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we have to pay for it or else reduce an-
other program cost so that it is budget
neutral.

We obviously need to rebalance rev-
enue and expense over time in our tax
and spending policies with major deci-
sions coming up.

Finally, as was mentioned, we prob-
ably need some major help with a fiscal
commission. A fiscal commission can
help us to sort through this in a non-
partisan, apolitical way to provide the
expertise necessary to make rec-
ommendations that we must take a
look at.

To those that criticize fiscal commis-
sions, I would pose the question, well,
what is your solution, then? Is there a
solution that you have that you think
would help us to solve this incredible
crisis?

In conclusion, for the Bipartisan Fis-
cal Forum, my 87 colleagues and others
who believe that this is, indeed, a cri-
sis, we have a couple of steps that we
have to go through.

The first step is to stop the denial,
which is where we are right now, for
this to be an issue in our campaigns, in
our elections, for this to be front and
center in our public discourse scores.

Then we have to ask, what can we
do?

There is plenty we can do.

First of all, we can get through de-
nial and get firmly into step number
two, which is to do something about it.
Then next, of course, acknowledge that
the solutions are hard, but the alter-
native of doing nothing is and will be
far, far harder.

We urge acknowledgment and action
both within our colleagues in Congress
and especially with the American peo-
ple as we consider this crisis.

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

———
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FURTHER INVESTIGATION INTO
JANUARY 6

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under
the Speaker’s announced policy of Jan-
uary 9, 2023, the gentleman from Geor-
gia (Mr. LOUDERMILK) is recognized
until 10 p.m. as the designee of the ma-
jority leader.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that all Mem-
bers may have b5 legislative days in
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on the topic of this Special Order.

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

There was no objection.

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I rise this late evening
to discuss and inform the American
people about a very important moment
in the history of the United States.

Now, as Members of Congress, we
have a very important job to do here.
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We have a lot of responsibility, but one
of those responsibilities, Mr. Speaker,
is to seek the truth, especially in our
investigative roles, and report the
truth.

We also have a job of correcting the
record and calling attention to a false
narrative that, quite frankly, has been
peddled on the American people for the
last 2 years.

Now, in January of 2023, Speaker
Kevin McCarthy asked me to take on a
huge task, and that was to chair the
first ever Subcommittee of Oversight
on the Committee on House Adminis-
tration. The task that he asked me to
take on was to investigate the events
of January 6 as well as to investigate
the actions of the January 6th Select
Committee.

I agreed to take on this investigation
under the condition that I was provided
the resources, the staff, and the fund-
ing that I needed to conduct an appro-
priate investigation and that I was
given the freedom to pursue the truth
without any political bias and thus re-
port that evidence and that truth to
the American people.

My mission was simple: Conduct a
real investigation, seek out and report
unaltered evidence—that is important,
unaltered evidence—and let the facts
speak for themselves, and ultimately
let the American people draw the con-
clusion based on the evidence on the
facts.

It is our duty to provide full trans-
parency to the American people, and
that is something that has lacked a lot
in our government, especially in the
past several years, but as we sought
the truth of what led to January 6,
what happened on January 6, what
transpired on January 6, it wasn’t to
dispel any fact of what happened. Yes,
there was violence. Yes, there was vio-
lence in this building. There was vio-
lence that happened around the Cap-
itol, as the videos and other evidence
shows.

However, the reports that we have re-
ceived, especially the select commit-
tee’s report is significantly flawed in
their facts.

From the very beginning my sub-
committee faced obstacles that were
left by the January 6th Select Com-
mittee. As the House rules required,
the select committee was to preserve
all records that were used and acquired
during their investigation, but soon
after starting my task in this inves-
tigation, we realized that there was a
significant amount of evidence that we
did not have. There were documents,
videos, certain evidence, or transcripts
that had either been sent to other
agencies within the executive branch
or in some cases deleted—we had to
hire a forensics team to recover that
information—or there were certain vid-
eos of transcribed interviews that ev-
eryone on the committee admits actu-
ally existed, but no one seems to know
what happened to those.

Regardless of the obstacles that we
faced, we continued on with our inves-
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tigation, which we spent about an en-
tire year obtaining the information
that was not archived by the select
committee. A lot of this information,
as we found out, did not support the
narrative of the report that the select
committee submitted to Congress.

My suspicion is that because that in-
formation that was deleted or hidden
or sent off did not support their report
is probably why they did not retain
that information. However, we contin-
ued on our investigation, looking at
certain aspects of what happened, in-
cluding the security failure here in this
building, which was one of the primary
tasks of the January 6th Select Com-
mittee, but yet when you look at the
report, there appears to be nothing
about the security failure here at the
Capitol.

That was one of our first tasks: What
led to the security failure here at the
Capitol? What about the pipe bombs?
Looking at the pipe bombs, the tre-
mendous failures that we saw through
multiple agencies of law enforcement.
There was a failure to contain the area
where the pipe bombs were. The Secret
Service had an advance team because
Vice President-Elect KAMALA HARRIS
was going to be at the DCCC. The agent
advancing it walked by a pipe bomb
twice with a bomb dog and never alert-
ed on it.

We also looked into the mysterious
gallows that were erected, but we also
spent a lot of time on the operation
and preparedness of the U.S. Capitol
Police and the mutual aid expected by
other agencies here to support them.

What I want to talk about here to-
night is one of the mutual aid partners
that should have been here at the Cap-
itol on January 6, and that is the D.C.
National Guard.

There were two significant delays in
the National Guard coming to the Cap-
itol. The first delay was the request
that was made by Chief Sund—multiple
requests on the days leading up to Jan-
uary 6. Chief Steven Sund was the
Chief of the Capitol Police. He knew
from the size of the crowds that were
expected that he would need additional
assistance.

COVID was happening at that time,
so we weren’t at full force in the Cap-
itol Police because we had several offi-
cers who were out because of being
quarantined due to COVID. Chief Sund
anticipated he would need extra sup-
port, so he requested the National
Guard in the days leading up to Janu-
ary 6.

Under the law at that time, the re-
quest had to be made by the Capitol
Police Board. Under the Constitution,
the President can’t just send the Na-
tional Guard to the Capitol without a
request. Otherwise, he could send over
the military to take over Congress if
they didn’t like what was going on.
There had to be a request.

That official request did not come
until late in the afternoon, about 2:30
in the afternoon, well after the Capitol
had been breached. Once shots had been
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fired at the Capitol, the final request
was approved for the National Guard.

Chief Sund had made several requests
during that day, which those had all
been turned down for one reason or an-
other through Ileadership. However,
once shots were fired in the Capitol,
even leadership determined maybe we
do need help here, so an official request
was made to the D.C. National Guard
to be deployed to the Capitol.

Let me put things in perspective. The
outer perimeter on the west front of
the Capitol was breached by rioters at
12:53. That is 7 minutes to 1:00. Presi-
dent Trump was still speaking at the
Ellipse at that time when the outer
barriers were breached. It wasn’t until
5 hours later that the National Guard
arrived.

We do know that there was an initial
delay here, but at around 2:30 in the
afternoon, the official request was
made to the Pentagon. After that re-
quest was made at 2:30, it was still al-
most 4 hours before the National Guard
arrived.

Just like our National Guard in our
States, the D.C. National Guard, one of
their predominant roles is civil unrest.
In fact, they are known as the Guard-
ians of the Capitol, the Capitol Guard-
ians. They had been used many times
in the past to help quell riots and civil
unrest or even act as a deterrent.

The D.C. National Guard, you would
think, well, yeah, they have to be
called in, they have to be mustered in,
so maybe that was the delay. Maybe
once the order was given, it was going
to get all the guardsmen in and get
them ready.
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The Governor of the State of Geor-
gia, Brian Kemp, has used the National
Guard to help suppress riots. During
the BLM riots in 2020, he called out our
National Guard. The National Guard
does fall under the authority of the
Governor, but here in D.C., because we
are not a State, that authority falls
under the President of the TUnited
States.

However, by law, the President can
then delegate that authority to the De-
partment of Defense. With that chain
of command, we found out in our inves-
tigation that delegation of authority
was done in the days leading up to Jan-
uary 6.

As I will get into in just a little bit,
the evidence that we have uncovered is
that days before January 6, President
Trump had already delegated the au-
thority to deploy the National Guard
and had the National Guard ready for
deployment.

In fact, on that day, the National
Guard was less than 2 miles away from
this Capitol, ready with their riot gear,
ready to deploy to the Capitol—not
only during the 4-hour delay, but they
were there from earlier that morning.
Why? Because President Trump had al-
ready ordered the National Guard to be
ready because of the size of the number
of people who were coming to Wash-
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ington, D.C. He wanted to make sure
that everyone was safe and that it was
peaceful.

The D.C. National Guard is the only
military organization within the De-
partment of Defense over which the
President of the United States has di-
rect and immediate command author-
ity. As I have said, the President’s
command authority gets delegated to
the Secretary of Defense, and the Sec-
retary of Defense has further delegated
operational control of the D.C. Na-
tional Guard to the Secretary of the
Army. So it goes the President, Sec-
retary of Defense, Secretary of the
Army.

On January 6, 2021, the D.C. National
Guard reported to the Secretary of the
Army, Ryan McCarthy. On January 5,
Secretary McCarthy took it upon him-
self to place an unprecedented restric-
tion on the D.C. National Guard to pre-
vent any movement to the Capitol
without his explicit permission.

What that memo said is basically: If
the President himself calls you, Gen-
eral Walker, the Commander of the
D.C. National Guard, you can’t move
without my authority, the Secretary of
the Army. If the Secretary of Defense
tells you to deploy, you can’t go with-
out my authority.

This tied the hands of the National
Guard and placed sole tactical oper-
ational command of their movements
in the hands of Secretary of the Army
Ryan McCarthy.

As 1 said earlier, the breach of the
outer perimeter happened at 12:53, 7
minutes till 1. As we are seeing the
Capitol being overrun at 1 o’clock in
the afternoon, the National Guard is
less than 2 miles from here, with riot
gear, ready to deploy, and buses ready
to go.

The President had already ordered
days in advance the National Guard to
be readied, but senior Pentagon leaders
ignored President Trump’s directive to,
as President Trump said in sworn testi-
mony by Pentagon leaders, ‘‘make sure
it is a safe event.” Instead, they fo-
cused on optics as the Capitol was
being breached.

In fact, the Director of the Army
Staff, Lieutenant General Walter
Piatt, later would say, ‘“Was optics a
concern for us as we prepared to use
soldiers downtown in Washington,
D.C.? Absolutely.”

As optics concerns were being dis-

cussed, and Secretary McCarthy
claimed that he was ‘‘developing a
plan” during this delay—after this

order was given, he is developing a
plan—the D.C. National Guard was
ready to move less than 2 miles from
here during that crucial time.

To put things in perspective, at 2:30,
the request was made by the Capitol
Police Board. At 3 o’clock, the Sec-
retary of Defense told the Secretary of
the Army, Ryan McCarthy, to deploy
the National Guard. That was just a
few minutes after 3 p.m.

Because it was almost 6 p.m. before
the National Guard arrived here at the
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Capitol, Secretary McCarthy stated
that he was working on a concept of
operations, that he had developed a
CONOPS, but he never communicated
with the Capitol police or D.C. Na-
tional Guard during that time period
that he was developing this concept of
operations.

What is more, the National Guard al-
ready had a plan. This isn’t the first
time that they have done this, or as
they say in Texas, this wasn’t their
first rodeo. Many times in the past,
they had been deployed to the Capitol,
the National Mall area, and around the
Nation’s Capital to help keep the
peace. In fact, the Metropolitan Police
Department was already using some
National Guard forces for traffic con-
trol that day.

Secretary McCarthy, as you can see
in this poster, was well aware of the
National Guard as he had observed
training operations. He was well aware
of their concept of operations, that
they knew what they were doing, that
they had trained for events like this.

Basically, when you are being used to
supplement law enforcement, the oper-
ations plan is get yourself to the Cap-
itol, report to the Capitol Police, get
sworn in, and then do whatever the
chief of police tells you to do. It is that
simple, the concept of operations.

What concerns me is even though the
National Guard trained for civil dis-
turbance missions over and over again,
which McCarthy was aware of, the
question is: Did he use the CONOPS as
a delay tactic because he knew what
they were capable of doing?

In fact, over 2 hours were wasted to
allegedly develop a plan, and to this
day, a plan has never been produced. If
they were working on a concept of op-
erations plan, where is it? It was never
communicated to the National Guard
even once they were given the orders to
deploy.

As we started looking into the reason
for the delay, we found out that the
Department of Defense inspector gen-
eral was also looking into this delay.
In fact, they had already produced a re-
port, and their report laid the blame of
the delay on the D.C. National Guard.

We had some whistleblowers who ac-
tually were senior officers in the D.C.
National Guard who started coming to
my committee and telling us: The IG
report is wrong. It is flawed. That is
not what happened. We were ready to
g0. We were purposefully delayed.

We started digging into this, and we
kept digging and digging until we were
able to obtain all the evidence that the
DOD IG used in their report.

I can tell you here, Mr. Speaker, I
still don’t know how they came up
with their report saying that the Na-
tional Guard was the purpose of the
delay when it was clearly that senior
officials in the Department of Defense
purposefully delayed the National
Guard from coming to the Capitol that
day. We will dig a little further into
that evidence here in a few moments.

Two hours were wasted as, literally,
there was a death outside the west
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front of the Capitol during the time
that the National Guard could have
been here had they been deployed.

When that 2-hour delay started at
3:04, Secretary of Defense Miller pro-
vided verbal approval to Secretary
McCarthy for immediate deployment
to the Capitol. At 3:04, he told the Sec-
retary of the Army to deploy to the
Capitol. Numerous eyewitnesses con-
firmed that Miller gave this order, in-
cluding Secretary McCarthy himself.
He testified: Yes, I got that order.

After Miller gave this order and
while the D.C. National Guard sat
ready to respond, Secretary McCarthy
occupied himself by allegedly coming
up with a CONOPS plan, as we dis-
cussed, and drafting talking points for
a national press conference with the
D.C. Mayor.

At that time, no one was commu-
nicating with the D.C. National Guard,
which was sitting less than 2 miles
from here ready to deploy. No one was
communicating while they were watch-
ing on television what was happening
at the Capitol and were eager to get
over here to help. During that time of
making talking points for a press con-
ference and supposedly developing an
operations plan, Members were being
evacuated from this very Chamber as
people were pounding on the back door
and breaking glass trying to get in.

While rioters breached the Capitol,
McCarthy never once called the Com-
mander of the D.C. National Guard,
who is Major General Walker. He said
that Major General Walker testified
that he never received any communica-
tion during that time period or any
communication at all from Secretary
McCarthy, who did not relay Secretary
of Defense Miller’s order for immediate
deployment of the National Guard to
the Capitol.
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General Walker ultimately received
the order to deploy at 5:08 p.m.

Now, remember, the Secretary of De-
fense tells the Secretary of the Army
at 3:04 to immediately deploy the Na-
tional Guard. The National Guard
doesn’t receive the order until 5:08
p.m., well after law enforcement from
neighboring States and jurisdictions
had already came and helped quell the
riots.

This is unacceptable in my opinion.

Now, Secretary McCarthy was asked
specifically about his actions following
Secretary Miller’s 3 or 4 p.m. order by
the select committee and multiple Sen-
ate committees investigating this, as
well as the Department of Defense IG.

When asked by the DOD IG in March
of 2021, Secretary McCarthy stated
that one of his staff conveyed the order
to deploy the D.C. National Guard
within minutes of Miller’s verbal order.
So Secretary McCarthy is saying, yes,
within minutes of getting the order, I
conveyed that information to the D.C.
National Guard.

However, the DOD IG report alleged
that McCarthy personally conveyed
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this order to deploy within minutes
without explanation or providing evi-
dence to support his assertion.

Major General Walker, the com-
mander of the D.C. National Guard, has
consistently refuted that order that
was relayed supposedly at 3:04 p.m. He
never received any communication
from the Secretary of the Army.

Almost a year later, in testimony to
the select committee, McCarthy testi-
fies that he completed his CONOPS
around 4:35 p.m. and called Secretary
of Defense Miller and received his ap-
proval. However, that CONOPS has
never emerged. It wasn’t in any of the
Department of Defense IG’s report or
their evidence, Select Committee on
January 6th evidence, and we have
found no evidence of that CONOPS
plan.

In his testimony to the select com-
mittee when asked about the 4:35 p.m.
call, McCarthy finally admitted that
he never spoke directly to Major Gen-
eral Walker at 4:35, even though it had
been testified that he had. Instead,
Secretary McCarthy changed his story
and told the select committee that a
member of his staff who had the au-
thority to speak as Secretary of the
Army was communicating with the
D.C. National Guard on his behalf on
January 6.

Now, this revision to his previous
version of the events is significant. The
individual McCarthy claimed made this
call on his behalf testified to the DOD
IG that it was Secretary McCarthy who
conveyed the order at 4:35 p.m.

Now, let me pause here.

The conflicting testimony raises seri-
ous doubts about the actions of the nu-
merous senior DOD officials failing to
follow direct orders resulting in the de-
layed deployment of the D.C. National
Guard.

The only reason that Congress is now
aware of these significant conflicting
versions of events is because of the
courageous D.C. National Guardsmen
who testified in front of my sub-
committee and because my sub-
committee has forced the DOD IG to
produce the witness interviews reveal-
ing these conflicting versions of events,
which I now share publicly. These have
been made public. They can be seen by
anyone, all the testimony that was
used by the DOD IG.

As Secretary McCarthy’s story
changed, it started actually to align
more with Major General Walker’s tes-
timony. Again, he was the commander
of the D.C. National Guard. At a March
2021 Senate hearing, General Walker
testified that the DOD IG—actually,
the DOD IG report alleged that in this
congressional testimony General Walk-
er mischaracterized, and his testimony
was untrue without any evidence to
support an allegation that General
Walker committed perjury. Basically,
General Walker’s testimony didn’t
align with the DOD IG’s report, so they
claimed that his testimony was per-
jurious to the Senate.

Now, to make matters worse, while
the violence and chaos continued to
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unfold at the Capitol, Pentagon offi-
cials deceivingly told congressional
Democrat leadership on a phone call
that the D.C. National Guard was on
the way.

So during this entire 2%-hour delay
of getting the D.C. National Guard
going, no one had communicated with
General Walker at all. He is sitting less
than 2 miles from here with the D.C.
National Guard with riot gear ready to
come and help quell the riots here. No
one is communicating during this en-
tire time.

Secretary McCarthy told Democrat
leadership that the National Guard was
on the way. HBO footage that was ob-
tained by my subcommittee shows that
at 3:18 p.m. Secretary McCarthy told
Speaker PELOSI that he never blocked
the deployment of the National Guard;
instead, he first needed to get approval
from Secretary Miller. That was at 3:18
p.m. Secretary Miller had already told
Secretary McCarthy to deploy at 3:04.

McCarthy then assured Speaker
PELOSTI:

We have the green light. We are moving.

However, no one had communicated
to General Walker to move until after
5:00 p.m. The Pentagon mislead con-
gressional leadership into thinking
help was on the way at 3:18, when they
knew for a fact it was not.

Remember, Secretary McCarthy at
this time had still not communicated
Secretary of Defense Miller’s 3:04 de-
ployment to the D.C. National Guard.
A full 2 hours would pass before the de-
ployment order was actually commu-
nicated to the D.C. National Guard.

The order was eventually commu-
nicated by a different McCarthy aide
and not by McCarthy himself.

So on January 5, McCarthy revised
the chain of command to deploy the
D.C. National Guard. He informed Gen-
eral Walker:

You cannot go unless I specifically author-
ize you to go.

Yet, he had not communicated with
him at any time on January 6 as they
were waiting to deploy.

In these vital hours, General Walker
tried to contact Secretary McCarthy,
but his calls kept going straight to
voicemail.

I want to reemphasize; the D.C. Na-
tional Guard was ordered to be ready
to deploy on January 6 on January the
3rd by an order from President Trump.
That order was confirmed in testi-
mony—if you can put up the other
poster again—by General Milley him-
self who testified that in a phone call
with the Commander in Chief, Presi-
dent Trump, he told Secretary Miller
that POTUS said, hey, I don’t care if
you use the National Guard or soldiers,
Active-Duty soldiers, do whatever you
have to do, just make sure it is safe.

This was the testimony by General
Milley testifying that, yes, on January
3, days before January 6, Trump had al-
ready delegated authority to deploy-
ment. So the reports that we heard
that Trump could have just sent the
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National Guard or Trump just should
have picked up the phone and told
them to go, he had already done his
duty as Commander in Chief.

Now, I want to talk a little bit about
the DOD IG report because, as I said
earlier, we have investigated the same
evidence that the DOD IG did, and we
came up with a totally different con-
clusion based on the evidence and the
facts that we found in the sworn testi-
mony that there was a purposeful delay
by the Department of Defense to de-
ploy the D.C. National Guard.

The then-Army chief of staff’s testi-
mony revealed confusion regarding cer-
tain entries in the Army’s timeline,
but an individual within Secretary
McCarthy’s inner circle—this was not
included in the DOD IG’s report. So
what has happened is we have got peo-
ple within the Pentagon testifying one
thing to Congress and another thing to
the DOD IG in their sworn testimony.

A witness who was with McCarthy on
that day testified that the D.C. Na-
tional Guard did not get specific in-
structions from the Army until after
5:00 p.m. The DOD IG report acknowl-
edged this inconsistency but still main-
tained in its report that McCarthy
himself conveyed the order at 3:05.

The DOD IG reports that the order
was given at 3:05 to General Walker
and General Walker just did not de-
ploy. Even though all of the testimony
in the sworn affidavits or the sworn
depositions and transcribed interviews
all say that that communication never
happened, but the DOD IG still reports
that it does.
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I do know that one DOD IG investi-
gator claimed to Major General Walker
that getting to the bottom of why was
not in their lane.

The DOD 1IG is telling General Walk-
er that it is not in our lane to figure
out why you weren’t communicated to.

They went on to say that they don’t
judge operational decisions. The IG
only looks at whether a law was bro-
ken or a policy was violated, but those
are operational decisions.

That is fine, except for why does your
report say that it was the D.C. Na-
tional Guard that failed to deploy when
it was clear through all the records
that there was a purposeful delay with-
in the DOD?

As a result of my investigation, it is
clear that the Pentagon DOD IG delib-
erately attempted to cover up the ac-
tions of certain DOD officials that day.

DOD IG was tasked with evaluating
the Department of Defense’s response
on January 6; however, the Department
of Defense Office of the Secretary of
Defense began exerting its influence in
order to manipulate the report to pro-
tect senior DOD officials who failed
President Trump on that day and failed
Congress.

As we have seen quite often, the
coverup is worse than the crime itself.

Although the Department of Defense
IG touts its independence and ability
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to produce unbiased reports, the evi-
dence obtained by my subcommittee
shows that the former IG produced a
flawed report with many inaccuracies
that violate investigative standards.
The Department of Defense IG failed to
interview key personnel, specifically
the D.C. National Guard personnel with
firsthand knowledge, and failed to con-
duct complete interviews focused on
facts instead of seeking witnesses to af-
firm the Pentagon’s predetermined
narrative.

As part of the coverup, the IG report
invented phone calls between senior
leaders that never occurred where both
parties allegedly on the call denied
that it ever took place. These are peo-
ple who testified to the DOD IG that
they never made those calls, but yet
the report reflects that they did.

Worst of all, the IG report chose to
protect Pentagon leadership at the ex-
pense of members of the National
Guard, our volunteer men and women
who were ready and waiting less than 2
miles from this Capitol with their riot
gear ready to come and help Chief
Sund.

The subcommittee has been seeking
the truth despite efforts of the Depart-
ment of Defense to obstruct and hide
the evidence.

However, we have been able to bring
this to light to the American people
thanks to the hard work by the com-
mittee staff and our investigators who
were relentless in working to get all of
this evidence from the Department of
Defense.

As a result of my subcommittee’s
work, this Congress and the American
people know the truth now.

President Trump directed senior Pen-
tagon leadership to keep January 6
peaceful and safe, including the Na-
tional Guard, if needed.

General Milley was no fan of Presi-
dent Trump, that is known, but he tes-
tified under oath that, yes, President
Trump did order the National Guard to
be readied and ready for deployment on
January 6. That is clear and unrefuted.

It was specific individuals at Pen-
tagon who failed to properly execute on
this directive from the Commander in
Chief.

What is most concerning to me is
that these revelations come from the
Department of Defense’s Inspector
General’s witness interviews. This isn’t
something we are making up. This is
within the evidence that the Depart-
ment of Defense acquired themselves
that doesn’t match up with their re-
port.

However, we have now made these
public so the American people can draw
their own conclusions of what hap-
pened.

The DOD IG report absolved the Pen-
tagon and DOD senior leadership of any
failures on January 6. It even specifi-
cally found that there was ‘‘no delay.”

This conclusion is inconsistent with
the evidence in the possession of the
DOD IG; therefore, the report is fun-
damentally flawed. We are asking the
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DOD IG to reissue their report based on
the evidence.

I give a lot of credit to the whistle-
blowers of the D.C. National Guard. In
April of 2024 we were approached by
National Guard who came forward as
whistleblowers risking their own ca-
reers. They came forward to ensure
that the truth was made known. Four
of them even testified in a public hear-
ing of the truth of what happened on
that fateful day.

After months of negotiation with the
DOD Inspector General and the Pen-
tagon, our subcommittee was able to
obtain and publish never-before-seen
DOD IG transcripts previously with-
held by the Biden-Harris administra-
tion.

Mr. Speaker, let me just give you
some highlights of what we have found,
and then I will wrap up as the hour is
getting late.

We have senior military officials, ci-
vilian and Active Duty, who said under
oath their mission was to delay the Na-
tional Guard deployed to the Capitol.
We have some who said: I wanted to
make sure that the National Guard
never arrived at the Capitol because of
the optics.

Yet, had they been here, lives could
have been saved. They wanted to do
their job. They were less than 2 miles
away ready to deploy, but no one was
communicating that order to them.

The very leaders who were respon-
sible for the security of the Capitol on
January 6 used a select committee to
cast their well-deserved black eye on
to someone else, the same thing that
happened with the DOD IG. Instead of
looking at the truth, we need to make
sure that we come out of this looking
good.

The Capitol guardians have faced a
complete leadership turnover, and we
hope that we can go forward with some
legislation to ensure that the D.C. Na-
tional Guard is trained and ready to
deploy as they were then, but we also
need to make sure that when they are
needed that they are sent and that
they are not purposely held back.

Let me conclude with this thought:
the evidence clearly shows, and the
American people can go out on the
website, and they can see all these
sworn testimonies, they can see quotes
by DOD officials concerned about the
optics of National Guardsmen being at
the Capitol while the Capitol is being
breached violently.

If, as some believe, that January 6
was an insurrection on this institution,
then purposely delaying the D.C. Na-
tional Guard from coming to help quell
the insurrection was, in fact, partici-
pating.

When you had the ability to send the
forces to stop it, and you refused to do
it because you didn’t like the optics,
then we need to take a serious look at
this.

Mr. Speaker, I thank you for the
time here this evening. We will con-
tinue to look into the truth of what
happened on that day in an unbiased
way and report that.
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Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance
of my time.

SENATE ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

The Speaker announced his signature
to an enrolled bill of the Senate of the
following title:

S. 2228.—An act to amend the William M.
(Mac) Thornberry National Defense Author-
ization Act for Fiscal Year 2021 to clarify the
scope of a major Federal action under the
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969
with respect to certain projects relating to
the production of semiconductors, and for
other purposes.

——
ADJOURNMENT

Mr. LOUDERMILK. Mr. Speaker, 1
move that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 9 o’clock and 47 minutes
p.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until tomorrow,
Wednesday, September 25, 2024, at 10
a.m. for morning-hour debate.

———————

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

EC-5438. A letter from the Branch Chief,
Farm Service Agency, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Enhancing Program Access and Deliv-
ery for Farm Loans [Docket No.: FSA-2023-
003] (RIN: 0560-AI61) received August 26, 2024,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

EC-5439. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crop Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Onions Grown in South Texas; In-
creased Assessment Rate [Doc. No.: AMS-SC-
23-0086] received August 26, 2024, pursuant to
5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec.
261; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Ag-
riculture.

EC-5440. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crop Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Cranberries Grown in Massachusetts,
et al.; Termination of Marketing Order and
Data Collection Requirements for Cran-
berries Not Subject to the Marketing Order
[Doc. No.: AMS-SC-23-0047] received August
26, 2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Agriculture.

EC-5441. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crops Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Onions Grown in South Texas; Redis-
tricting and Reapportionment of Committee
Membership [Doc. No.: AMS-SC-23-0040] re-
ceived August 26, 2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Agriculture.

EC-5442. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crops Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Olives Grown in California; Decreased
Assessment Rate [Doc. No.: AMS-SC-23-0087]
received August 26, 2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Agriculture.
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EC-5443. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crops Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Tart Cherries Grown in the States of
Michigan, et al.; Free and Restricted Per-
centages for the 2023-24 Crop Year [Doc. No.:
AMS-SC-23-0074] received August 26, 2024,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

EC-5444. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Specialty Crops Program, Agricultural
Marketing Service, Department of Agri-
culture, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Softwood Lumber Research, Pro-
motion, Consumer Education, and Informa-
tion Order; Adjustment to Membership [Doc.
No.: AMS-SC-22-0088] received August 26,
2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public
Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the
Committee on Agriculture.

EC-5445. A letter from the Program Ana-
lyst, Rural Development, Rural Housing
Service, Department Agriculture, transmit-
ting the Department’s final rule — Single
Family Housing Guaranteed Loan Program
Changes Related to Special Servicing Op-
tions [Docket No.: RHS-24-SFH-0001] (RIN:
0575-AD28) received September 6, 2024, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Financial Services.

EC-5446. A letter from the Supervisory
Program Manager, Office of the Assistant
Secretary for Administration and Manage-
ment, Department of Labor, transmitting
the Department’s final rule — DOL Acquisi-
tion Regulation: Department of Labor Acqui-
sition Regulation System [Docket No.: DOL-
2023-0007] (RIN: 1291-AA43) received August
27, 2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A);
Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to
the Committee on Education and the Work-
force.

EC-5447. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Transmittal
No. DDTC 24-038 Certification of Proposed
Issuance of an Export License Pursuant to
Sec 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-5448. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Transmittal
No. DDTC 24-050 Certification of Proposed
Issuance of an Export License Pursuant to
Sec 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-5449. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Transmittal
No. DDTC 24-057 Certification of Proposed
Issuance of an Export License Pursuant to
Sec 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-5450. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Transmittal
No. DDTC 24-064 Certification of Proposed
Issuance of an Export License Pursuant to
Sec 36(c) of the Arms Export Control Act; to
the Committee on Foreign Affairs.

EC-5451. A letter from the Acting Director,
Office of Sustainable Fisheries, NMFS, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s tem-
porary rule — Fisheries of the Caribbean,
Gulf of Mexico, and South Atlantic; Snapper-
Grouper Resources of the South Atlantic;
Vermilion Snapper Trip Limit Reduction
[Docket No.: 130312235-3658-02; RTID 0648-
XS015] received September 6, 2024, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Natural Resources.

EC-5452. A letter from the Management
Analyst, FAA, Department of Transpor-
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tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Amendment of Class D Airspace; Fort
Liberty, NC; Correction [Docket No.: FAA-
2024-0383; Airspace Docket No.: 24-AS0-2]
(RIN: 2120-AA66) received September 6, 2024,
pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law
104-121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

EC-5453. A letter from the Management
Analyst, FAA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Amendment of Jet Route J-211 and
Revocation of VOR Federal Airway V-41;
Youngstown, OH [Docket No.: FAA-2023-2513;
Airspace Docket No.: 23-AGL-26] (RIN: 2120-
AAG66) received September 6, 2024, pursuant
to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121,
Sec. 2561; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on
Transportation and Infrastructure.

EC-5454. A letter from the Management
Analyst, FAA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Airworthiness Directives; Air Trac-
tor, Inc. Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2024-
2013; Project Identifier AD-2024-00363-A;
Amendment 39-22812; AD 2024-16-06] (RIN:
2120-A A64) received September 6, 2024, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

EC-5455. A letter from the Management
Analyst, FAA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Airworthiness Directives; Bell Tex-
tron Inc. (Type Certificate Previously Held
by Bell Helicopter Textron, Inc.), Helicopters
[Docket No.: FAA-2024-2010; Project Identi-
fier AD-2024-00366-R; Amendment 39-22807; AD
2024-16-01] (RIN: 2120-AA64) received Sep-
tember 6, 2024, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

EC-5456. A letter from the Management
Analyst, FAA, Department of Transpor-
tation, transmitting the Department’s final
rule — Airworthiness Directives; Dassault
Aviation Airplanes [Docket No.: FAA-2024-
0999; Project Identifier MCAI-2023-01262-T;
Amendment 39-22780; AD 2024-13-06] (RIN:
2120-A A64) received September 6, 2024, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee
on Transportation and Infrastructure.

———

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XII, public
bills and resolutions of the following
titles were introduced and severally re-
ferred, as follows:

By Mr. SWALWELL (for himself and
Mr. THOMPSON of Mississippi):

H.R. 9768. A bill to amend the Homeland
Security Act of 2002 to establish within the
Cybersecurity and Infrastructure Security
Agency a Joint Cyber Defense Collaborative,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Homeland Security, and in addition to the
Committee on Oversight and Accountability,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Ms. LEE of Florida (for herself, Mr.
GREEN of Tennessee, and Mr.
MOOLENAAR):

H.R. 9769. A bill to ensure the security and
integrity of United States critical infra-
structure by establishing an interagency
task force and requiring a comprehensive re-
port on the targeting of United States crit-
ical infrastructure by People’s Republic of
China state-sponsored cyber actors, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Home-
land Security.
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