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because they know it is a cause worthy 
and worthwhile and a cause that can 
make a difference in the lives of peo-
ple. 

I may not win, but I will know that 
I took a stand for righteousness and 
that I made a difference. Maybe not at 
that moment, but in the long run, the 
difference will be made. 

The American people don’t expect me 
to always win. However, I do believe 
they expect me to always fight, and I 
don’t mean in a pugilistic fashion with 
fisticuffs. I mean to stand up and be 
counted on the great issues of my time 
and their time, our time, on the issues 
that confront the Nation and, indeed, 
the world. 

I am honored that the American peo-
ple have allowed me to have this posi-
tion. I am not going to allow posterity 
to look back upon my tenure in Con-
gress and say that when we had the op-
portunity—or I had the opportunity— 
to take a stand for justice even when it 
might cost me a career, cause me a 
lack of popularity, cause me a lack of 
safety. I want people to know that I 
took the stand that could make a dif-
ference. 

Madam Speaker, I want my friends to 
know that I appreciate all of them who 
have stood with me over this journey. 
I want my staff to know that I appre-
ciate them greatly for standing with 
me. In fact, we stand together. 

I have a great staff. I have people 
who are committed not to work. They 
are committed to a cause. They are 
committed to the cause that we extoll 
when we say the Pledge of Allegiance: 
liberty and justice for all. 

They are committed to a cause of 
making sure that we maintain govern-
ment of the people, by the people, for 
the people. 

They are committed to a cause that 
says William Cullen Bryant is right, 
that truth crushed to Earth shall rise 
again. They understand that when we 
do these things, people will say bad 
things and ugly things. They under-
stand that truth crushed to Earth shall 
rise again. This is a great staff. 

They appreciate Carlyle. They appre-
ciate his wisdom when he said that no 
lie can live forever. Let them say what 
they may. Let others do what they 
may. We will do what we must and 
take a stand for liberty and justice for 
all. 

I have a great team, and I want them 
to know how much I appreciate and 
thank them for what they do. This 
morning, I had two members of my 
team come in at 8 o’clock a.m. Some 
would say that is not really early, but 
it is when they are still with me at this 
hour, after 7 o’clock, nearly 7:30. They 
are still over in the office, working. I 
have a great team. I thank my team. 

I also thank the people who serve 
right here on the floor. I thank all of 
them for their kindness, courtesy, and 
willingness to help persons who are 
trying to find their way. I thank the 
court reporters and the clerks. 

I thank the Parliamentarian for 
being a person who is true to his mis-

sion. He sides neither with Democrats 
nor Republicans, nor anybody, but al-
ways gives us the information as the 
rules permit him to provide it. I thank 
him and all the people in that office. 

Madam Speaker, I thank you. This, 
for me, is a historic moment. I thank 
you for the time that I have. 

To the persons who work in the cloak 
room, let me not forget them. They are 
always gracious and kind. I thank all 
of you and the Sergeant at Arms. 

Madam Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-
bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

f 

THE BIG, BEAUTIFUL BILL 
(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-

icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. GROTHMAN of 
Wisconsin was recognized for 30 min-
utes.) 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
think it is important that the Chair 
and the public know that there are al-
ways debates going on in this building 
that will determine how the big, beau-
tiful bill is sent to President Trump. 

One of those debates involves the 
State and local tax deduction. 

Another of the debates, which hasn’t 
been as highlighted, involves President 
Trump’s proposal to reduce the mar-
ginal rate on manufacturing to 15 per-
cent. President Trump is, rightly, ob-
sessed with America being the world 
leader in manufacturing. 

Another one of the debates is what 
we should do to encourage Americans 
to have more children, and President 
Trump has proposed a $5,000 credit for 
people having children. I think that 
might not be quite right. I personally 
prefer a new $5,000 exemption. Never-
theless, there is no time in life when 
people are more financially strapped 
than when they have young children. 

I am strongly opposed to the so- 
called SALT Caucus of people who des-
perately want to have a greater deduc-
tion for State and local taxes. These 
people are, as a practical matter, look-
ing to encourage their Governors, their 
school boards, and their county boards 
to raise local taxes. 

Last weekend, when I was home, a 
conservative county executive in my 
district begged me not to increase the 
deduction for property taxes. He is a 
conservative and does not want to have 
the liberals on his county board make 
the case that it would be great if all of 
our property taxes and income taxes 
were tax deductible so we could raise 
taxes. 

I am sure right now, particularly in 
the more liberal States—places like 
California with Governor Newsom, 
places like New York—the Governors 
and State legislators are waiting to see 
if they can increase the deduction for 
State income taxes and for local prop-
erty taxes, so they can spend more 
money. 

We have to realize that if the SALT 
Caucus succeeds, there will be less 

money available here to lower the in-
come tax on manufacturing, as Presi-
dent Trump tries to bring back Amer-
ican manufacturing jobs from China, 
Korea, and Mexico. 

We will not have the money available 
to do eventually what I would like to 
do, and that is have a $5,000 personal 
exemption to help out young couples 
who are just starting out, so they have 
more income at a time in their lives 
when they need it more than anybody 
else. 

I strongly encourage our negotiators 
to turn back the people who want a big 
State and local tax deduction, even 
though Wisconsin is a mildly high tax 
State. 

Madam Speaker, I think encouraging 
any more taxes anywhere in the coun-
try hurts us all as it slowly takes away 
the freedoms of people in America and 
makes America more of a country that 
you would not want to move to start 
new manufacturing. That is one of the 
things that is going on in this building. 

The next topic to take up—and I am 
kind of disappointed we didn’t deal 
with it like we should have in our pro-
posed big, beautiful bill, but I know 
President Trump’s team is concerned 
about this. It is the degree to which so 
many of our welfare programs are de-
signed to discourage people from get-
ting married. 

We know that people who get mar-
ried and have children—well, all types 
of families have successful children. I 
personally know many people who, on 
their own, both men and women, have 
done a very good job of raising children 
we would be proud of. In the long run, 
it is not fair to the next generation to 
discourage people from getting married 
and having children. 

Right now, there are many Federal 
programs. They used to be called food 
stamps, low-income housing, Medicaid, 
which is healthcare for the poor, and 
Pell grants. All of these programs are 
designed to penalize young couples who 
get married. 

b 1930 

Madam Speaker, if you are a single 
parent, then you may be eligible for all 
of these programs. If you are married, 
then you may be eligible for none of 
the programs. 

I think the most generous of the 
group is low-income housing, or Sec-
tion 8 vouchers, whatever. In any 
event, it is not unusual to look up a 
hypothetical in which if a woman mar-
ries say the father of her children, she 
will lose $25,000 to $30,000 a year. 

This is why since the Great Society 
in the 1960s we have gone from a situa-
tion in which in the fifties, 4 percent of 
the children in this country were born 
out of wedlock. Now we are in a posi-
tion in which we have over 40 percent 
of the children in the country who are 
born out of wedlock. It did not happen 
by accident. It happened because the 
Great Society programs in the 1960s 
were designed to encourage this sort of 
behavior. 
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Madam Speaker, you may say, who 

wants to discourage people who are 
married from having children? 

In fact, Karl Marx, of course, was 
very opposed to the traditional family. 
We have known since I have been here. 

Black Lives Matter made it clear 
that they were opposed to what they 
referred to as ‘‘the Western-prescribed 
nuclear family.’’ Of course, even after 
Black Lives Matter came out for that, 
it did not prevent many of our Mem-
bers, particularly on the Democrat side 
of the aisle, from standing with Black 
Lives Matter, a group opposed to the 
nuclear family. 

We know that many of the feminists 
in the sixties, I think Kate Millett, 
who was described as the mother of 
women’s studies classes, which are all 
over our universities, were outright op-
posed to the nuclear family. 

It is disappointing they are not doing 
more in this budget to address that 
problem, to stop encouraging young 
people not to be married. We all by now 
have run into young couples who may 
even want to be married, but they 
won’t get married because they lose 
$20,000 or $25,000 a year. 

Indeed, in this program, we are ex-
panding the Pell Grant program. It is a 
program that was one of these things 
that has a marriage penalty associated 
with it. 

We are expanding the low-income 
housing tax credits. While some of 
those credits do not come with a mar-
riage penalty, particularly when cou-
pled up with State programs that do 
have a marriage penalty, it is another 
program we are expanding and it is 
going in the wrong direction. 

In any event, I encourage President 
Trump to do what is already going on 
behind the scenes, and that is to work 
towards, perhaps in our next reconcili-
ation bill, a program to stop the hatred 
of the traditional family that is the 
marker of the Democratic Party today. 

Again, I emphasize we have to look 
at every one of these programs: the 
earned income tax program, the Pell 
Grant program, the low-income hous-
ing program, and the Section 8 pro-
gram. In general, all of the housing au-
thorities have this hostility. 

If America is ever going to truly be-
come a great society again, then we 
have to work our way back up to where 
we were in the sixties and the fifties 
where we had 4 percent or 5 percent of 
the children born out of wedlock. 

By the way, Madam Speaker, if you 
read historic experts on this topic, and 
I am talking about people like George 
Gilder, who is a very bright guy, a lot 
of times the person who is penalized 
the most when you set up a society 
without couples having children is, in 
fact, the man in the society who has no 
purpose in life. 

As an Indian immigrant in my dis-
trict told me: In America they have the 
woman marry the government. 

Of course, I think society is better off 
if we have the woman marry the father 
of the children, not the government, 

like so many members of this con-
ference want to do. 

The next thing I want to look at, 
which we are going to be doing in the 
next few days, is we have a proposed 
reconciliation bill in front of us. I was 
under the impression that this bill 
would be an opportunity to decrease 
the amount of government programs, 
decrease the degree to which we have 
government programs controlling or 
directing Americans’ lives. 

One of those programs that I really 
don’t like the more I talk to experts on 
the topic is something called low-in-
come tax credits. 

These low-income tax credits are 
given to property developers that are 
equal to 10 percent of the value of what 
they spend on new apartments for 9 
years in a row. Now, there is a time 
value of money, but even given the 
time value of money, it means that the 
government is paying for 70 percent of 
some people’s projects. 

There are some requirements as to 
whom they rent these to, but the re-
quirements are not stringent. Some 
people point out that they can almost 
take people at random in the street, 
and that would be enough to fill their 
housing units. It really doesn’t do a lot 
to help the so-called low-income peo-
ple. 

It does help, however, because the 
government is giving so much money, 
it does encourage developers to spend 
far more than they would otherwise on 
their projects. 

Why not make Cadillac projects if 
the government is going to spend or 
pay for 70 percent of those projects? 

Furthermore, as we spend more on 
the projects, it is going to turn around 
and result in greater depreciation ex-
pense for the wealthiest banks in the 
country who frequently wind up buying 
the credits. 

For something that should be a rel-
atively simple transaction, once the 
States gets ahold of it, Madam Speak-
er, you can wind up with regulations of 
hundreds of pages that have to be nego-
tiated when you begin running the 
projects, which obviously means a lot 
more money for the lawyers and much 
more difficulty for the politicians to 
understand exactly what is going on. 

You would think, Madam Speaker, 
that of all the government programs 
this would be the easiest to get rid of 
because we are supposed to be broke. In 
fact, under our big, beautiful bill, and I 
know President Trump wants the most 
beautiful bill he can get on his desk, in 
this bill we are, in fact, expanding the 
number of tax credits, which is to say 
expanding the amount of money that 
the property developers on these 
projects are going to make. 

We are increasing the amount of tax 
credits, and I am told a very high num-
ber will be going to the biggest five 
banks in the United States, tax credits 
the banks get. 

Furthermore, because there are only 
so many new rental housing units we 
need, it expands, or they wind up 

crowding out the what I call legitimate 
developers and the legitimate users of 
low-income housing tax credits. 

I would hope, as we put together, 
hopefully, the final version of the big, 
beautiful bill sometime in the next 
couple of weeks, we look at this. It is 
not something that costs nothing. It is 
currently costing us even under cur-
rent law about $13.8 billion a year in 
tax credits which are going to these 
well-connected developers. 

I think one thing that will also tell 
us that they are well-connected is it is 
up to States to distribute which prop-
erty developers get the credits. 

What do you think is going to hap-
pen? 

It is going to be the same people who 
know the same bureaucrats, who are 
connected to the same politicians, who 
are going to get these credits again and 
again and again. Again, on the face of 
it, the idea that in the future in this 
country the people who build the 
apartments are going to be determined 
by State bureaucracies is just an invi-
tation for trouble. 

The fact that we are paying 70 per-
cent, therefore, results in a situation 
given—some areas in California, in par-
ticular—we may be paying more than 
$95,000 a unit. 

Does that make any sense at all if 
our goal is to create lots of new hous-
ing units for the so-called poor or 
working poor? 

No. You would never do that, Madam 
Speaker, except for that is the way the 
property developers make more money. 

In any event, I encourage our leader-
ship team as they are looking for more 
money to seal the deal on this project, 
I don’t think they have their 217 or 216 
votes yet to grab that $13.5 billion. 

Another thing I will point out, these 
credits have been around since the late 
1980s, and people might wonder where 
they came from. I think they probably 
came from developers who found a way 
to snooker the poor U.S. Congressmen 
in the late eighties. At the time Con-
gress felt something had to be done be-
cause we had just gotten done with the 
apparently increasing the depreciation 
schedules on new residential real es-
tate. So in the early eighties, Madam 
Speaker, you could depreciate an 
apartment building in 15 years. When 
they changed it to 271⁄2 years, it greatly 
reduced the number of new apartments 
that people were building and, there-
fore, it was easier to sell to Congress 
that one way to get more apartments 
online is to have these ridiculously 
overgenerous credits. 

I don’t know if I am going to have 
much of an impact. One of my goals is 
I would like to have the credits re-
named. Instead of the low-income hous-
ing tax credits, name them the big 
banks, big law firms, and especially 
well-connected developer tax credits, 
because I think that would more accu-
rately describe the people who benefit 
from these credits. 

In any event, these are some of the 
issues that I think are going to be de-
bated in the next few days. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:19 May 16, 2025 Jkt 059060 PO 00000 Frm 00045 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K15MY7.083 H15MYPT1D
M

W
ils

on
 o

n 
D

S
K

7X
7S

14
4P

R
O

D
 w

ith
 H

O
U

S
E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2100 May 15, 2025 
I hope the press does a good job of 

covering what low-income housing tax 
credits really are. 

I hope the press does a good job of 
setting before the American public, and 
particularly the Republican volunteers 
who did so much to get us here, laying 
out the differences between the tax 
cuts based on how high the property or 
sales taxes are, how high the local 
property taxes or State sales and in-
come taxes are. 

We will see how our base feels about 
who we should reward or what type of 
behavior we should encourage through 
the tax code. 

Should we encourage people to have 
more children? 

Should we encourage people to work 
harder? 

Should we encourage businesses to 
make more manufacturing jobs? 

Or should we encourage local govern-
ments to raise taxes? 

Finally, in the future as we deter-
mine how we are going to build new 
apartments, should we encourage the 
builders of the apartments to go 
through the government accepting lav-
ish tax credits? 

Or should we do it the way we always 
have in America, and that is let the 
free market win out? 

The idea that we cannot build apart-
ment buildings is, on its face, prepos-
terous. I know everywhere right now, 
be it single family or multifamily, the 
costs are way too high. 

I would hope that the Speaker would 
maybe put together a committee or a 
subcommittee to see what we can do to 
lower those costs. I am told it is pos-
sible to lower the costs, and the answer 
is not paying developers 70 percent of 
the cost of their project. 

f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1415 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Madam Speaker, I 
ask unanimous consent to remove the 
gentleman from New York (Mr. GOLD-
MAN) as a cosponsor of H.R. 1415. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTION 
SIGNED 

Kevin F. McCumber, Clerk of the 
House, reported and found truly an en-
rolled joint resolution of the House of 
the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker: 

H.J. Res. 60. Joint Resolution providing for 
congressional disapproval under chapter 8 of 
title 5, United States Code, of the rule sub-
mitted by the National Park Service relating 
to ‘‘Glen Canyon National Recreation Area: 
Motor Vehicles’’. 

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 13 of rule I, the House 
stands adjourned until 10 a.m. on Sat-
urday, May 17, 2025. 

Thereupon (at 7 o’clock and 44 min-
utes p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until, Saturday, May 
17, 2025, at 10 a.m. 

f 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

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

EC–927. A letter from the Congressional 
and Public Affairs Specialist, Bureau of In-
dustry and Security, Department of Com-
merce, transmitting the Department’s final 
rule — Revisions to the Univerified List 
[Docket No.: 250416-0068] (RIN: 0694-AK06) re-
ceived May 8, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Foreign Af-
fairs. 

EC–928. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Document 
Notification Number: DDTC 25-012 pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–929. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Document 
Notification Number: DDTC 24-112 pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–930. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 24-121 pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–931. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 25-008 pursuant 
to Section 36(c) of the Arms Export Control 
Act; to the Committee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–932. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting Department 
Notification Number: DDTC 24-107 pursuant 
to Sections 36(c) and 36(d) of the Arms Ex-
port Control Act; to the Committee on For-
eign Affairs. 

EC–933. A letter from the Attorney Advi-
sor, Federal Railroad Administration, De-
partment of Transportation, transmitting a 
notification of a designation of acting offi-
cer, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 3349(a); Public Law 
105-277, Sec. 151(b); (112 Stat. 2681-614); to the 
Committee on Oversight and Government 
Reform. 

EC–934. A letter from the Attorney Advi-
sor, Office of the Secretary, Department of 
Transportation, transmitting a notification 
of a vacancy and nomination, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 3349(a); Public Law 105-277, Sec. 151(b); 
(112 Stat. 2681-614); to the Committee on 
Oversight and Government Reform. 

EC–935. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries — Alaska Region, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s temporary final rule — 
Fisheries of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, 
and South Atlantic; 2025 Recreational Ac-
countability Measure and Closure for Snowy 
Grouper in the South Atlantic [Docket No.: 
231127-0277; RTID 0648-XE720] received May 8, 
2025, 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–936. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries — Alaska Region, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule — Pacific 
Halibut Fisheries; Catch Sharing Plan; 2025 

Annual Management Measures [Docket No.: 
250314-0038; RTID 0648- XE602] received May 8, 
2025, 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–937. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries — Alaska Region, National Oceanic and 
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting 
the Administration’s final rule — Fisheries 
of the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska; 
Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands; Final 2025 
and 2026 Harvest Specifications for Ground-
fish [Docket No.: 250312-0036] (RTID: 0648- 
XE346) received May 8, 2025, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–938. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, NMFS, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries — Greater Atlantic Region, Na-
tional Oceanic and Atmospheric Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Fisheries of the Northeastern United 
States; Framework Adjustment 39 to the At-
lantic Sea Scallop Fishery Management Plan 
[Docket No.: 250416-0069] (RIN: 0648-BN45) re-
ceived May 8, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Natural Re-
sources. 

EC–939. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, NMFS, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries — HMS, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s temporary rule — Atlantic 
Highly Migratory Species; Atlantic Bluefish 
Tuna Fisheries; Closure of the General Cat-
egory December Fishery for 2023 [Docket 
No.: 220919-0193; RTID 0648-XD474] received 
May 8, 2025, 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–940. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, NMFS, Office of Sustainable 
Fisheries — HMS, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s temporary final rule — At-
lantic Highly Migratory Species; 2025 Atlan-
tic Shark Commercial Fishing Year [Docket 
No.: 250410-0063; RTID: 0648-XE484) received 
May 8, 2025, 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–941. A letter from the Fisheries Regula-
tions Specialist, Office of Sustainable Fish-
eries — Southeast, National Oceanic and At-
mospheric Administration, transmitting the 
Administration’s temporary rule — Fisheries 
of the Caribbean, Gulf of Mexico, and South 
Atlantic; Reef Fish Fishery of the Gulf of 
Mexico; 2024 Red Snapper Private Angling 
Component Closure in Federal Waters off 
Texas [Docket No.: 200124-0029; RTID 0648- 
XE221] received May 8, 2025, pursuant to 5 
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 
251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources. 

EC–942. A letter from the Legal Yeoman, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s temporary final rule — Special 
Local Regulation; Bush River and Otter 
Point Creek; Between Perryman, MD and 
Edgewood, MD [Docket Number: USCG-2025- 
0264] (RIN: 1625-AA08) received May 8, 2025, 
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–943. A letter from the Legal Yeoman, 
United States Coast Guard, Department of 
Homeland Security, transmitting the De-
partment’s temporary final rule — Security 
Zone; Cooper River, Charleston, SC [Docket 
Number: USCG-2025-0176] (RIN: 1625-AA87) re-
ceived May 8, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
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