment, but also because it is imperative
for the many exhibitors nationwide who are
struggling financially yet eager to participate in
Smithsonian outreach.

For communities still struggling to fully re-
cover from the economic downturn, the ability
of museums to present temporary exhibitions,
the “mobile museum” promises to answer an
ever-growing demand for Smithsonian shows
in the field.

A single, conventional SITES exhibit can
reach a maximum of 12 locations over a two-
to three-year period.

Science Resources Center
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In contrast, a “mobile museum” exhibit can
visit up to three venues per week in the
course of only one year, at no cost to the host
institution or community.

The net result is an increase by 150 in the
number of outreach locations to which SITES
shows can travel annually.

And in addition to its flexibility in making
short-term stops in cities and towns from
coast-to-coast, a “mobile museum” has the
advantage of being able to frequent the very
locations where people live, work, and take
part in leisure time activities.

By establishing an exhibit presence in set-
tings like these, SITES will not only increase
its annual visitor participation by 1 million, but
also advance a key Smithsonian performance
objective: to develop exhibit approaches that
address diverse audiences, including popu-
lation groups not always affiliated with main-
stream cultural institutions.

SITES also will be the public exhibitions’
face of the Smithsonian’s National Museum of
African American History and Culture, as that
new Museum comes online.

Providing national access to projects that
will introduce the American public to the Mu-
seum’s mission, SITES in FY 2008 will tour
such stirring exhibitions as NASA ART: 50
Years of Exploration; 381 Days: The Mont-
gomery Bus Boycott Story; Beyond: Visions of
Planetary Landscapes; The Way We Worked:
Photographs from the National Archives; and
More Than Words: lllustrated Letters from the
Smithsonian’s Archives of American Art.

To meet the growing demand among small-
er community and ethnic museums for an ex-
hibition celebrating the Latino experience,
SITES provided a scaled-down version of the
National Museum of American History’s 4,000-
square-foot exhibition about legendary enter-
tainer Celia Cruz.

Two 1,500-square-foot exhibitions, one
about Crow Indian history and the other on
basket traditions, will give Smithsonian visitors
beyond Washington a taste of the Institution’s
critically acclaimed National Museum of the
American Indian.

Two more exhibits, “In Plane View” and
“Earth from Space,” provided visitors an op-
portunity to experience the Smithsonian’s re-
cently opened, expansive National Air and
Space Museum Udvar-Hazy Center.

For almost 30 years, The Smithsonian As-
sociates—the highly regarded educational arm
of the Smithsonian Institution—has arranged
Scholars in the Schools programs.

Through this tremendously successful and
well-received educational outreach program,
the Smithsonian shares its staff—hundreds of
experts in art, history and science—with the
national community at a local level.

The mission of Smithsonian Affiliations is to
build a strong national network of museums
and educational organizations in order to es-
tablish active and engaging relationships with
communities throughout the country.

There are currently 138 affiliates located in
the United States, Puerto Rico, and Panama.

By working with museums of diverse subject
areas and scholarly disciplines, both emerging
and well-established, Smithsonian Affiliations
is building partnerships through which audi-
ences and visitors everywhere will be able to
share in the great wealth of the Smithsonian
while building capacity and expertise in local
communities.
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The National Science Resources Center
(NSRC) strives to increase the number of eth-
nically diverse students participating in effec-
tive science programs based on NSRC prod-
ucts and services.

The Center develops and implements a na-
tional outreach strategy that will increase the
number of school districts (currently more than
800) that are implementing NSRC K-8 pro-
grams.

The NSRC is striving to further enhance its
program activity with a newly developed sci-
entific outreach program introducing commu-
nities and school districts to science through
literacy initiatives.

In addition, through the building of the multi-
cultural Alliance Initiative, the Smithsonian’s
outreach programs seek to develop new ap-
proaches to enable the public to gain access
to Smithsonian collections, research, edu-
cation, and public programs that reflect the di-
versity of the American people, including un-
derserved audiences of ethnic populations and
persons with disabilities.

For all these reasons, Mr. Chair, | urge
adoption of the Jackson Lee Amendment and
thank Chairman CALVERT and Ranking Mem-
ber McCoLLuM for their courtesies, consider-
ation, and very fine work in putting together
this excellent legislation.

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

[ 1930

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chair, I rise to
approve 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, I have no
objection to the gentlewoman’s amend-
ment. It was accepted last year by
voice vote, and I encourage adoption of
the gentlewoman’s amendment. I yield
back the balance of my time.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chairman,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Texas has 22 minutes remaining.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
yield 1 minute to the gentlewoman
from Minnesota (Ms. McCOLLUM), the
ranking member, and thank her again
for her leadership.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I would
like to thank the gentlewoman from
Texas for the time, and I would like to
commend the chairman of the sub-
committee for accepting this amend-
ment.

The chairman and I know the impor-
tance of museums and the wealth of
knowledge that they share with the
American public. And when we have
the Smithsonian Day at our hearings,
when the chairman puts the gavel
down, everybody is in attendance to
see what the Smithsonian is going to
bring to the history lesson that it is
going to share with the Members of our
committee.

We are inspired, just as these muse-
ums inspire people of all ages, to better
understand our world, and our place in
it.

I am very pleased that the Smithso-
nian is going to be able to go forward
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with its public outreach programs, in-
cluding exhibitions, programs, and on-
line resources, which anybody can ac-
cess. It ensures that as many Ameri-
cans as possible can benefit from their
vast collections.

At the Science Museum of Min-
nesota, we call it ‘“Museum in a Box,”
and I am glad the Smithsonian is going
to continue with that.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, let
me thank the gentlewoman for really
letting us know what a joy the Smith-
sonian is, even in front of the Appro-
priations Committee.

Mr. Chair, I want to emphasize that
the Smithsonian outreach programs in-
crease connections between the Insti-
tution and targeted audiences: African
Americans, Asian Americans, Latinos,
Native Americans, and new Americans,
and provide kindergarten through col-
lege age music education and outreach
opportunities.

Mr. Chairman, I failed to say that
when we were putting this together,
once the African American museum
was established, the museum personnel
leadership, Dr. Lonnie Bunch, went on
the road across America collecting ar-
tifacts from African Americans and
historic families to put in this mu-
seum, real items of slave history and
the history from through the years,
through the centuries, and it made the
museum a living example of the his-
tory of our time here in the United
States.

That has been done by the Smithso-
nian in many different groups. And so
I would offer this article that says:
“New National Data Reveals the Eco-
nomic Impact of Museums Is More
Than Double Previous Estimates.”

The American Alliance of Museums re-
leased two groundbreaking reports revealing
indisputable evidence that museums con-
tribute more to the United States economy
than previously thought and have wide-
spread support.

Mr. Chair, I ask my colleagues to
support this amendment.

I would like to include in the RECORD
this American Alliance of Museums re-
port dated February 13, 2018.

[From the American Alliance of Museums,

Feb. 13, 2018]

NEW NATIONAL DATA REVEALS THE ECONOMIC
IMPACT OF MUSEUMS IS MORE THAN DOUBLE
PREVIOUS ESTIMATES

(By Laura Lott)

ARLINGTON, VA.—The American Alliance of
Museums (AAM), the only organization rep-
resenting the entire scope of the museum
community, today released two
groundbreaking reports revealing indis-
putable evidence that museums contribute
more to the United States economy than
previously thought and have widespread pub-
lic support that transcends political affili-
ations and geographic locations.

Armed with the two new reports and a
wealth of data, on February 27 hundreds of
museum professionals will visit with mem-
bers of Congress and their staff to ask them
to support funding for vital federal agencies
and tax incentives for charitable donations.
The Fiscal Year 2019 budget proposal an-
nounced by President Trump yesterday calls
for the elimination of multiple agencies that
support the arts and humanities.
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‘“‘Never before in the 112-year history of the
Alliance have we possessed such comprehen-
sive and statistically robust studies to sup-
port what we’ve always known,”’ said Alli-
ance President and CEO Laura Lott. ‘“‘Our
legislators, policymakers, funders, and trust-
ees can be confident in the fact that muse-
ums are important economic engines that
support jobs and bring revenue to their local
communities. In addition, our studies show
that the American public is overwhelmingly
supportive of museums in general, and spe-
cifically supports maintaining or increasing
their federal funding.”’

TWO REPORTS REINFORCE THE VALUE OF
MUSEUMS

The first study, Museums as Economic En-
gines, reveals that museums support 726,000
jobs in the United States, and directly em-
ploy 372,100 people, more than double that of
the professional sports industry, according
to the Bureau of Labor Statistics. The study,
conducted by Oxford Economics with the
support of the Andrew W. Mellon Founda-
tion, shows that for every $100 of economic
activity created by museums, an additional
$220 is created in other sectors of the US
economy as a result of supply chain and em-
ployee expenditure impacts. These impacts
mean that museums contribute approxi-
mately $50 billion to the US economy each
year, a number that’s more than twice pre-
vious estimates.

The report is also the first to show that US
museums generate more than $12 billion per
year in tax revenue to federal, state, and
local governments. The museum field’s larg-
est economic impact is on the leisure and
hospitality industry (approximately $17 bil-
lion), but it also generates approximately $12
billion in the financial activities sector and
approximately $3 billion each in the edu-
cation/health services and manufacturing
sectors.

Museums provide important economic im-
pacts to every part of the nation. The top 10
states driving this impact are geographically
diverse and account for 57 percent of the
gross value added to the national economy.
States with the highest economic impact
from the museum sector included California
($6.6 billion), New York ($5.4 billion), and
Texas ($3.9 billion). However, those that rely
most heavily on museums due to their rel-
atively higher concentration include the Dis-
trict of Columbia, Hawaii, Wyoming, and
Alaska.

The second report, Museums & Public
Opinion, examines the opinions of Americans
concerning museums, their educational and
economic value, as well as their thoughts
about federal funding and support for muse-
ums in their community. Conducted jointly
by AAM and Wilkening Consulting, the
study was fielded by the market research ex-
perts at Ipsos and polled more than 2,000
Americans. The survey results overwhelm-
ingly demonstrate the high degree to which
Americans believe in and support their mu-
seums, regardless of political affiliation, geo-
graphic location, and whether they visit mu-
seums or not:

97 percent believe that museums provide
valuable educational experiences to their
communities

89 percent recognize the important eco-
nomic contributions and jobs that museums
bring

96 percent would approve of elected offi-
cials who act to support museums including
acting to maintain or increase federal fund-
ing.
“The data speaks clearly: whether urban
or rural, conservative or liberal, or a mu-
seum-goer or not, Americans treasure the
museums in their communities and want
elected officials to support them,” Lott said.
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Findings from the two reports will be dis-
cussed by leaders from the Alliance and its
research partners February 26 at Museums
Advocacy Day in Washington, DC and May 7
at the Alliance’s Annual Meeting & Museum
Expo in Phoenix.

CONGRESSIONAL HONOREES

During Museums Advocacy Day, the Alli-
ance will present awards to legislators who
have demonstrated exemplary support for
the nation’s museums:

Senator Lisa Murkowski (R-AK) used her
position on the Senate Appropriations Com-
mittee to advocate for funding for key fed-
eral agencies. She is also an original cospon-
sor of legislation that would reauthorize the
Institute of Museum and Library Services.

Representative Suzanne Bonamici (D-OR)
is a co-founder of the Congressional STEAM
Caucus, and a leader in seeking funding that
will help school districts provide a well-
rounded education.

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I ask
my colleagues to support the Jackson
Lee 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 Texas (Ms. JACKSON
LEE).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 69 OFFERED BY MR. JODY B.
HICE OF GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 69 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. 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 for the Environ-
mental Justice Small Grants Program of the
Environmental Protection Agency.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, the Office of Environmental
Justice, also known as the OEJ, was es-
tablished within the Environmental
Protection Agency, the EPA, in 1992, in
order to assess environmental concerns
with the potential of affecting dis-
advantaged communities.

To bring about this goal, the OEJ set
in motion the Environmental Justice
Small Grants Program in 1994. While
this grants program initially sought to
overcome environmental issues that
could hurt underprivileged commu-
nities, it has, unfortunately, devolved
into a platform for political activism,
in addition to offering services typi-
cally powered by State and local gov-
ernments.

Furthermore, in recent years, the
Environmental Justice Small Grants
Program has been used for purposes en-
tirely unrelated to the office’s stated
mission. Examples would be: funding
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educational programs on urban gar-
dening, creating healthy environments
for nail salons, or the so-called nega-
tive consequences of automobile de-
pendency.

While some of these projects may be
commendable, the bulk are not within
the scope of the constitutional respon-
sibilities delegated to the Federal Gov-
ernment.

Our country currently shoulders $21
trillion in debt and we should not be
subsidizing what would otherwise be
State initiatives and local projects. It
is for these reasons that I have intro-
duced my amendment to discontinue
funding for the OEJ Small Grants Pro-
gram. This will allow the EPA to
refocus millions of taxpayer funds to-
ward the Agency’s core mission over
the next decade, and I would ask my
colleagues to support this amendment.
I reserve the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in strong opposition to this amend-
ment.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. KUSTOFF of
Tennessee). The gentlewoman from
Minnesota is recognized for 5 minutes.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I want
my colleagues to listen closely to what
this amendment does. It prohibits
funds to support the EPA’s Environ-
mental Justice Small Grants Program,
which, since its inception in 1994, has
awarded funding to local and Tribal or-
ganizations working with communities
facing environmental justice issues.

These grants support and empower
low-income communities to understand
and address exposure to environmental
harms and risks.

If there is a problem, if there is a
grant that hasn’t been done properly,
then it is Congress’ responsibility to do
oversight. So, in my opinion, there
should be no Member of this body that
supports cutting these critical funds. If
there are problems, we should be re-
questing oversight.

This is a case of David versus Goli-
ath. With this amendment, small com-
munities would be left defenseless
when confronted with corporations
that come in and sometimes cause ill-
ness due to their underlying pursuit of
profit over human health.

Examples of these programs sup-
ported by these grants are: a program
to promote Baltimore residents’ aware-
ness of lead health risks and lead
abatement services. It is important to
provide education:

Working with the residents in Puerto
Rico to clean up coastal areas and re-
duce solid waste and aquatic debris. I
was just recently in Puerto Rico
watching the EPA work and clean up
the debris, the unimaginable debris of
the hurricanes that went through last
year.

Working in Lawrence, Massachu-
setts, in one of the poorest and most
populated cities in New England to
educate families about lead contamina-
tion in soil, and, yes, sometimes that
means knowing what is in the garden,
what is in the yard, what is in the play-
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ground, as children touch soil contami-
nated by lead and then touch their
faces and their mouths. The negative
effect of growing vegetables in lead-
contaminated soil can be life changing
for children.

Mr. Chair, I strongly oppose this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I would, again, just reit-
erate the fact that this grant program
is not doing the job that it was de-
signed to do. It is not even doing things
that are related to the stated mission.
It is a waste of taxpayer dollars, and
for that, it is not something that we
should continue funding.

It has lost its purpose. It has lost its
mission, and it just simply is not nec-
essary to continue funding. When we
talk about the issues happening in
Puerto Rico or other parts of the
world, we have FEMA and we have
other avenues to deal with serious
problems like what happened in Puerto
Rico and other places in our country,
and those means are working effec-
tively.

But to simply waste funds on a grant
program that directly is involved in ac-
tivities unrelated to their own mission
statement, is not something that we
should be involved in. As a result, this
amendment has been endorsed by a
number of organizations, such as: the
Competitive Enterprise Institute, Her-
itage Action, Citizens Against Govern-
ment Waste, Club for Growth,
FreedomWorks, Free Market America,
and a host of organizations who are
concerned about the direction our
country is going financially and are
supportive of stopping the waste here.

So I ask my colleagues to support
this amendment, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I
would gently remind the gentleman
from Georgia that Puerto Rico is a ter-
ritory of the United States. It is not a
foreign entity.

I would like to yield 1%2 minutes to
the gentleman from California (Mr.
CALVERT), my dear friend and chair-
man of the committee.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman, and I must
rise in reluctant opposition.

I wish I could have worked with the
gentleman on this amendment, but this
amendment reaches a little too far and
is inconsistent even with the Trump
administration’s position.

This year the President requested $2
million for the Environmental Justice
Small Grants Program which would
provide financial assistance to low in-
come, minority, and Tribal popu-
lations, which we deal with quite often.

This amendment would prohibit
EPA’s ability to issue grants alto-
gether, which means all of the Office of
Environmental Justice funds would be
allocated to the payroll and personnel
and could result in the hiring of more
EPA staff, and I am sure that is not
your intention. And so there would be
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no savings according to the CBO. Zero.
No savings at all in this amendment. I
don’t believe that is your intent.

Because the amendment would have
unintended consequences, I must op-
pose the amendment.

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. Mr.
Chairman, I appreciate these com-
ments. What we are dealing with would
simply do away with funding of the
small grants part of this program
where those funds are not being used
according to the mission.

Mr. Chair, I continue to ask for sup-
port from my colleagues, Keeping in
mind the multiple organizations that
are supportive of this amendment. I
ask my colleagues to support this, and
I yield back the balance of my time.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, may
I inquire how much time I have re-
maining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Minnesota has 2 minutes remain-
ing.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON LEE).

Ms. JACKSON LEE. Mr. Chair, I
thank the gentlewoman very much and
I am glad that she emphasized the
work that the Environmental Justice
grants have done in Puerto Rico, and
the fact that they are citizens of the
United States.

But I have seen what the Environ-
mental Justice grants have done be-
cause they are small. As Mr. CALVERT
indicated, the administration rec-
ommended $2 million. These grants are
small, and they help communities
clean up. They help communities deal
with violators of environmental rules,
both in the State and Federal, mostly
State, and gives them the ability to
clean and deal with mneighborhood
issues. That is how small these grants
are.

It also has provided assistance to En-
vironmental Justice clinics that can
work with community organizations on
how to petition for something that is
both an eyesore and environmental
damage, to rid it of it, or to get the en-
tity, the corporation, the small busi-
ness, whatever it is, to clean it up. It
makes it better for all concerned.

Mr. Chair, I would just ask and rec-
ognize that this is part of civic partici-
pation, and these grants should be al-
lowed.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, in
closing, I just have to ask the question.
Tragedies like the water crisis in Flint,
Michigan, demonstrate the issues sur-
rounding environmental justice to con-
tinue to persist in our country. So the
question is: When did it become par-
tisan to ensure children drink clean
water?

This amendment ignores the need to
identify and address disproportionately
high adverse human health and envi-
ronmental effects on minority and low-
income populations. I urge, I implore
the gentleman from Georgia, Mr.
Chair, if he suspects that there is waste
in this program, let’s do the oversight
together.
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Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
oppose this amendment, and to stand
with communities and the disenfran-
chised over corporations.

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. JoDY B.
HICE).

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

Mr. JODY B. HICE of Georgia. 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 Georgia will be
postponed.

0 1945

AMENDMENT NO. 70 OFFERED BY MR. SMITH OF
MISSOURI

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 70 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, 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 pay attorney’s
fees pursuant to a settlement in any case, in
which the Federal Government is a party,
that arises under—

(1) the Clean Air Act (42 U.S.C. 7401 et
seq.);

(2) the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act (33 U.S.C. 1251 et seq.); or

(3) the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (16
U.S.C. 1531 et seq.).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise today in support of my
amendment, which seeks to crack down
on the practice commonly known as
sue and settle.

When Federal agencies settle law-
suits with outside advocacy groups be-
hind closed doors, the outcome is pret-
ty much what you would expect: costly
new regulatory burdens with taxpayers
picking up the tab.

That is exactly how sue and settle
works. Federal agencies accept law-
suits from outside advocacy organiza-
tions and, rather than defend them-
selves, proceed to settle that lawsuit in
a closed-door agreement, resulting in
new and more costly regulations.

It is bad enough that the taxpayer ul-
timately pays for these regulations,
but under current law, it is the tax-
payer footing the bill for attorneys’
fees for these outside organizations.
That is absurd.

My amendment prevents American
taxpayer dollars from being used to
pay the legal fees of outside advocacy
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groups for settlements under the Clean
Air Act, the Clean Water Act, and the
Endangered Species Act. Organizations
can still sue whomever they want, but
they cannot do it on the backs of tax-
payers.

Fortunately, we are making progress
to end this practice. In the House, we
have passed this amendment several
times before, and the Trump adminis-
tration has taken notice of our efforts.
The Trump administration sees this
practice for what it is: an abuse of our
regulator process that must be reined
in.

The EPA announced last fall that it
will no longer pay attorneys’ fees as
part of the settlement process and will
ensure stakeholders have input and a
more transparent settlement process.
This amendment will help bolster the
administration’s efforts to stop this
abusive practice.

The Trump administration realizes
that nowhere is the cost of these set-
tlements more painful than in the envi-
ronmental regulatory context. The re-
sult of these lawsuits is hundreds of
new regulations and tens of millions—
even billions—of dollars in compliance
costs.

If that isn’t bad enough, as part of
the agreements, agencies are often re-
quired to reprioritize their agendas, al-
locating limited resources to the prior-
ities of these interest groups rather
than priorities designated by Congress
or ones that have received public and
stakeholder input.

The American people are tired of our
unaccountable Federal Government,
and we have the opportunity to do
something about it. This is a necessary
step to rein in overregulation and bring
transparency back to the regulatory
process.

Mr. Chairman, 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 am
a little confused, because it would be
only when the Trump administration
would decide to be a party of a lawsuit
that this judgment would ever be used.
So I would assume that you would
trust the Trump administration to be
overly judicious before involving itself
with any suit, would you not?

I yield to the gentleman from Mis-
souri.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. I support the
Trump administration, but I also sup-
port our duty under the Constitution
to make sure we tell the executive
what to do.

Ms. McCCOLLUM. Reclaiming my
time, Mr. Chairman, that is why I am
confused, because this would be the
Trump administration. The gentleman
said, if I heard him correctly, Mr.
Chair, that he would expect the Trump
administration to be very judicious in
using this.
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So I find this amendment is extra-
neous. It puts the same parameters on
attorneys’ fees under the ESA, the
Clean Air Act, and the Federal Water
Pollution Control Act that are already
in place for attorneys’ fees under the
Equal Access to Justice Act.

The Equal Access to Justice Act al-
ready caps the hourly rate of attor-
neys’ fees, unless the court determines
an increase in the cost of living or spe-
cial factors such as limited availability
of qualified attorneys for the pro-
ceedings justifies a higher fee. And it
requires the party to be a prevailing
party.

Mr. Chairman, we don’t need to add
an extraneous, redundant provision to
a bill that is already overburdened
with harmful legislative riders, espe-
cially when I trust that the Trump ad-
ministration would be very limited and
very judicious in ever using this.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to oppose the amendment. I reserve the
balance of my time and my right to
close.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Montana
(Mr. GIANFORTE).

Mr. GIANFORTE. Mr. Chairman, I
rise in support of this amendment.

This amendment would block funds
used by the agencies to pay legal fees
under any lawsuit settlement that
arises under the Clean Air Act, the
Clean Water Act, and the Endangered
Species Act.

While the intent of these pieces of
legislation was good, serial litigants
and special interest groups have turned
these laws into tools used to block ac-
cess to our forests and our mineral re-
sources.

In Montana, we have a litigation
problem, as many of our forest man-
agement projects are locked up by en-
vironmental extremists filing frivolous
lawsuits. Agencies spend more time be-
hind a desk and more resources defend-
ing their actions than they do working
on our lands.

These lawyers continue to get richer
as Montana’s landscape goes up in
smoke and taxpayer funds are wasted.

This same amendment passed the
House last September, and I urge my
colleagues to support this amendment
again.

Ms. McCOLLUM. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the right to close.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from California
(Mr. CALVERT), who 1is the sub-
committee chairman.

Mr. CALVERT. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of the gentleman’s amend-
ment. Suing the government and set-
tling has become a lucrative business
that is supported by taxpayer dollars.
The Endangered Species Act, for exam-
ple, has become wrapped around the
axle of the judicial system by excessive
litigation.

We are essentially paying people to
sue the Federal Government. This
needs to stop.
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Mr. Chairman, I urge an ‘‘aye’’ vote
on the amendment.

Mr. SMITH of Missouri. Mr. Chair-
man, the sue-and-settle practice cuts
stakeholders and the public out of the
regulatory process. It undermines the
Article I authority we hold here in
Congress.

By restricting the payment of legal
fees, we take away the incentive for
these environmental advocacy groups
to sue the Federal Government, and we
protect public input in the rulemaking
process.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on
my amendment, and I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

This amendment is unnecessary and
duplicative. The Equal Access to Jus-
tice Act already provides a framework
for legal fees related to cases in which
the Federal Government is a party. I
find myself standing here as a Demo-
crat, a person who has been resisting
almost everything that President
Trump has been trying to do in the en-
vironmental arena and other arenas
that affect healthcare and so much
more, but I find myself defending the
Trump administration’s right in which
they are a party to participate in the
Equal Access to Justice Act, just as I
did for President Obama’s administra-
tion.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to stop, take a minute, think about
what this amendment is really doing,
and agree with me that we should op-
pose this amendment. We should not
stop the Federal Government when it
is involved in cases and is a party from
participating in the Equal Access to
Justice Act.

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 Missouri (Mr. SMITH).

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 Missouri will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 71 OFFERED BY MR. LARSON OF
CONNECTICUT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 71 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. 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:

Page 148, line 3, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $100,000) (increased by
$100,000)".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Connecticut.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chairman, I yield myself such time as
I may consume.

Mr. Chairman, I rise to offer an
amendment to require a Federal study
on the financial impact of the disaster
known as crumbling foundations that
is plaguing parts of the Northeast, in-
cluding my home State of Connecticut,
Massachusetts, and with further study,
we believe, it impacts much of the
northeastern region of our country.

This amendment simply asks for the
Treasury to lead a joint study with our
Federal regulators to assess the finan-
cial impact of this disaster and provide
recommendations to help mitigate
Federal and local losses, and help these
suffering homeowners who, through no
fault of their own, have experienced a
catastrophic disaster.

There is no one who has worked hard-
er on this in our State of Connecticut
than JOE COURTNEY. JOE has been a
leader in this, organizing people in
both the State and local arenas, as well
as our two United States Senators
BLUMENTHAL and MURPHY.

JOE has led the way, and I have had
the fortune, along with State Senator
Tim Larson, to travel to South Wind-
sor, Hast Windsor, and Manchester,
Connecticut, and witness the devasta-
tion and the heartache that these
homeowners go through.

I know, looking out and seeing Mr.
YouNG, he will remember what hap-
pened in the South with the famous, or
infamous, China drywall. It is similar
to that experience, where homeowners
and individuals, through no fault of
their own, experienced catastrophic
loss.

We have been working tirelessly on
this effort and feel that this study, in
fact, will reveal the impact that it will
have on homeowners, many of whose
loans and homes have been backed by
GSEs Fannie Mae and Freddie Mac,
and even as we project out into the fu-
ture, having Federal bases there where
this concrete may have been used that
has impacted the people there in a dra-
matic fashion.

As 1 indicated, nobody knows more
about this issue and has studied it
more thoroughly than Congressman
JOE COURTNEY from the Second Con-
gressional District.

Mr. Chairman, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Connecticut (Mr. COURTNEY) to explain
further the issue of crumbling founda-
tions.

Mr. COURTNEY. Mr. Chairman, I
thank Mr. LARSON for yielding and,
again, for offering this amendment,
which has been part of a number of ini-
tiatives that we have worked on jointly
together to deal with this issue.

Again, for the record, just to clarify
what is going on here, a concrete quar-
ry up in north central Connecticut,
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which had been mining aggregate for
foundations in homes, it turned out
there was a material called pyrrhotite,
which is an iron sulfide material that,
over time, when it is exposed to mois-
ture, rusts and cracks in a sickening
fashion and results in the total col-
lapse of home foundations.

The estimate is as high as 19,000
homes have had foundations using ma-
terial from this quarry. As the gen-
tleman pointed out, this has also oc-
curred in western Massachusetts. It
goes as far north, actually, as Three
Rivers, Quebec, because it is a strain of
pyrrhotite that runs from Canada down
through New England.

This picture shows vividly the dam-
age caused to a home in Coventry, Con-
necticut, where the repairs require you
to lift the house, clean out the old
foundation, pour a new foundation,
and, again, lower the house back. It
costs roughly about $200,000.

We were able to secure a tax ruling
from the Treasury Department that al-
lows individuals like this homeowner
in the picture to basically deduct those
losses, which, again, is some relief.

Frankly, there is more that we need
to bring to the table. The gentleman’s
amendment would allow the Federal
regulators that set up the rules for
lending banks and institutions to get
some flexibility for loan-to-value ratio
rules that occur when there are natural
disasters.

O 2000

Again, in Federal natural disasters in
places like Florida and Texas, there is
some flexibility to allow homeowners
to get a loan perhaps above the loan-
to-value ratios so they can, again, basi-
cally conduct repairs to make their
houses habitable again. This amend-
ment will set up that process.

Secretary Mnuchin, as the gentleman
and I know we have met with person-
ally, would be the Department that
would organize this task force that the
amendment contemplates.

Again, it is something which the
banking industry in Connecticut and
Massachusetts has expressed a strong
interest in basically allowing some re-
lief for homeowners who, again, have
poured their heart and soul into their
homes to be able to recover their
losses.

I thank the gentleman for offering
this amendment. We had a similar
amendment last night that was adopt-
ed by Mr. CALVERT. Again, I want to
thank the majority for their under-
standing on this issue.

Mr. LARSON of Connecticut. Mr.
Chair, I would also like to thank Sec-
retary Mnuchin again for his out-
standing work, his understanding and
empathy, and the prompt manner in
which they have taken up what, as you
can imagine for these homeowners, is
just catastrophic in nature. We want to
commend him and also the Tax Advo-
cate as well for their testimony before
the Ways and Means Committee on this
very important issue.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

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 Connecticut (Mr. LARSON).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 72 OFFERED BY MR. YOUNG OF

ALASKA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 72 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, 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:

Page 1566, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)"’.

Page 157, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $2,000,000)"’.

Page 221, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)"’.

Page 224, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $2,000,000)".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alaska.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in support of my amend-
ment No. 72 to provide additional fund-
ing for the Native American CDFI As-
sistance Program.

This program supports critical eco-
nomic development in Native commu-
nities, which face significant barriers
to accessing basic financial services
and capital. For example, almost all
Alaska Native villages in my State do
not have banks and are not connected
to the road system.

The Native program provides finan-
cial assistance and technical assistance
awards on a competitive basis to Na-
tive CDFIs, allowing them to effec-
tively build wealth and further eco-
nomic self-determines in Native com-
munities.

These mission-driven Native organi-
zations are working to finance busi-
nesses, create jobs, expand and improve
affordable housing options, and much
more.

The Native program accounts for a
small portion of the fund’s overall
budget but has a significant positive
impact, which includes empowering
Alaska Natives to improve their eco-
nomic well-being in my home State.

Without my amendment, a cut to the
Native program in FY 2019 would be es-
pecially devastating to our Nation’s
impoverished and underserved Native
communities.

I urge my colleagues to support this
noncontroversial bipartisan amend-
ment to restore funding for the Native
program.

My amendment, when considered
with Representative STEVEN PALAZZO’s
CDFI amendment, would restore the
program to the current enacted level of
$16 million so the Native organizations
may continue growing small busi-
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nesses, create jobs, and promote vital
economic development in Native com-
munities.

I would like to thank the Native
CDFI Network and the amendment’s
cosponsors, Representative GWEN
MOORE, COLLEEN HANABUSA, and TULSI
GABBARD.

Mr. Chairman, I yield to the gentle-
woman from Hawaii (Ms. GABBARD).

Ms. GABBARD. Mr. Chair, I thank
my colleague for introducing this
amendment of which I am a proud co-
sponsor.

This amendment provides additional
funding for the Native American CDFI
Assistance Program, also known as
NACA, which supports critical eco-
nomic development in Native commu-
nities like mine in Hawaii, those in
Alaska, and communities all across the
country which already face significant
barriers to accessing financial main-
stream services and capital.

NACA accounts for a small portion of
the CDFIs, but it provides significant
support to Native CDFIs, including Na-
tive Hawaii organizations in my home
State of Hawaii.

Of the $22.7 million in CDFI awards
made to Hawaii since the fund was
launched, 41 percent of total dollars
awarded came from this NACA Pro-
gram. It has funded organizations like
the Council for Native Hawaiian Ad-
vancement, which supports Native Ha-
waiian communities with homeowner-
ship counseling and mortgage loans,
small business access to capital, and
loans to farmers and ranchers.

While the NACA Program is unable
to meet the demand by qualified Na-
tive CDFIs at its current funding level,
a cut to NACA in FY 2019 would be es-
pecially devastating to our Nation’s
impoverished and underserved Native
communities.

I urge my colleagues to join my col-
league from Hawaii, Representative
COLLEEN HANABUSA, and me to support

this noncontroversial, bipartisan
amendment to restore funding to
NACA.

The amendment, when considered
with Representative PALAZZO’s CDFI
amendment, would restore NACA to
the current enacted level of $16 million
so that Native CDFIs may continue
growing small businesses, creating
jobs, and promoting vital economic op-
portunity and development in Native
communities.

Mr. YOUNG of Alaska. Mr. Chair-
man, I thank the gentlewoman for her
comments. This is a good amendment
to this bill, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 73 OFFERED BY MS. MICHELLE

LUJAN GRISHAM OF NEW MEXICO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 73 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico. 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:

Page 1566, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $5,000,000)"".

Page 221, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert “(reduced by $5,000,000)"".

Page 224, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentlewoman
from New Mexico (Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN
GRISHAM) and a Member opposed each
will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from New Mexico.

Ms. MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM of
New Mexico. Mr. Chair, my amendment
increases funding for community devel-
opment financial institutions, CDF1Is.

CDFIs are critical to New Mexican
communities because they provide fi-
nancial products like loans, invest-
ments, and tax credits to underserved

communities, including poor, rural,
and Tribal areas.
This helps New Mexican entre-

preneurs obtain capital to start and
grow small businesses. It enables pueb-
los to build housing, and it provides ac-
cess to economic development opportu-
nities for rural communities through-
out my State.

There are currently 19 CDFIs in New
Mexico, which have received $48 mil-
lion in Federal grants since 1996. In
total, CDFIs have provided 14,700 loans
worth more than $830 million for New
Mexico communities, organizations,
and individuals. On average, every dol-
lar in CDFI funding can be leveraged
for 12 times that amount.

It should come as no surprise just
how critical this funding is for the eco-
nomic development of my State, which
is still struggling to recover from the
recession.

For example, when no other lenders
would give them a loan, the Clinica la
Esperanza in the South Valley received
a $31,000 loan from the Accion CDFI to
provide much-needed primary care to
residents in the South Valley. A few
years later, the clinic received an addi-
tional $76,000 from Accion to move to a
larger location in order to serve a larg-
er client base of 3,800 patients.

Another example of CDFI lending is
Tiwa Lending Services, which provides
loans and financial education to the
Pueblo of Isleta and other surrounding
Native American communities.

And just last month, Clearinghouse
CDFI received a $3.2 million grant to
build affordable housing in several
States, including New Mexico.

Mr. Chairman, the evidence is clear.
CDFIs have proven to be successful
drivers of economic growth and devel-
opment in underserved areas. They cre-
ate jobs, provide American oppor-
tunity, and stimulate growth.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment to increase funding for
CDFIs to help spur economic develop-
ment in communities throughout the
country.
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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 New Mexico (Ms.
MICHELLE LUJAN GRISHAM).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 74 OFFERED BY MR. PALAZZO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 74 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. PALAZZO. 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:

Page 1566, line 4, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘“‘(increased by $17,000,000)"".

Page 157, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $1,000,000)"’.

Page 158, line 1, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $4,000,000)"’.

Page 158, line 4, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $3,000,000)".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Mississippi.

Mr. PALAZZO. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment is very simple.

During committee markup of this
bill, we were successful in adding a res-
toration of $25 million to the CDFI
fund. Because of the way the amend-
ment was drafted in committee, this
secondary amendment is necessary to
designate the individual funds within
the CDFI account.

The CDFI banks that this amend-
ment seeks to assist provide essential
financial products to underserved popu-
lations, often the poorest of the poor.
Additionally, financial literacy edu-
cation provided by CDFI banks is an
invaluable service to our most at-risk
and disadvantaged communities across
the Nation.

Again, this amendment is purely
clerical in nature and ensures that the
$25 million added at committee mark-
up is equitably distributed between the
separate CDFI funds so it can do the
most good for our most needy.

Mr. Chair, I ask the House to pass
this amendment to ensure these reach
their intended recipients, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition, although I do not
oppose the amendment.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment.

I was disappointed that this bill
originally cut CDFI by $59 million and
was very supportive of the full com-
mittee amendment that Mr. PALAZZO
offered to add $25 million to the pro-
gram, which passed with bipartisan
support. This amendment simply allo-
cates that increase among the various
worthy programs in CDFI.
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I am particularly pleased to note
that the Bank Enterprise Award Pro-
gram and Healthy Food Financing Ini-
tiative received some of the funding,
although I would like to point out that
this increase alone does not bring any
of the individual programs to their en-
acted levels and still leaves CDFI $34
million, or 14 percent, below the cur-
rent level.

I urge support of the amendment and
hope that we will be able to work to-
wards getting the CDFI the additional
increases it needs in conference.

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

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

Seeing no other speakers, I would
like to thank the chairman and rank-
ing member for their support in com-
mittee for restoring the funds.

Mr. Chairman, I urge an ‘‘aye’ vote
on my 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 Mississippi (Mr. PALAZZO).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 75 OFFERED BY MR. SOTO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 75 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chair,
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

Page 160, line 3, insert
$1,000,000)’" before ‘‘shall”.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SOoT0) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chair, my amendment
would increase funding for the Tax
Counseling for the Elderly Program by
$1 million.

For this amendment, we are not tak-
ing the $1 million from any other ac-
count. Rather, there is a $2.4 billion ac-
count for taxpayer services, and this
simply adds to the carveout from that
total for Tax Counseling for the Elder-
ly.

I have an

‘“‘(increased by

O 2015

This amendment is identical to an
amendment I offered last year that
passed this body by a voice vote, and I
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment again this year.

The Tax Counseling for the Elderly
program offers free tax help for indi-
viduals who are aged 60 or older. Coop-
erative grant agreements are entered
into between the IRS and eligible orga-
nizations to provide tax assistance to
elderly taxpayers. These funds provided
by the IRS are used by organizations to
reimburse volunteers for their out-of-
pocket expenses, including transpor-
tation, meals, and other expenses in-
curred by them in providing tax coun-
seling assistance at locations conven-
ient to the taxpayer.
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This amendment will restore funding
to this program at the level that
passed both the House last year and the
Congress in the Consolidated Appro-
priations Act of 2018.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment; I thank the
chairman for his support; and I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 76 OFFERED BY MR. SOTO

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 76 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. SOTO. 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:

Page 160, line 13, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $500,000)".

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. SoT0) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida.

Mr. SOTO. Mr. Chair, my amendment
would increase funding for the IRS’s
identity theft and refund fraud case-
work by $500,000. For this amendment,
we are not taking the $500,000 from any
account. Rather, there is a $2.4 billion
account for Taxpayer Services, and
this simply adds to the carveout from
that total for the Taxpayer Advocate
Services identity theft and refund
fraud casework.

This amendment will restore funding
to this program at the level that
passed the Congress in the Consoli-
dated Appropriations Act of 2018.

Last year, there were 597,000 tax re-
turns with confirmed identity theft, re-
sulting in $6 billion in taxpayer refunds
being affected.

Identity theft can be frustrating and
confusing to victims. While identity
thieves steal information from sources
outside the tax system, the IRS is
often the first to inform a victim that
their identity has been stolen. The IRS
is working hard to resolve identity
theft cases as quickly as possible and
has made considerable progress at clos-
ing backlogs; however, more work re-
mains.

Fighting identity theft is an ongoing
battle, as identity thieves continue to
create new ways of stealing personal
information and using it for their gain.
Identity theft cases are among the
most complex handled by the IRS. The
IRS is continually reviewing processes
and policies to minimize instances of
identity theft and to help those who
find themselves victimized.

We, as a Congress, should be giving
the IRS the resources necessary to
close backlogs and help our constitu-
ents as expeditiously as possible.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment; I thank the
chairman for his support; and I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. SOTO).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 77 OFFERED BY MR. CARBAJAL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 77 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. CARBAJAL. 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:

Strike section 125 of title I of division B.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Chairman, this
week President Trump’s Treasury Sec-
retary, Steven Mnuchin, decided that
the agency will no longer collect infor-
mation on donations to political non-
profits.

This administration will no longer
require 501(c)(4) organizations to dis-
close their donors, including groups
like the National Rifle Association, the
NRA, that operates as a nonprofit, but
also spends millions of dollars each
year on lobbying and advertising to in-
fluence our elections.

This announcement comes the same
week that the Department of Justice
arrested and charged a known Russian
foreign agent who had infiltrated the
NRA, an organization that has received
thousands of dollars from Russian na-
tionals since 2015. The Treasury Sec-
retary’s decision this week only thick-
ens the swamp by unleashing a new op-
portunity for dark money and money
from foreign powers to continue to
flood our upcoming midterm elections.

I believe that we need more trans-
parency in our elections, not Iless.
While super PACs are currently re-
quired to disclose donors, now 501(c)(4)s
are not. If you were a donor looking to
influence elections and wanted to hide
your identity, the underlying bill is
currently making 501(c)(4) organiza-
tions an even more attractive way to
conceal contributions.

There is a provision in today’s appro-
priations package that prohibits the
IRS—prohibits the IRS—from issuing
guidance on whether an organization is
operating exclusively for the pro-
motion of social welfare purposes, as
written in the IRS code for 501(c)(4)
nonprofits, to ensure that no one is
abusing our Tax Code to influence our
elections.

My amendment simply strikes out
that provision so that the IRS may
issue guidance differentiating which
groups are truly social welfare organi-
zations with a charitable mission from
political organizations abusing our
nonprofit tax laws to hide their polit-
ical donors from the public.

More and more, our elections are
being driven by organizations that are
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receiving hundreds of millions of dol-
lars in unreported, secret donations.
Dark money is strangling our democ-
racy and silencing the will of the
American people.

In the 2012 presidential election,
dark-money groups such as these spent
over a quarter of a billion dollars on
partisan political advertising and other
campaign activities. In 2014, we saw the
greatest wave of secret, special-inter-
est money ever raised in a congres-
sional election.

Moreover, in 2016, dark-money groups
spent nearly 10 times what they did the
previous cycle, totaling over $1.1 bil-
lion, and that pattern of undisclosed
political spending continues to grow
this year. These political nonprofit or-
ganizations are receiving tax-exempt
treatment and are being allowed to
corrupt Federal tax law meant to help
social welfare organizations like volun-
teer firefighters, rotary clubs, and
other community service groups.

Our current election laws make it
impossible to know where this money
is coming from or if it is coming from
foreign adversaries, like we saw re-
cently with the NRA. This amendment
is not partisan and will only continue
to allow the IRS to identify nonprofits
that are spending significant amounts
of their money to influence our elec-
tions, regardless of their party affili-
ation.

Mr. Chairman, at this pivotal mo-
ment in our democracy, I urge my col-
leagues who are serious about draining
the swamp to take this small step to-
wards increased transparency in our
political process.

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

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I rise in opposition to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I
thank the gentleman from California.
We have carried this provision the past
3 years in this very same bill. In fact,
it has been signed into law, not only by
President Trump, but also by President
Barack Obama. It has been bipartisan
in nature.

Retaining section 125 continues the
current state of affairs as we know it
today on this very, very sensitive
issue. The IRS has limited resources at
this time, but a lot of demands on
them. Taking this section away and
impacting this regulation that clearly
everyone hates—we should have the
IRS use their resources for the things
that it should be intended for: re-
sources to improve customer service,
to implement tax reform law that we
recently passed, reducing tax fraud,
and moving ahead in this new tax sea-
son.

Mr. Chairman, reluctantly, I have to
rise in opposition and ask that we con-
tinue the current law as it stands
today.

Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.
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Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Chair, I appre-
ciate the feedback from my colleague.

Mr. Chair, this will not detour or
take away from the efficiency of the
focus of work and spending of resources
by the IRS. This only does a funda-
mental thing, and that is provide for
more disclosure and transparency to
ensure that the American public has
sunshine on who is spending what re-
sources through which organizations.
This amendment merely provides that
transparency.

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

Mr. GRAVES of Georgia. Mr. Chair-
man, I’'ll close with this. I appreciate
the gentleman’s sentiments towards
how the IRS should use their resources.

Being a member of the Appropria-
tions Committee and a member of this
subcommittee my entire time on the
full committee, I can assure you that
the IRS is operating at a level that was
not last seen since about 2011. Their re-
sources are tremendously limited at
this time, and we would prefer that
they focus on customer service and im-
plementing the Tax Cuts and Jobs Act
that we recently passed.

Mr. Chair, I’ll continue to oppose the
gentleman’s amendment, ask the
House to do the same, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was rejected.
AMENDMENT NO. 78 OFFERED BY MR. KUSTOFF
OF TENNESSEE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 78 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. 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:

Page 185, line 8, after the dollar amount in-
sert ‘‘(increase by $5,000,000)".

Page 221, line 13, after the dollar amount
insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)".

Page 224, line 19, after the dollar amount
insert ‘‘(reduced by $5,000,000)"".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Tennessee.

Mr. KUSTOFF of Tennessee. Mr.
Chairman, I rise today in support of
my amendment to increase funding for
the High Intensity Drug Trafficking
Areas program by $5 million.

I have had numerous conversations
with law enforcement throughout my
district, and it is crystal clear that the
opioid epidemic continues to be one of
their primary concerns. Our drug task
forces in the Eighth Congressional Dis-
trict desperately need these resources,
as we have seen a spike in narcotics
trafficking along Interstate 40 in Ten-
nessee.
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Mr. Chairman, I know that many of
my colleagues are having similar dis-
cussions in their district, so they un-
derstand just how serious this issue is
becoming for the safety and the secu-
rity of the American people. It is no se-
cret that the spread of illegal drugs
throughout west Tennessee and across
the Nation leads to higher crime rates,
which ultimately increases the finan-
cial strain on our local, State, and Fed-
eral law enforcement.

We must do more to support law en-
forcement in this fight. This amend-
ment will provide necessary funds for
additional equipment and man-hours to
conduct and carry out lengthy inves-
tigations to arrest these drug traf-
fickers. The brave men and women in
uniform are working tirelessly on the
front lines to combat the opioid epi-
demic, and we can’t afford to simply sit
back and watch.

We also must think of the resources
needed to battle the drug addiction epi-
demic, such as the opioid crisis. The
extra funding will take major steps to
target these high-risk areas in a front-
end approach to preventing the spread
of the opioid crisis in our communities.
We must be proactive now, because pre-
vention is the best long-term solution.

I am a former United States attor-
ney, and I have seen firsthand how
much these funds can make a huge dif-
ference in forward progress. I believe
that funding the High Intensity Drug
Trafficking Area program is a good
first step to supporting our law en-
forcement and combating rampant
opioid epidemics.

Law enforcement at the local, State,
and Federal level have expressed sup-
port for this amendment, and I urge
my colleagues to do the same today.

I also want to thank my colleagues,
Mrs. CoMsTOCK and Mr. MCKINLEY, for
their hard work and support of this
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Tennessee (Mr. KUSTOFF).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 79 OFFERED BY MRS. MURPHY
OF FLORIDA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 79 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, 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:

Page 246, line 16, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000) (increased by
$1,000,000)"".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.
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Mrs. MURPHY of Florida. Mr. Chair-
man, I yield myself such time as I may
consume.

I rise in support of this bipartisan
amendment, which I am proud to
colead with the Congressman from
California (Mr. KNIGHT), the Congress-
man from Pennsylvania (Mr.
FITZPATRICK), and the Congressman
from Nebraska (Mr. BACON).

This amendment would provide addi-
tional support for two important and
successful initiatives overseen by the
U.S. Small Business Administration.

First, it would increase funding for
SBA Women’s Business Centers by
$600,000. This amendment builds on a
successful floor amendment I offered to
last year’s bill, which boosted funding
for WBCs by $1 million.

If our amendment is adopted, the
House would provide a total of $19 mil-
lion for WBCs, a substantial funding
level that I will work to retain when
the House and the Senate meet to rec-
oncile their respective bills.

There are more than 100 Women’s
Business Centers located across the
country, each operated by a local non-
profit organization that receives finan-
cial support from SBA and others.
These WBCs provide business training,
counseling, and mentoring geared to
women, especially those who are so-
cially and economically disadvantaged.

Every WBC tailors its services to the
specific needs of the community in
which it is located, but all provide
training in finance, management, and
marketing. They also help clients uti-
lize SBA’s suite of capital, counseling,
and contracting programs.

My central Florida district is home
to many talented entrepreneurs, and,
yet, it currently lacks a WBC. If this
amendment is adopted, it will increase
the number of WBCs that can be estab-
lished nationwide and increase the
chances that a WBC will be established
in the Orlando area. This would help
many of my constituents start or grow
their small businesses and, in doing so,
further strengthen our local economy.

In addition, our amendment would
increase funding for SBA’s Veterans
Outreach programs by $400,000, from
$12.3 million to $12.7 million.

Each year, SBA uses these resources
to serve more than 200,000 veterans and
their families, including service-dis-
abled veterans. SBA provides veterans
with business training and mentorship,
and helps them obtain loans, apply for
Federal contracts, and cultivate con-
nections with commercial supply
chains.

My support for these investments in
our veterans is rooted in the belief that
servicemembers have fought for our
Nation, and, we, as a Nation, must
fight for them, both while they are in
the military and once they transition
to civilian life.

Our amendment does not increase the
total amount of founding appropriated
by Congress in the bill, and it enhances
support for WBCs and veterans pro-
grams without reducing support for
any other priorities.
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I thank the Rules Committee for al-
lowing the House to consider this bi-
partisan amendment. I respectfully ask
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
to support it.

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 Florida (Mrs. MURPHY).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 80 OFFERED BY MR. POLIS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 80 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. POLIS. 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:

Page 248, line 17, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000) (increased by
$1,000,000)".

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Colorado.

Mr. POLIS. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment. Employee-
owned businesses are uniquely struc-
tured where the employer and the
shareholders and the executives ben-
efit, as well as the workers.

There are different forms of making
sure that employees can participate in
the success and capital growth of a
company. Those include co-ops, co-
operatives; ESOPs, which stands for
employee stock ownership plans; stock
options; profit sharing. There are a
number of ways to do it.

But some of the Kkey findings are
that, over time, employees at em-
ployee-owned businesses, whether they
are partially or entirely owned by em-
ployees, have greater success. The com-
panies do better and the workers do
better: higher wages; more savings for
retirement; more sustainability; and
more profitability as an enterprise, be-
cause it improves retention rates and
employee morale.

I think that employee-owned busi-
nesses are an important market-ori-
ented mechanism to reduce the wage
gap between executives, shareholders,
and workers. But it can be difficult for
a business to transition to an em-
ployee-ownership model or a business
structure that allows for accessing fi-
nancing and capital markets to make
that transition happen.

That is why I am sponsoring this
amendment today to encourage the
Small Business Administration to pro-
vide technical assistance, as well as
education and outreach about existing
programs, one of which is called the
loan guarantee program, which is
available to employee-owned busi-
nesses.

SBA loans are a critical resource for
many small businesses, and the em-
ployee-owned loan guarantee program
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is underutilized because a lot of lenders
don’t understand the unique nature of
employee-owned businesses, especially
smaller banks.

ESOPs can be a very compelling
model, as can the other models of em-
ployee ownership. There are a number
of successful employee-owned compa-
nies in the district I am honored to
represent in northern Colorado, includ-
ing New Belgium Brewing.

SBA loans are actually a critical part
of helping companies make that transi-
tion to employee ownership, especially
for small and midsized enterprises.

I encourage the adoption of my
amendment to help employee-owned
businesses access financing options
that will help small businesses grow,
and help our communities retain com-
munity, local employee ownership of
small businesses. I encourage my col-
leagues on both sides of the aisle to
support this amendment to highlight
the role that SBA can play in making
employee ownership options a real-life
occurrence for more companies and
people across our country.

Mr. Chairman, of course, there are a
number of pieces of legislation, many
of them bipartisan, under the jurisdic-
tion of different committees with re-
gard to how we can remove barriers to
employee ownership in our economy.
But this simple one before us today
would simply encourage the SBA to
provide technical assistance under cur-
rent authorized, funded programs, to
help make sure that there is a greater
awareness about the opportunities of
employee ownership, both for economic
productivity as well as for reducing the
equity and wage gap in our country.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption, and 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. POLIS).

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 81 OFFERED BY MR. CARBAJAL

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 81 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Chairman, I rise
as the designee for the gentleman from
Massachusetts (Mr. CAPUANO), and 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:

Page 264, strike lines 13 through 18.

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from California.

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment strikes section 628 of the
underlying bill prohibiting the Securi-
ties and Exchange Commission, SEC,
from issuing rules on disclosures for
corporations spending money to influ-
ence our elections, primarily through
paid advertising.
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The Supreme Court’s 2010 Citizens
United decision means that corpora-
tions, even foreign-controlled corpora-
tions, are now allowed to spend unlim-
ited amounts of money to influence
American elections.

Publicly traded corporations can buy
millions of dollars’ worth of TV, social
media, and radio ads without disclosing
their political expenditures to their
shareholders. This outside spending in
our elections has created a greater
need for Members to raise more money
for their campaigns and less time legis-
lating.

This has eroded the public’s faith in
our institutions and is damaging to our
democracy. Families in my district and
across the country are concerned about
paying their children’s tuition or med-
ical bills, not spending thousands of
dollars to influence Federal elections.
Their voices shouldn’t be drowned out
by millions of dollars of secret special-
interest advertising from corporations.

A corporation’s main goal is to make
a profit, not to improve the quality of
life for all Americans. They shouldn’t
have a say in our elections without
their shareholders and the public
knowing about it.

That is why we cannot muzzle the
SEC’s ability to issue rules regarding
disclosures for publicly traded corpora-
tions on all their political expendi-
tures. Stockholders and voters have
been clear: They want to know the de-
tails of the political donations of the
companies they own and give their
business to. In fact, more than 1.2 mil-
lion comments have been submitted to
the SEC requesting that they require
political disclosure by publicly traded
companies. That is the largest number
of comments on a rule in the history of
the agency.

Congress should stop standing in the
way of the SEC’s mission, which is to
provide transparency to the markets
and the public. This amendment does
not infringe on a corporation’s right to
spend money on political activity. It
would just allow the SEC to disclose
what money is being spent.

This is yet another opportunity for
my Republican colleagues to prevent
special interests from gaining even
more pull in Washington and begin
draining that swamp. This should not
be a Democrat or a Republican issue,
and it goes to the heart of our democ-
racy and maintaining a government
that is of, by, and for the American
people.

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

Mr. HUIZENGA. Mr. Chairman, I
claim the time in opposition to the
amendment.

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

Mr. HUIZENGA. Mr. Chairman, since
the courts have weighed in, Democrats
have been attempting to use the securi-
ties laws to mandate the disclosure of
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companies’ political spending activi-
ties in order to name and shame com-
panies from engaging in such free
speech activity.

Time and time again, when the issue
of political disclosure has come up as a
shareholder proposal at every com-
pany’s annual proxy meeting where it
has been proposed, it has been shot
down. It has been defeated.

In fact, according to Proxy Monitor,
the average percentage vote in favor of
a political disclosure shareholder pro-
posal in 2016 was just 23 percent sup-
port. Shareholders have repeatedly
weighed in against requiring disclosure
of this information and do not believe
it is important in making their own in-
vestment decisions regarding that
company.

Our securities laws and disclosure re-
quirements have always centered on
the concept of materiality, as deter-
mined by the Supreme Court, whether
an omitted fact is material by looking
at ‘“‘whether there is a substantial like-
lihood that a reasonable shareholder
would consider it important in deciding
how to vote.”

In fact, under the Obama administra-
tion, former SEC Chair Mary Jo White
declined to advance a political disclo-
sure rule, stating it was ‘‘not one of the
priorities we are advancing.”

Additionally, former Chair White was
vocal about ensuring that disclosures
were not causing informational over-
load for investors. As a member of the
Financial Services Committee, we
heard repeated—repeated—testimony
on that fact.

This provision to prevent the SEC
from issuing a political disclosure rule
has continually been part of appropria-
tions packages that have been signed
into law by Presidents of both parties
and should continue to stay as part of
this package.

0 2045

Now, earlier you heard that the mis-
sion of the SEC is to provide trans-
parency. Let me read exactly what the
mission of the Securities and Exchange
Commission is:

“The mission of the U.S. Securities
and Exchange Commission is to protect
investors; maintain fair, orderly, and
efficient markets; and facilitate cap-
ital formation.”

This simply does not fit into that tri-
partite mission of the Securities and
Exchange Commission.

Now, with that being said, nothing—
and let me repeat that, nothing—pre-
vents companies from voluntarily re-
porting this information if they believe
that it is important for them to make
such disclosures or for their share-
holders to also vote that way.

So all companies, private and public,
should remain free to do just that:
make that decision as they decide is
the best course for that particular
company.

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

Mr. CARBAJAL. Mr. Chairman, this
is not about shaming anyone. This does
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not restrict free speech or the ability
of corporations to engage in political
activity. It only allows the SEC to re-
quire disclosure of corporate political
spending, a little bit of transparency
providing disclosure to the public, so
that they clearly know the companies
that they are investing their money in.

Moreover, more than 150 large com-
panies, including more than half of the
companies in the S&P 100, are dis-
closing their political spending al-
ready. Investors have filed over 300
shareholder proposals since 2011 asking
companies to disclose political spend-
ing. This is all about transparency and
protecting our democracy. We should
not be scared of giving the public more
information.

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

Mr. HUIZENGA. Mr. Chairman, I will
repeat a couple of things very briefly.

All of these proxy proposals have gar-
nered 23 percent, average, support, so
there is not widespread support among
the investors.

And again, I will repeat that three-
pronged mission that the Securities
and Exchange Commission has: ‘‘pro-
tect investors; maintain fair, orderly,
and efficient markets; and facilitate
capital formation.”” This particular ef-
fort does none of those things, ad-
vances none of those things, and that is
why I oppose the 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 California (Mr.
CARBAJAL).

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

Mr. CARBAJAL. 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 California will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 82 OFFERED BY MR. ZELDIN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 82 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. ZELDIN. 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 B (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to enforce section
540 of Public Law 110-329 (122 Stat. 3688) or
section 538 of Public Law 112-74 (125 Stat. 976;
6 U.S.C. 190 note).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. ZELDIN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of my important bi-
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partisan amendment to halt the sale
and marketing of Plum Island, New
York, by the General Services Admin-
istration.

Situated at the gateway of the Long
Island Sound, Plum Island is a treasure
for our local community in both New
York and Connecticut. As a critical re-
source for research, approximately 90
percent of the land on Plum Island has
been sheltered from development, pro-
tecting the diverse ecosystem of Long
Island Sound and critical habitat for
migratory birds, marine mammals, and
rare plants. With recorded history dat-
ing back to the 1700s, Plum Island is
also an essential cultural and histor-
ical resource.

Since World War II, Plum Island has
been utilized as a resource laboratory.
The facility, which has been under Fed-
eral jurisdiction since 1899, has since
grown to become what is known today
as the Plum Island Animal Disease
Center.

In 2005, the Department of Homeland
Security, which currently has jurisdic-
tion over the island, announced that
the Animal Disease Center would be
moved to a new Federal facility in
Kansas. To offset the cost of this relo-
cation, a law was enacted in 2008 that
called for the private sale of Plum Is-
land to the highest bidder.

The traditional interagency con-
sultation process regarding the dis-
posal of Federal property was bypassed,
fast-tracking the potential sale of this
island without consulting the local
community or other Federal agencies.
This statutory mandate was also based
on a false assumption that a sale could
offset the cost of the new facility, when
the true value of the island, including
cleanup costs, still are not clear.

The town of Southold, New York, has
local jurisdiction over the island and
has passed ordinances preventing any
private development. This factor, cou-
pled with the significant cleanup and
environmental mitigation costs associ-
ated with closing this facility, gives
Plum Island little to no commercial
value.

Furthermore, according to a DHS re-
port issued in April of 2016, the new
site in Manhattan, Kansas, is already
fully paid for through a combination of
Federal appropriations and State fund-
ing.

Allowing for continued research, pub-
lic access, and permanent preservation
of the island is a priority shared by
elected officials, conservation groups,
and local residents on both sides of the
sound.

The GSA must stop advancing the
sale of this island and stop wasting
taxpayer money on retaining expensive
real estate firms in violation of the
will of the people and in spite of pend-
ing litigation over this proposed sale.

This amendment allows Congress to
use the power of the purse to stop the
GSA from marketing or selling the is-
land while we continue the fight for a
permanent solution that will preserve
the island for conservation and edu-
cation.
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Mr. Chairman, this amendment
passed the House on a bipartisan vote
in 2016 as part of Financial Services
and General Government Appropria-
tions. My similar stand-alone bill, the
Plum Island Preservation Act, has also
passed with unanimous support in the
House now in two consecutive Con-
gresses.

Mr. Chairman, I once again urge all
of my colleagues to support this bipar-
tisan amendment.

Mr. Chairman, in closing, I thank my
partners from Connecticut, ROSA
DELAURO and JOE COURTNEY, for once
again introducing this amendment
with me. I also thank my additional
cosponsors from New York, KATHLEEN
RICE, ToM SU0zzI, and JOHN FASO0. The
broad range of bipartisan support for
this effort throughout our region shows
what an important gem Plum Island is
for our environment and for our his-
tory.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. ZELDIN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 83 OFFERED BY MR. PALMER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 83 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. PALMER. 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 B (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
under title IV or title VIII of this Act may
be used by the District of Columbia govern-
ment to carry out the Health Insurance Re-
quirement Amendment Act of 2018 (subtitle
A of title V of the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget
Support Act of 2018; D.C. Bill 22-753).

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

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would prohibit funds from
being used to carry out the District of
Columbia’s Health Insurance Require-
ment Amendment Act of 2018. This is
essentially the District’s version of
ObamaCare’s individual mandate with
a few important and troubling distinc-
tions.

The mandate requires that all resi-
dents of the District of Columbia pur-
chase government-sanctioned health
insurance or pay what the District
calls a ‘‘shared responsibility pay-
ment.”’

However, the mandate goes even fur-
ther by allowing D.C. authorities to
place liens on, seize, and sell the prop-
erty of their residents if they are un-
willing or unable to pay the tax pen-
alty.
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Let me repeat. If a D.C. resident
chooses not to purchase the govern-
ment-sanctioned health insurance plan
or purchases health insurance that
doesn’t meet the District of Columbia’s
preferences, they will now have the au-
thority to impose a tax penalty or seize
and sell that person’s assets.

But it gets worse.

Every plan available through the
D.C. Health Link covers elective abor-
tion, which means that the mandate
forces individuals who don’t wish to
purchase this coverage to choose be-
tween violating their conscience and
facing a tax penalty or, even worse,
having their property seized.

I am sure you will hear objections to
Congress meddling in District of Co-
lumbia affairs, but I will remind those
objectors that Article I, section 8,
clause 17 of the Constitution vests Con-
gress, not the D.C. City Council, with
the authority to exercise exclusive leg-
islation in all cases whatsoever regard-
ing the District.

When the District of Columbia makes
it a priority to force the residents to
buy insurance coverage they neither
want nor need, it is incumbent upon
Congress to exercise their constitu-
tional authority and prohibit the use of
funds to carry out this policy.

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

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in strong opposition to this
amendment interfering in the local af-
fairs of the District of Columbia.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from the District of Columbia is recog-
nized for 5 minutes.

Ms. NORTON. Mr. Chairman, you
wouldn’t know it from hearing the
Member on the other side speak, but in
1973, Congress passed the bipartisan
District of Columbia Home Rule Act,
which created a locally elected govern-
ment. According to the Home Rule Act,
a central purpose of the act was to ‘‘re-
lieve Congress of the burden of legis-
lating upon essentially local District
matters.”

In his signing statement of the Home
Rule Act, President Nixon wrote, ‘It
will give the people of the District of
Columbia the right to govern
themselves in local affairs. . . . ©

Yet the bill before us would either re-
peal or block the District of Columbia
from carrying out or enacting five
local laws.

I filed amendments to strike all of
these undemocratic riders, but the
Rules Committee has blocked me from
offering any of them on the floor, even
though they all complied with House
rules. I have gotten some of these
amendments off in the past, and I in-
tend to do so again, because this mat-
ter has to go to the Senate as well, Mr.
Chairman.

Adding insult to injury, the Rules
Committee allowed this and one other
undemocratic amendment to be of-
fered.

Republicans were not satisfied with
sabotaging the Affordable Care Act by,
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among other things, reducing the pen-
alty for failure to comply with the in-
dividual responsibility requirement to
$0 in the recently enacted GOP tax
scam. The ACA remains standing and
popular, nevertheless, throughout the
country.

Mr. PALMER has moved to sabotage,
therefore, the District of Columbia’s
local health insurance market, too, and
deny the 700,000 Federal taxpaying
Americans who live in the District of
Columbia access to quality, affordable
health insurance coverage.

This antidemocratic healthcare
amendment is offered by Mr. PALMER
of Alabama, who doesn’t live in and is
not responsible to the people of the
District of Columbia, but answers to
another district. I doubt that Rep-
resentative PALMER’S constituents
want him taking time from their busi-
ness to meddle in the business of an-
other Member’s district.

This amendment would prohibit the
District from spending its own local
funds, consisting solely of local taxes
and fees, to carry out a local District
of Columbia bill that requires individ-
uals to maintain health coverage or to
pay a penalty for failure to do so.

I remind the House that three States
have adopted this same approach.

In response to Republican efforts to
sabotage the ACA, the District of Co-
lumbia, like States across the country,
decided to do what they could and, in
our case, convened a working group
that consisted of businesses, providers,
consumers, and insurers on how to pre-
serve quality, affordable coverage lo-
cally.

In February, the working group
unanimously recommended creating a
local individual responsibility require-
ment—and I thought the other side was
all about localism—and the District of
Columbia Health Benefit Exchange Au-
thority Executive Board unanimously
supported the recommendation.
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The District of Columbia Mayor then
included an individual responsibility of
requirement in her budget, and the
D.C. Council debated and unanimously
passed the Health Insurance Require-
ment Amendment Act of 2018, as re-
quired by Congress. Thus, D.C. will join
three States in requiring residents to
maintain health insurance coverage,
and more States are considering doing
the very same thing.

I urge Members to vote ‘‘no’ on this
undemocratic, offensive, and harmful
amendment that would reduce enroll-
ment in the D.C. individual insurance
market by 15 percent, and increase pre-
miums. I ask the gentleman to stay
out of the business of my district.

I yield back the balance of my time.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Alabama has 3 minutes remain-
ing.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the distinguished gen-
tleman from North Carolina (Mr.
MEADOWS).



H6538

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chair, I want to
applaud my good friend from Alabama,
Mr. PALMER, and my colleague from
North Carolina, Mr. WALKER, for their
work on this particular amendment.

I couldn’t disagree more with the
gentlewoman from the District of Co-
lumbia. This is not about individual
liberties. In fact, this amendment sup-
ports individual liberties. It keeps liens
from being placed on property.

Quite frankly, Congress, overwhelm-
ingly has supported repealing the indi-
vidual mandate. And for some city to
say that they are wanting to imple-
ment an individual mandate, it has
nothing to do with healthcare. It has
more to do with political statements.

And I can tell you that to have the
particular initiative here in Wash-
ington, D.C., limit short-term health
plans and, certainly, association health
plans, it, again, is not about
healthcare.

So I would encourage an adoption of
the amendment and stand for liberty.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the other distinguished
gentleman from North Carolina (Mr.
WALKER).

Mr. WALKER. Mr. Chair, I rise today
in support of this amendment.

In December, Congress passed his-
toric tax reform that frees people from
ObamacCare’s erroneous individual
mandate which punished lower and
middle income families for not buying
health insurance they don’t want or
cannot afford.

Well, how does D.C. respond? The
City Council has now decreed that all
residents must buy health insurance,
no matter the cost or need. And listen,
if you refuse, not only will you be fi-
nancially penalized, but the D.C. gov-
ernment can seize your personal prop-
erty. What?

The idea that a local government can
force you to buy a private product just
because of your zip code is unjust and
un-American.

Congress, which has direct oversight
of D.C., cannot allow the District to ig-
nore Federal law and use politics to
punish their residents.

I urge my colleagues to support the
measure.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, how
much time is remaining?

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. CURTIS). The
gentleman from Alabama has 1 minute
remaining.

Mr. PALMER. Mr. Chairman, I thank
the gentlemen from North Carolina,
Mr. MEADOWS and Mr. WALKER, for
their support of this amendment. And I
would just like to point out, as Mr.
MEADOWS was pointing out, this is real-
ly about defending rights.

This amendment prohibits the Dis-
trict of Columbia Council from impos-
ing on individual property rights. It de-
nies people the option to buy less ex-
pensive health insurance and insurance
that they want and need.

I would like to also point out that in
ObamaCare, even there, there was no
force imposed on people to buy health
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insurance. They could pay the penalty,
or they could apply for a waiver with
the IRS and, literally, millions did
that. At no time did ObamaCare pose a
threat to people’s property rights, as
this amendment does.

So, Mr. Chairman, I urge my col-
leagues to stand up for the rights of
the citizens of the District of Columbia
to protect their property rights and
support this amendment.

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. PALMER).

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

Ms. NORTON. 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 Alabama will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 84 OFFERED BY MR. MEADOWS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 84 printed
in House Report 115-830.

Mr. MEADOWS. 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 B (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to carry out section
1334 of the Patient Protection and Affordable
Care Act.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 996, the gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. MEADOWS)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from North Carolina.

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chair, before 1
get into my amendment, I want to
thank the chairman of the sub-
committee and the entire staff for not
only a very thoughtful bill that really
requires very few amendments, but
really working with Members of all dif-
ferent ideological stripes in our con-
ference. And I look forward to being
able to support this when it comes up
for a vote tomorrow.

My amendment prohibits funds from
being used by the Office of Personnel
Management, better known as OPM, to
administer the ObamaCare’s multistate
program.

ObamaCare required OPM to contract
with health insurers to make
multistate plans available to con-
sumers in all the States, and D.C., by
2017.

Now, there is only one problem with
that. There is only one State partici-
pating. And yet, here we continue to
fund it.

The multistate plan program has
failed to meet its statutory require-
ments. It has failed to generate com-
petition in the healthcare market-
place. And it has failed to lower health
insurance premiums.
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According to OPM, the government
has spent $563 million on administrative
costs for this failed program. The evi-
dence is clear: This program doesn’t
work and it is a waste of taxpayer dol-
lars.

In fact, the Congressional Budget Of-
fice and the Joint Committee on Tax-
ation said eliminating funding for this
plan will not affect the levels of com-
petition or premiums in the insurance
markets, nor would it affect any
ObamaCare subsidies.

So my amendment does not take
funds away from OPM. It leaves more
money for OPM to continue its other
mission-critical programs without hav-
ing to waste the time and resources on
a poorly-functioning multistate plan
program.

I have got letters from the OPM, Of-
fice of Personnel Management, who ad-
ministers the plan, supporting the
elimination of this program. I also
have a letter from the National Active
and Retired Federal Employees Asso-
ciation, better known as NARFE, who
represent the interests of more than 5
million Federal employees and retirees
and their survivors, supporting the
elimination of this program.

So finally, this program is widely
viewed by analysts on the both the left
and the right as either a de facto public
option or a plausible foundation for a
future public option.

The House should vote overwhelm-
ingly to do away with this, and I urge
my colleagues, both Democrats and Re-
publicans, to do so.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. This amendment is
another in a long line of attacks on the
Affordable Care Act. It is, unfortu-
nately, an example of Republicans
turning to the appropriations process,
instead of working through the appro-
priate channels via the authorization
committees.

Weighing down bills with partisan
riders does nothing but make it more
difficult to enact these spending bills,
especially in a timely manner.

Turning to the substance of the
amendment, our constituents would be
better served if we focused our efforts
on extending quality, affordable cov-
erage to more individuals, not elimi-
nating plans.

Healthcare is an essential right, and
a healthy America is a more produc-
tive, safer, and better place to call
home. I suggest my colleagues vote
“no” on the Meadows amendment.

I yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chairman, how
much time do I have left?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from North Carolina has 2% minutes
remaining.

Mr. MEADOWS. Mr. Chair, I appre-
ciate the gen