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margin. It will form an emergency re-
sponse advisory panel to study slow 
moving natural disasters like extreme 
heat. 

b 2000 

I am glad to see the study one step 
closer to law, and I will keep working 
to get the Extreme Weather and Heat 
Response Modernization Act across the 
finish line, as well. 

I thank my colleagues who have 
come to speak before the House today. 
They understand the challenge before 
us. 

As Members of Congress, our most 
basic duty as elected officials is to 
keep our constituents and fellow Amer-
icans safe. Right now, Congress must 
rise to the challenge and start actively 
combating the effects of heat. 

All of us here agree on this duty be-
fore us. Now we have the responsibility 
to meet this moment and to save lives. 

Mr. Speaker, it is my great pleasure 
now to yield to the gentleman from 
Virginia (Mr. SCOTT), my friend, and 
the ranking member of the Education 
and Workforce Committee. 

Mr. SCOTT of Virginia. Mr. Speaker, 
I thank the gentleman for yielding and 
for organizing this Special Order. 

Mr. Speaker, this summer, Ameri-
cans from coast to coast are enduring 
the hottest temperatures in recorded 
history. Days are not just uncomfort-
able, they are life-threatening for mil-
lions of workers across the country. 

From agricultural workers in the 
fields, to warehouse employees, to con-
struction crews and factory staff, many 
are laboring in extreme heat with no 
Federal protection from one of the old-
est, most serious, most common work-
place hazards, and that is, of course, 
heat stress. 

The science is clear, the medical evi-
dence is overwhelming, and the moral 
case is undeniable. Yet, the Occupa-
tional Safety and Health Administra-
tion, OSHA, still lacks a national 
standard to protect workers from dan-
gerous heat exposure on the job. 

In addition to the important legisla-
tion mentioned by the gentleman from 
Arizona to address the issue, I am a 
proud cosponsor of the bill introduced 
by the gentlewoman from California 
(Ms. CHU) to prevent senseless deaths 
of workers due to heat. The bill honors 
the memory of a farm worker who 
tragically died after working 10 
straight hours in 105 degree heat with-
out access to shade, water, or a break. 
His death was preventable, as are the 
deaths of so many others happening 
every year. 

We have known for a long time that 
it does not have to be this way. In the 
fourth century BC, Alexander the 
Great was counseled to guard against 
heat stress as his troops marched 
through the desert. Heat stress is even 
documented several times in the Old 
Testament. Our own military adopted a 
heat stress prevention program in 1952, 
and I remember when I was in basic 
training in the Army, when the heat 

reached certain temperatures, we 
would have to loosen the bottom of our 
pants and stop doing physical training, 
or PT. The National Institute of Occu-
pational Safety and Health, NIOSH, ad-
vised OSHA on the need to protect 
workers from heat stress back in 1972, 
and again in 1986, and yet again in 2016. 

Workers have waited long enough. 
Thanks to Representative CHU’s leader-
ship, we have reintroduced a bill that 
will end delays and excuses and finally 
bring workers the commonsense pro-
tection they deserve. Within one year, 
OSHA would be required under the bill 
to finally issue an enforceable rule set-
ting out the strongest feasible protec-
tions against heat illness. It empowers 
OSHA to require rest breaks, access to 
water, shaded or cool recovery areas, 
and training that delivers information 
in a language and format that workers 
can certainly understand. These are 
simple and sensible safeguards that 
will save lives. 

As the climate crisis accelerates, 
workers are increasingly at risk. Heat 
stress is a predictable problem, but it 
is also a preventable problem. The ur-
gency of the crisis requires us to act 
now, and this legislation is the road-
map for that action. Workers’ lives de-
pend on it. 

I thank the gentleman from Arizona 
for forming the Extreme Heat Caucus 
and for organizing this Special Order to 
give us the opportunity to emphasize 
the importance of this issue. 

Mr. STANTON. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
Representative SCOTT for his leadership 
on this important issue and the bill 
that he referenced supporting our 
workforce dealing with extreme heat. 
That is an important piece of legisla-
tion. 

Mr. Speaker, that is all of our 
speeches on this important topic of the 
extreme heat and the Extreme Heat 
Caucus. I yield back the balance of my 
time. 

f 

BREAKDOWN OF TRADITIONAL 
FAMILIES 

(Under the Speaker’s announced pol-
icy of January 3, 2025, Mr. GROTHMAN of 
Wisconsin was recognized for 30 min-
utes.) 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, to-
night I will talk one more time about 
what I think is the most pressing prob-
lem facing America as we try to ad-
dress the crime rate, the drug problem, 
and the education problem. It is a prob-
lem that was, sadly, not addressed in 
the One Big Beautiful Bill Act. 

As a matter of fact, the One Big 
Beautiful Bill Act went, to a certain 
extent, in the opposite direction. I 
want to educate the American public 
on this problem, and that is the break-
down of the traditional family with a 
man in the household over the last 60 
years of America. 

As this Congress tries to make Amer-
ica great again, it is hard to imagine 
America being that great if we con-
tinue to punish and penalize any fam-
ily that has both parents at home. 

America has changed dramatically. 
In the 1960s, about 5 percent of the chil-
dren in this country were born into 
families without both a mother and fa-
ther at home. I want to point out, I 
know families of all sorts of back-
grounds. I know parents who have done 
a fantastic job of raising children in all 
backgrounds, and sometimes beyond 
their fault, there are families who ap-
pear to be doing a perfect job of raising 
their children, but nevertheless have a 
problem. 

I think most Americans, though, 
with common sense would say it is 
more difficult for, say, the post-1995 
generations, where 40 percent of Amer-
ican children are born without a moth-
er and father at home, compared to the 
generation of children born in the 
1960s, when that number was only 5 
percent. 

We have to ask ourselves why that 
happened. Sometimes when I talk to 
people back home, they mention the 
decline in religion, and maybe that is 
why we shot up from 5 percent to 40 
percent. 

Actually, if you look at programs the 
government authors, and I am going to 
reference George Gilder a little bit 
here, who was a great sociologist, if I 
can call him that, who wrote ‘‘Wealth 
and Poverty’’ in 1980. He looked at sin-
gle-parent families to see if he had any 
observations. The families he looked at 
were specifically from the poorer parts 
of Albany, New York. At the time a 
woman got pregnant, if the family was 
not a married group, they began to col-
lect benefits, and it was not a panic sit-
uation in which, how are we going to 
support the child? What are we going 
to do? Are we going to have to live 
with your parents? What are we going 
to do? It was kind of gleeful as they 
went from government office to gov-
ernment office getting their low-in-
come housing, getting their free 
healthcare, getting their free college 
education if they wanted to go to col-
lege, food stamps, like I said, free 
apartment, which I think is the most 
generous giveaway of all. 

Now, I don’t know that it is good 
that we have created a situation in 
which a young person getting pregnant 
should be happy because of all the gov-
ernment benefits they are eligible for, 
but if you look at the eligibility re-
quirements for every one of these pro-
grams, they are based on what we call 
percent of poverty. If you have some-
body in the household—it could be a 
woman or it could be a man—if a man 
is in the household, you could penalize 
that family by easily $25,000 or $30,000 
cash for having both parents at home. 

An example of programs which fit the 
bill, which we penalize people for get-
ting married, would be formerly called 
food stamps, certainly low-income 
housing, which by itself can be a ben-
efit of over $12,000 a year; something 
called the earned income tax credit, 
which can easily be $6,000 or $7,000 a 
year, provided you work and keep your 
income under $17,000 or $16,000 a year. 
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b 2010 

If you do a little bit of work, unlike, 
say, if you had a sister who is married 
to a husband with a salary, you would 
get free childcare, childcare not avail-
able to a couple with two incomes. 

There is a TANF program for people 
who aren’t employed, giving free cash 
away. Again, it is much easier to get if 
you don’t have a working parent in the 
household. 

We have our child credit, which is, 
again, something that is phased out 
and appears to be designed to discour-
age people from getting married. 

We have Pell grants—and I will tell 
you a story about that in a minute—a 
program that gives free college to a 
family without a working person. 

Not surprising, if you spend some 
time talking to people who aren’t at 
your country club fundraiser, spend 
some time talking to people who are 
not lobbyists, you will be surprised 
how many young people today are not 
getting married because they want 
that $25,000, $30,000 cash benefit that 
you get if you stay single and fre-
quently don’t have a man in the house. 

I will also point out that frequently 
these benefits allow you to get benefits 
better than people who are working are 
getting. For example, it is a well- 
known thing, but if you talk to people, 
clerks at the local food store will tell 
you that people on food stamps are fre-
quently buying things that the clerk in 
the food store cannot afford. 

When it comes to low-income hous-
ing, particularly because we have a 
horrible program called the low-income 
housing tax credit program, the gov-
ernment incentivizes developers to 
build housing that costs $300,000, 
$400,000, or, in some cases, over a mil-
lion dollars per unit, in which some 
people will be able to live, provided 
their income is low enough. You will 
find out what a person working for me 
once found out. 

She got married, and she and her new 
husband were looking for a new apart-
ment. They found what they felt were 
the nicest apartments in Madison, Wis-
consin, were the low-income apart-
ments. Not only do you get a free 
apartment, but it is superior to the 
apartments that other people are pay-
ing for. 

With regard to childcare, I have 
heard a childcare provider say that she 
preferred to get the vouchers—and I 
don’t know if this is always true; I 
have heard a mixed bag—but get 
vouchers from somebody from the gov-
ernment because those were always 
paid. 

Childcare is very expensive today. If 
you agree to take care of a child, 
maybe sometimes that family will not 
have enough income to pay for the 
child. If you are on the government 
dole, it is more consistent. You will al-
ways get the childcare credit. 

With regard to college, I will tell you 
a story. I once gave this speech about 
15 years ago in Green Bay, Wisconsin, 
and I wondered what the people would 

think of the marriage penalty. Most of 
the people who were listening to the 
speech were older people. It was a Tea 
Party group, and they, of course, all 
agreed with me that it was scandalous 
that we were bribing somebody $25,000 
a year not to get married. 

I asked a gal who was present in the 
room that night—her job was a 
bartenderess—what she thought about 
these programs in which you would get 
a benefit, not only if you didn’t get 
married, but an even larger benefit if 
you didn’t work too hard. She said she 
got married before she had a baby, but 
a lot of her friends preferred not to get 
married before they had a baby because 
they got free college. In other words, 
one more time we had a situation in 
which this woman—and I found there 
were other people in the same boat 
making the same observation. 

Young people going to college—kind 
of hard to believe, but it is true—may 
decide not to get married because they 
get the Pell grant, another poorly de-
signed program, and get it to pay for 
either all or part of their college. 

You may say: Is this all on purpose? 
Did the government design these pro-
grams to destroy the American family? 
Who would do that? 

Let’s not forget that Karl Marx, a so-
cialist who is looked up to in some uni-
versities, said one of his goals was to 
abolish the family. 

More recently, in 1960, a woman who 
has been described as the mother of 
women’s studies—which is a major we 
make fun of in college. Nevertheless, it 
is something that a lot of kids take as 
an elective. Kate Millett, the mother of 
these classes, said: The complete de-
struction of the traditional marriage 
and the nuclear family is the utopian 
goal of feminism. 

I have a feeling a lot of people don’t 
realize that the utopian goal of femi-
nism was to get rid of the nuclear fam-
ily. Obviously, Kate Millett’s succes-
sors are probably thrilled that we pe-
nalize married couples $25,000, $30,000 
for getting married. 

More recently, a Wisconsin Supreme 
Court judge—this is just what we call 
dictum. Nevertheless, she was a judge 
elected statewide. She said the notion 
that marriage serves as the foundation 
of the family is at best outdated and at 
worst misogynistic. 

This is a woman who didn’t, obvi-
ously, put that on her television com-
mercials. It is interesting that a very 
liberal judge in the State of Wisconsin 
clearly had contempt for traditional 
marriage. Apparently, she maybe took 
some women’s studies classes in col-
lege. 

It seemed from her comments in this 
court case that she would be thrilled if 
traditional marriage was no longer the 
norm. 

I talked to an Indian immigrant back 
home in my district. He made an inter-
esting observation. Congressmen 
should go out of their way to talk to 
their immigrants because, frequently, 
they have observations as to what is 

going on in America that Americans 
who have been here their whole lives do 
not have. What he said is that, in 
America, the woman marries the gov-
ernment, and that is exactly true. 

When we have a country in which the 
woman is encouraged to marry the gov-
ernment, the woman, the child, and the 
father pay a price. Children born in a 
difficult background like this are, by 
almost every standard, on average— 
and I realize there are examples of tre-
mendous parents—on average, have a 
tougher go of it in life. They are going 
to struggle more in school. They are 
going to be more likely to use drugs. 
They are going to be more likely to 
commit crimes. 

It is kind of interesting when I sit in 
committee hearings around here. We 
had a committee hearing on crime ear-
lier this week. People look around for 
the causes, or this or that, of the prob-
lems we have, problems related to drug 
abuse, problems related to crime, 
maybe problems related to depression. 
They never talk about what the real 
problem is, the real problem being the 
breakdown of the family. 

Does anybody doubt that if we still 
had a rate of fatherlessness in the 
home of—or a rate of intact families— 
back to 5 percent as we did in the 1960s, 
that our crime rate would drop like a 
stone? Does anybody think or not 
think that the number of—even though 
it can happen in the best of families— 
the number of people dying of drug 
abuse wouldn’t fall? Does anybody 
think our education would improve if 
we had kids who are doing a better job 
of focusing at school? 

It is high time, in the second bill 
that this Congress passes, that we 
begin to address this problem. We can’t 
address it by giving every married cou-
ple $25,000 a year because we don’t have 
that kind of money and would probably 
only encourage more people not to 
work very hard. 

b 2020 

Mr. Speaker, by the way, I should 
mention, just as these programs dis-
courage marriage, they all discourage 
work. I will mention the low-income 
housing tax credit program. 

Mr. Speaker, I ran into somebody a 
couple of months ago. In order to be el-
igible for these very nice apartments, 
they could make only so much money. 
I will speculate that this person was 
making, say, $50,000 a year. If they got 
a second job, they had to be aware that 
their rent would go up. 

In this country, particularly with the 
low-income housing tax credit, we pe-
nalize people who work hard. I think 
that is horrible public policy, but that 
is what we do. 

Mr. Speaker, in any event, when the 
next reconciliation package comes 
through, I strongly hope that the Re-
publican leadership, rather than allow-
ing something like the low-income 
housing tax credit to go through and be 
expanded, of all things, Republican 
leadership recognizes this is a problem. 
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Even if they don’t care if a man is in 

the house or not, at least they 
shouldn’t penalize him. They shouldn’t 
hate families in which a man and 
woman are raising their children to-
gether. I think that should be the num-
ber one priority of Congress. 

Mr. Speaker, the second issue that I 
will take on is that we passed a defense 
authorization bill last week that I 
think had a serious problem. I would 
hope our slumbering press corps would 
do a little bit more work on the prob-
lem. 

Elon Musk and DOGE were here. 
They did a good job pointing out that 
there were some, particularly in of-
fices, Federal employees in the District 
of Columbia, or even around the coun-
try, that maybe weren’t working that 
hard. Some of this happens in the pri-
vate sector. More likely, it will happen 
in the public sector. 

Right now, we have about 80,000 em-
ployees—I think a little bit under that; 
it might be 76,000—in the Department 
of Defense who are non-uniformed. I as-
sume most of these employees are not 
people who cut the lawn or something. 
Most of these employees are in an of-
fice, and at least Elon Musk seemed to 
point out that a lot of them might not 
be working that hard. 

Under the defense authorization, 
they anticipate, over the next year, the 
number of non-uniformed employees 
will drop by maybe another 30,000 or 
40,000. When DOGE was riding high, I 
think one would have expected this 
number to drop more like 200,000 or 
300,000. 

I then asked the Department of De-
fense to, as quickly as possible, put to-
gether a proposal and say what would 
happen if they had to make do with 
only 400,000 or 450,000 non-uniformed 
employees in the Department of De-
fense. I will point out that a lot of 
these employees are making over 
$100,000 or $150,000 a year, with anec-
dotal evidence that they do very little. 

One of the reasons Congress is so ir-
responsible is our press corps is asleep. 
I hope our press corps digs into this sit-
uation a little bit and publicizes how 
many people are working in desk jobs 
in the Pentagon, desk jobs in which 
they are not in uniform, and questions 
whether this is really necessary. We 
can then see whether there are signifi-
cant savings here. 

Of course, some of the money will not 
go to reducing our debt. Insofar as we 
find excess people around here, I think 
we are not prepared enough in this 
country for hypersonic missiles. I don’t 
think we have an Iron Dome-type 
Israel situation in which we are pre-
pared for other sorts of missiles. 

I think the reason we are not pre-
pared is that there are way too many 
people who are not working as hard as 
they could in the Pentagon. I am going 
to ask the press corps to wake up and 
ask people about that. 

I will also ask the press corps to 
wake up and ask Congress whether it is 
appropriate that we penalize married 

couples by $25,000 or $35,000 a year be-
cause they got married, as opposed to 
their siblings who may not have gotten 
married. 

Mr. Speaker, there is one other thing 
I want to comment on tonight. I was 
listening to a television program on 
one of the big conservative networks, 
and I listened to a commentator make 
fun of socialism. She talked about how 
much better capitalism was. I don’t 
think she has a good handle on why 
capitalism is good. 

First of all, we ought to require all 
defenders of capitalism to not call cap-
italism ‘‘capitalism.’’ We ought to call 
it a free-market economy. The major 
reason we would rather live in a coun-
try with a free-market economy than 
in a country that is a socialist econ-
omy is the government has so much 
more power in a socialist country than 
a free-market economy. 

In a socialist economy, or as we work 
toward a more socialist economy, a 
larger segment of the population works 
for the government. As an elected offi-
cial, I have noticed in my time that, 
frequently, people who work for the 
government are afraid to speak openly 
to me about problems in their field. 

Mr. Speaker, I am thinking a sub-
stitute teacher would be afraid to give 
me a campaign contribution because 
they worked for a school district that 
was hostile to Republicans. They felt 
they would be discriminated against if 
they knew they gave money to a Re-
publican politician. 

There are people who worked for the 
Department of Natural Resources in 
Wisconsin, which is the equivalent of 
the EPA in Washington, who tell me 
about problems in their department 
but caution me that they could never 
cite them. What they were telling me 
had to be secret because they worked 
for the government and because they 
were afraid the government would dis-
criminate against somebody who 
backed the party, the less government 
party, the Republican Party. 

In a free-market economy, we can 
rent from whoever we want. In a social-
ist state, all the property is owned by 
the government. Right now, my office 
is in a place called Fond du Lac, Wis-
consin. If I want to live in Fond du 
Lac, Wisconsin, first of all, I pay rent. 
I am guessing that in Fond du Lac, 
Wisconsin, there are maybe 400 dif-
ferent landlords. The landlords com-
pete for the rental dollar. 

I have the ability to buy my own 
house, paint my house whatever color I 
want, and maintain my lawn in what-
ever fashion I want. That is something 
we do in a free-market economy. 

In a socialist economy, the govern-
ment runs everything. If I want to rent 
a dwelling, I have to rent from the gov-
ernment. If the government doesn’t 
like me, if I have said the wrong thing, 
or if I have said something that is po-
litically incorrect, they may say they 
will not rent to me. They might also 
give me an inferior place. 

The same thing applies to food. In a 
free-market economy, my guess is, in 

Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, a city of only 
about 35,000 people, I bet there are 150 
places where I can go to eat and have 
something made for me. 

In a socialist economy, something 
that the gentleman who is running for 
mayor of New York would like—I guess 
he would like only one type of grocery 
store. There would only be one sort of 
restaurant because all the restaurants 
are run by the government. 

First of all, since they are owned by 
the government, they don’t have to 
compete into a better job because they 
are never going to go through bank-
ruptcy. Secondly, because they are 
owned by the government, the govern-
ment determines what fare is offered. 
They determine how many restaurants 
we have that will serve Italian fare or 
Mexican or what have you. It is much 
better in a free economy. 

Even more importantly, in a socialist 
economy, we have to work for the gov-
ernment. The more people who have to 
work for the government, the less free-
dom they have. If we have to work for 
the government and the government is 
all-powerful, as it is in a socialist 
state, the government determines 
whether we keep our jobs, whether we 
are promoted in our jobs, or whether or 
not we get raises. 

Mr. Speaker, it is all determined by a 
government that may look down on us 
if we are critical of the central plan-
ning authority. That is a big difference 
between a free-market economy and a 
socialist economy. 

b 2030 

Mr. Speaker, in a socialist economy, 
you do not have to do well because you 
are owned by the government, or if you 
have a restaurant that has crummy 
food or you have a factory in which the 
people are not working very hard, be-
cause apparently some people are not 
working very hard for the Department 
of Defense, you do not get in trouble 
for that. 

Because it is a socialist economy, ev-
erybody becomes poorer because there 
is no incentive to work that much 
harder. You can’t lose your job, Mr. 
Speaker, because everybody is working 
for the government. That is another 
reason why life is so much better in a 
free market economy. 

I think people like being free better. 
When you talk about testimonials in 
the old Soviet Union, Mr. Speaker, and 
probably to this day because the work 
ethic hasn’t changed enough, you run 
into a lot of very unhappy people be-
cause they are stuck in an economic 
system in which they have to work for 
the government. 

As a matter of fact, I know a friend 
who went to Cuba. It was an inter-
esting observation. In Cuba, which is 
an island country, he noticed that 
there were no, or almost no, boats on 
the docks as he went around the Gulf 
of Mexico. 

This is a sign of what happens in a 
socialist state. People are so unhappy 
there that they won’t allow them to 
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get on boats and go into the Gulf of 
Mexico to somewhere else. They have 
got to force the people to stay at home. 

In any event, I think in the future 
when we explain to the younger people 
why we like a free market economy 
rather than a socialist economy, we 
should emphasize the freedom that 
comes with a free market economy, the 
freedom to pick one of hundreds of em-
ployers in Fond du Lac, Wisconsin, or 
if you want to get around the whole 
country, one of hundreds of thousands 
of employers. You have the ability to 
rent or buy a home wherever you want, 
Mr. Speaker, not where you are re-
stricted by where the government is. 
You have the ability when you go to a 
retail outlet to have people competing 
for your sales dollar so there are a lot 
of opportunities to buy this item of 
clothing or these appliances or what-
not, as opposed to in a socialist state 
where the government determines what 
the government bureaucrats think you 
need. 

Finally, of course, you are over-
whelmingly wealthier because in a free 
market economy, Mr. Speaker, you are 
free to work hard, and you are free to 
open up your own business. By doing 
that, all of society is wealthier, as op-
posed to the socialist state in which ev-
erybody has to work for the govern-
ment. There is no guaranteed incentive 
for working harder. If you think of a 
better way to do business, Mr. Speaker, 
you are not allowed to set up business 
on your own. All you can do is make a 
suggestion to your boss, and if he 
doesn’t care to take your suggestion on 
how the business can improve, well, 
Mr. Speaker, then it just never im-
proves. 

This is why the socialist state in old 
Russia, the old Soviet Union, was so in-
effective. 

In any event, to summarize tonight, 
first of all, I really hope Republican 
leadership and President Trump begin 
to address the $25,000 penalty this 
country imposes on any married couple 
with children. 

Secondly, I hope Republicans point 
out when they talk about the dif-
ference between socialism and what 
they refer to as capitalism, that the 
major difference is the freedom that 
comes from a free market economy. 

Finally, I hope the press corps pays 
attention to the huge number of non- 
uniformed employees in the Depart-
ment of Defense and what the current 
administration is doing about it. 

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

f 

ADJOURNMENT 

Mr. GROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, I 
move that the House do now adjourn. 

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 8 o’clock and 33 minutes 
p.m.), under its previous order, the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Thursday, September 18, 2025, 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–1949. A letter from the Regulations Co-
ordinator, Centers for Medicare and Med-
icaid Services, Department of Health and 
Human Services, transmitting the Depart-
ment’s Major final rule — Patient Protection 
and Affordable Care Act; Marketplace Integ-
rity and Affordability [CMS-9884-F] (RIN: 
0938-AV61) received September 4, 2025, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce. 

EC–1950. A letter from the Regulations Co-
ordinator, Department of Health and Human 
Services, transmitting the Department’s in-
terim final rule — Administrative Sim-
plification: Modifications of Health Insur-
ance Portability and Accountability Act of 
1996 (HIPAA), National Council for Prescrip-
tion Drug Programs (NCPDP) Retail Phar-
macy Standards; and Modification of the 
Medicaid Pharmacy Subrogation Standard; 
Updates to Compliance and Other Related 
Dates [CMS-0056-IFR] (RIN: 0938-AU19) re-
ceived August 22, 2025, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 
801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104-121, Sec. 251; (110 
Stat. 868); to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

EC–1951. A letter from the Senior Bureau 
Official, Bureau of Legislative Affairs, De-
partment of State, transmitting a notifica-
tion of intent to remove certain items and 
services from the United States Munitions 
List (USML), pursuant to section 38(f)(1) of 
the Arms Export Control Act; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs. 

EC–1952. A letter from the Director, Office 
of Acquisition Policy, Office of Government- 
wide Policy, General Services Administra-
tion, transmitting the Administration’s final 
rule — Federal Acquisition Regulation: In-
flation Adjustment of Acquisition-Related 
Thresholds [FAC 2025-06, FAR Case 2024-001; 
Docket No.: 2024-0001; Sequence No. 1] (RIN: 
9000-AO73) received September 5, 2025, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); Public Law 104- 
121, Sec. 251; (110 Stat. 868); to the Committee 
on Oversight and Government Reform. 

EC–1953. A letter from the Assistant Sec-
retary for Legislation, Department of Health 
and Human Services, transmitting the De-
partment’s Fiscal Year 2024 Federal Coordi-
nated Health Care Office-Medicare-Medicaid 
Coordination Office Report to Congress, pur-
suant to 42 U.S.C. 1315b(e); Public Law 111- 
148, Sec. 2602(e); (124 Stat. 315); jointly to the 
Committees on Energy and Commerce and 
Ways and Means. 

f 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 

committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. GUTHRIE: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 4273. A bill to amend the 
Federal Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to re-
vise and extend the user fee program for 
over-the-counter monograph drugs, and for 
other purposes; with an amendment (Rept. 
119–300). Referred to the Committee of the 
Whole House on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GUTHRIE: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3157. A bill to amend the 
Public Utility Regulatory Policies Act of 
1978 to add a standard related to the evalua-
tion of State intermittent energy policies, 
and for other purposes (Rept. 119–301). Re-
ferred to the Committee of the Whole House 
on the state of the Union. 

Mr. GUTHRIE: Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. H.R. 3616. A bill to require the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission to 
review regulations that may affect the reli-
able operation of the bulk-power system, 
with an amendment (Rept. 119–302). Referred 
to the Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union. 

f 

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. KEAN: 
H.R. 5419. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

the Interior and the Secretary of Agriculture 
to develop a plan for ensuring timely review 
of communications use authorizations, and 
for other purposes; to the Committee on Nat-
ural Resources, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in 
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the 
committee concerned. 

By Mr. BARRETT: 
H.R. 5420. A bill to amend title 38, United 

States Code, to extend certain authorities 
and requirements relating to health care and 
benefits furnished by the Department of Vet-
erans Affairs, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Veterans’ Affairs. 

By Mr. BELL (for himself, Mr. SMITH of 
Missouri, Mr. CARSON, and Mr. 
GRAVES): 

H.R. 5421. A bill to provide for the issuance 
of a commemorative postage stamp in honor 
of William Lacy Clay Sr., and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Oversight and 
Government Reform. 

By Mr. BISHOP (for himself and Mrs. 
KIGGANS of Virginia): 

H.R. 5422. A bill to amend title 10, United 
States Code, to modify the semi-annual re-
port on privatized military housing, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Armed 
Services. 

By Ms. BROWNLEY: 
H.R. 5423. A bill to amend title 49, United 

States Code, to prohibit the use of predatory 
commercial motor vehicle lease-purchase 
programs by certain motor carriers, and for 
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure. 

By Mr. CASTEN: 
H.R. 5424. A bill to support communities 

that host transmission lines and to promote 
conservation and recreation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Energy and 
Commerce. 

By Mr. CISNEROS: 
H.R. 5425. A bill to direct the Secretary of 

Defense to conduct a study on the feasibility 
and advisability of establishing a uniform 
policy to provide tuition assistance after on 
year of active duty service; to the Com-
mittee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. COHEN: 
H.R. 5426. A bill to prohibit States from 

carrying out more than one Congressional 
redistricting after a decennial census and ap-
portionment, to require States to conduct 
such redistricting through independent com-
missions, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. COHEN (for himself, Mr. BEYER, 
Ms. TLAIB, Mr. GARCÍA of Illinois, Mr. 
MCGOVERN, Ms. NORTON, Mr. DAVIS of 
Illinois, Ms. DELAURO, Mr. BOYLE of 
Pennsylvania, Ms. MCCOLLUM, Mr. 
NADLER, Mr. GARAMENDI, Ms. KELLY 
of Illinois, Ms. DEAN of Pennsylvania, 
Mr. MULLIN, Ms. OMAR, Mr. 
LANDSMAN, Ms. SCANLON, Ms. CLARKE 
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