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Chamber of Commerce and congratu-
late the organization on celebrating 160 
years of support for local businesses 
and economic growth. 

Since 1866, the Rochester Area Cham-
ber of Commerce has been a strong ad-
vocate for the business community, 
helping build the Rochester area into 
the epicenter of economic activity that 
it is today. 

For more than a century and a half, 
the chamber has supported generations 
of entrepreneurs, employers, commu-
nity members, and businesses across 
the Rochester community, shaping the 
economic development in our region 
with strong business advocacy, invest-
ments in workforce and professional 
development, and meaningful net-
working opportunities. 

Mr. Speaker, I am thankful for the 
work of the chamber members and 
their leaders and for the many con-
tributions to fostering the connections 
that make the Rochester community a 
great place to live, work, and do busi-
ness. 

I congratulate the entire Rochester 
Area Chamber of Commerce family on 
celebrating this incredible milestone, 
and I wish them continued success for 
the next 160 years and beyond. 

f 

RECOGNIZING REFETTORIO 
HARLEM IN NEW YORK CITY 

(Mr. MCGOVERN asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I re-
cently had the pleasure of visiting 
Refettorio Harlem, an incredible non-
profit restaurant and food pantry in 
New York City. 

Refettorio Harlem is housed in the 
historic Emanuel AME Church and is 
run by Free Food Harlem. With incred-
ible partners like Food for Soul, 2 
nights a week, chefs transform per-
fectly good but unused food into multi-
course fine dining dishes, served free of 
charge to anyone in need. 

On Wednesday and Friday evenings, 
Refettorio is bustling with community 
and conversation as neighbors come to-
gether for a shared meal and a wel-
coming space. 

During my visit, I tasted a delicious 
bowl of zero waste ramen with glazed 
chicken and bok choy, perfect for a 
cold winter day. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank Jill, Matt, and 
Bob, and everyone at Refettorio for 
taking a few minutes during meal prep 
to show me around. 

Refettorio Harlem is a spectacular 
example of what is possible when dedi-
cated, like-minded people come to-
gether to not only fight hunger but 
also combat food waste. We need to up-
lift more innovative models like 
Refettorio Harlem to end hunger now. 

f 

RECOGNIZING NATHANAEL 
SIMMONS 

(Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina asked 
and was given permission to address 

the House for 1 minute and to revise 
and extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DAVIS of North Carolina. Mr. 
Speaker, an exceptional young leader 
from eastern North Carolina, 17-year- 
old Nathanael Simmons, is joining us 
as my guest for the State of the Union. 

Nathanael is a senior at 
Mattamuskeet High School, an eighth- 
generation farmer from Hyde County, 
and the son of Benjamin and Tonya 
Simmons. 

Since the tender age of 9, he has pas-
sionately helped on the farm with his 
family, carrying on a legacy spanning 
generations. With about 15,000 farms 
closing this past year alone, we must 
support young, next-generation farm-
ers like Nathanael. If we are to ensure 
our national security, we must recog-
nize and invest in the hands that feed, 
clothe, and fuel our Nation. 

Mr. Speaker, Nathanael is a true in-
spiration and a shining example of 
America’s future. I am honored to wel-
come him to our Nation’s Capital. 

f 
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HONORING FATOU-SEYDI SARR 

(Ms. TLAIB asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.) 

Ms. TLAIB. Mr. Speaker, resistance 
comes in different forms. Sometimes 
just our mere existence is resisting. I 
want to take a moment to recognize 
my guest for the State of the Union 
Address. Her name is Dr. Fatou-Seydi 
Sarr, the founder and CEO of the Afri-
can Bureau for Immigrant and Social 
Affairs in Detroit. 

I am bringing her into this Chamber 
this evening to uplift the work that she 
does in resisting the dehumanization of 
our beautiful immigrant neighbors. 

Originally from Senegal, she provides 
critical services to our Black immi-
grant families in the city of Detroit. 
She fights to secure basic needs like 
food, shelter, and stability for our im-
migrant families who are often viewed 
as disposable by our own government. 

As a Black immigrant Muslim 
woman, she confronts injustices and re-
fuses to be silent. She has also 
mentored so many incredible young 
Black girls to see themselves as leaders 
and changemakers. 

Inspired by Detroit’s Black women 
organizers, Seydi reminds us that in 
our community, we keep each other 
safe. In, Wolof, she says: We must hold 
on to one another if we want to build a 
humanity we believe in. Because it is 
not about me. It is about us, locked 
arm in arm. 

f 

PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4626, DON’T MESS WITH 
MY HOME APPLIANCES ACT, AND 
PROVIDING FOR CONSIDERATION 
OF H.R. 4758, HOMEOWNER EN-
ERGY FREEDOM ACT 

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, by di-
rection of the Committee on Rules, I 

call up House Resolution 1075 and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows: 

H. RES. 1075 
Resolved, That upon adoption of this reso-

lution it shall be in order to consider in the 
House the bill (H.R. 4626) to amend the En-
ergy Policy and Conservation Act to prohibit 
the Secretary of Energy from prescribing 
any new or amended energy conservation 
standard for a product that is not techno-
logically feasible and economically justified, 
and for other purposes. All points of order 
against consideration of the bill are waived. 
In lieu of the amendment in the nature of a 
substitute recommended by the Committee 
on Energy and Commerce now printed in the 
bill, an amendment in the nature of a sub-
stitute consisting of the text of Rules Com-
mittee Print 119–20 shall be considered as 
adopted. The bill, as amended, shall be con-
sidered as read. All points of order against 
provisions in the bill, as amended, are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill, as amended, 
and on any further amendment thereto, to 
final passage without intervening motion ex-
cept: (1) one hour of debate equally divided 
and controlled by the chair and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on Energy 
and Commerce or their respective designees; 
and (2) one motion to recommit. 

SEC. 2. Upon adoption of this resolution it 
shall be in order to consider in the House the 
bill (H.R. 4758) to repeal provisions of Public 
Law 117–169 relating to taxpayer subsidies 
for home electrification, and for other pur-
poses. All points of order against consider-
ation of the bill are waived. The bill shall be 
considered as read. All points of order 
against provisions in the bill are waived. The 
previous question shall be considered as or-
dered on the bill and on any amendment 
thereto to final passage without intervening 
motion except: (1) one hour of debate equally 
divided and controlled by the chair and rank-
ing minority member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce or their respective 
designees; and (2) one motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Virginia is recognized for 
1 hour. 

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, for the 
purpose of debate only, I yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. MCGOVERN), 
pending which I yield myself such time 
as I may consume. 

During consideration of this resolu-
tion, all time yielded is for the purpose 
of debate only. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may have 5 legislative days in which to 
revise and extend their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, the Rules Committee 

met and reported out a rule providing 
for consideration of two measures: H.R. 
4626, the Home Appliance Protection 
and Affordability Act, and H.R. 4758, 
Homeowner Energy Freedom Act under 
closed rules. 

The rule provides each measure 1 
hour of debate, equally divided and 
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controlled by the chair and ranking 
minority member of the Committee on 
Energy and Commerce or their respec-
tive designees, and provides one motion 
to recommit for each measure. 

There has been much talk this week 
about affordability and what can be 
done to push prices down. Republicans 
are working on lowering prices with 
bills like the two contained in this 
rule. 

H.R. 4758 repeals three sections of the 
so-called Inflation Reduction Act that 
were essentially subsidies for replacing 
natural gas appliances with electric- 
powered appliances. In particular, the 
so-called High-Efficiency Electric 
Home Rebate Act was intended to dis-
tort the appliance market by discour-
aging the installation of lower cost 
natural gas appliances. 

Instead of leaning on subsidies, elec-
tric-powered appliance manufacturers 
should win the consumer over on their 
products’ attributes and merits. These 
appliance subsidies were the fruit of an 
ideology that demands the end of nat-
ural gas, the end of significant con-
sumer choice, and the end of fuel com-
petition. These subsidies were really 
intended to make it too expensive to 
not buy electric stoves and electric hot 
water heaters. 

Mr. Speaker, don’t misunderstand 
me. I do not begrudge anyone for buy-
ing an electric stove or an electric hot 
water heater. That should be their 
choice. Maybe that type of appliance 
works best for their household. 

This subsidy is really disappointing. 
We are taking taxpayer dollars and 
supporting one class of appliances over 
another and even giving the subsidy to 
rich folks. This is just a recipe to in-
crease inflation and make prices go up. 

No one can tell me that subsidizing 
electric appliances by—Mr. Speaker, 
listen to this—$4.275 billion would not 
cause relative appliance prices to sky-
rocket. 

Every day we can see how the so- 
called Inflation Reduction Act has been 
given one of the most paradoxical bill 
titles ever in the United States Con-
gress. This was because, after passage, 
as we have seen, inflation ran rampant. 
Only recently has that inflation rate 
started to ebb. That is because of the 
policies of this House and the Trump 
administration. 

Republicans are not, as my col-
leagues might try to tell us, trying to 
ban electric stoves at all. Some of my 
colleagues on the other side would try 
to abandon or eliminate certain fuel 
sources from being used. 

H.R. 4758 also repeals a section of the 
so-called Inflation Reduction Act to 
train contractors on how to install 
these electric appliances. While a con-
tractor training program might have 
some use, it received a huge appropria-
tion of $200 million. 

Finally, this bill would repeal a $1 
billion program that essentially tried 
to cajole States, counties, and cities 
into implementing a zero-energy build-
ing code. This opaque emissions ac-

counting scheme attempts to have 
every building, whether it be a home, 
commercial storefront, or industrial 
site, be forced into either purchasing 
an equal amount of renewable energy 
or producing as much renewable energy 
as is consumed on site. 

Mr. Speaker, Republicans are bring-
ing bills to the floor that repeal waste-
ful programs that I believe, as in the 
case of this zero-energy code section, 
would end up increasing the final cost 
for new homes. 

When new home prices go up, every-
body in the industry knows that leads 
to increases in the cost of existing 
homes. I am sure some might ask: 
Well, how can that be? Mr. Speaker, 
here is what happens. 

b 1220 

If you go to sell your house, you want 
to get the highest price available. If it 
costs 20 percent more to put a new 
house on the market, then all the ex-
isting inventory goes up in price at 
least 18 to 19 percent. If you buy an ex-
isting home, your price goes up, as 
well, because you, as the seller, want 
to maximize the amount of money you 
can get out of what is, for most Ameri-
cans, the largest investment they will 
ever make. 

This resolution would also allow H.R. 
4626, the Home Appliance Protection 
and Affordability Act, to come to the 
floor. 

This bill is important to lower costs 
for all Americans. The Energy Policy 
and Conservation Act was enacted in 
1975. I don’t know where my colleague 
on the other side of the aisle was in 
1975, but I was still in high school. At 
that time, we had a real shortage of en-
ergy in our country. We weren’t pro-
ducing enough, and we were relying on 
foreign sources. 

I submit to you that the bill that we 
are bringing up this week will save 
Americans money and energy in a more 
efficient manner than the 1975 solution. 

Mr. Speaker, in 1975, most Americans 
weren’t even born. I don’t think you 
were born in 1975. You look too young. 
The gentleman has confirmed that 
with a smile. 

What good is an appliance efficiency 
standard if a small amount of energy is 
saved, but the cost of the appliance is 
out of the range of the average family? 

The Department of Energy has inter-
preted the act’s ‘‘technologically fea-
sible and economically justified’’ test 
to implement standards that barely 
save a consumer a couple of dollars in 
electricity per year. Energy efficiency 
is great, but not when it leads to appli-
ances that cost more than they save. 

This bill would put in a more exact 
standard. An energy efficiency regula-
tion would have to forecast a saving of 
at least 10 percent of the appliance’s 
energy consumption before a new 
standard is implemented. 

H.R. 4626 will certainly lower the 
cost of buying new shower heads, dish-
washers, washers, and dryers for all 
consumers. 

Mr. Speaker, I hope all Members of 
this House support the passage of the 
rule and then the underlying bills. I 
urge a ‘‘yes’’ vote on the rule, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I thank the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GRIFFITH) for yield-
ing the customary 30 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, you have to love these 
Republicans. I mean, they have no 
problems with subsidies for Big Oil, Big 
Tech, Big Ag, or big tax cuts for multi-
millionaires and billionaires. Yet, 
when it comes to helping consumers af-
ford electric water heaters or stoves, 
all of a sudden, they have a big prob-
lem. 

I just don’t get it. I mean, that is 
where their attention is, on going after 
consumers, making life more difficult 
for everyday working families. 

Mr. Speaker, tonight is the State of 
the Union, and I am sure that the 
President is going to come here and 
paint a very rosy picture, indeed. He is 
going to say that the economy is great 
and that tariffs are working. He is end-
ing wars, not starting them. He is 
going to spew all kinds of nonsense. 

Mr. Speaker, the problem is that the 
facts are the facts. The fact is that his 
economy sucks. 

I just spent the last week at grocery 
stores, senior centers, and townhalls. I 
went to food pantries and Boys and 
Girls Clubs across Massachusetts. I 
spoke with people who are working 
hard and getting crushed. 

They are paying more for food, more 
for rent, more for utilities, and more 
for healthcare. They are struggling, 
and they are watching Donald Trump 
pump the rich with more tax breaks 
and more giveaways to the billionaire 
Epstein class while the rest of America 
struggles just to get by. 

With all of that going on, with fami-
lies begging for relief, this is what Re-
publicans bring to the House floor 
today: more bills about appliances. 
This Republican majority has brought 
up more than a dozen appliance bills. 
The lobbyists for the appliance manu-
facturers sure must be getting paid 
well. 

The worst part of these bills is that 
these bills would actually raise utility 
costs for consumers. Who asked for 
that? I mean, one of these bills is H.R. 
4626, the Home Appliance Protection 
and Affordability Act. That is not the 
original name of the bill, though. No. 
The original name is the Hands Off Our 
Home Appliances Act. 

Republicans changed the name to 
slap the word ‘‘affordability’’ on there, 
but they didn’t change a single word of 
the actual bill. All of this is slapping 
on a word to pretend that they are 
doing something. It is window dressing 
masquerading as an attempt to help 
real people because Trump and the Re-
publicans know that their economy 
sucks. 
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They know that the public percep-

tion is that all they care about is help-
ing Wall Street to get richer and help-
ing billionaire CEOs rip people off be-
cause, to be honest with you, Mr. 
Speaker, that is all they seem to care 
about. 

Guess what. These bills are worse 
than doing nothing. They would make 
utility costs go up. I mean, Repub-
licans are trying to gut popular energy 
and cost-saving programs at the De-
partment of Energy. They would lower 
efficiency standards and prevent con-
sumers from choosing the best prod-
ucts for their households. 

Mr. Speaker, last night in the Rules 
Committee, I was chastised by the gen-
tleman from Virginia, who was upset 
with me because I was asking questions 
that he said were too hard. He said that 
the witness wasn’t prepared and that I 
was cross-examining him. He said that 
my questions weren’t fair. 

Mr. Speaker, let me explain for the 
gentleman why I asked so many ques-
tions last night. It is because this 
House has been turned into a place 
where you can hardly ask questions at 
all. 

This majority locks down the proc-
ess, shuts out amendments, shuts down 
debate, and then acts offended when 
somebody tries to get a straight an-
swer about what the hell is going on 
around here. 

This rule that we are debating today 
officially breaks the record. This is 
now the most closed Congress ever— 
ever, in the history of the United 
States of America. 

Mr. Speaker, 117 times in this Con-
gress, Republicans have advanced bills 
to the floor with no amendments al-
lowed, including today. They just 
broke the record for the whole Con-
gress, and we are barely halfway 
through. 

Mr. Speaker, that is insane. More 
than 8 out of 10 times when we consider 
legislation under this majority, Repub-
licans lock down the floor and allow 
zero amendments—zero. That is stun-
ning. 

Mr. Speaker, that is a stunning, stun-
ning break from normal. 

Speaker JOHNSON promised trans-
parency and more debate, but the num-
bers tell a different story. Under 
Speaker JOHNSON, the Rules Com-
mittee has helped to block 82 percent 
of all amendments this Congress—82 
percent. That is over 3,300 amendments 
blocked so far in just over a year, in-
cluding 95 percent of Democratic 
amendments, 57 percent of Republican 
amendments, and even 63 percent of bi-
partisan amendments. Think of that. 
When a Democrat and a Republican de-
cide to work together to improve a bill, 
they are told no. 

Mr. Speaker, that is the exact oppo-
site of what the people in this country 
are asking for. 

Republicans blocked votes on tariffs. 
We had to move Heaven and Earth. We 
had to finally force a vote after months 
and months of getting blocked. 

Republicans blocked votes on releas-
ing the Epstein files. I mean, they sent 
us home early because they didn’t want 
the Rules Committee to take another 
vote on whether or not to release the 
Epstein files. We had to use a discharge 
petition. That is unprecedented. We 
had to go around the Speaker of the 
House simply to get a vote. 

Right on brand, Republicans blocked 
votes on thousands and thousands of 
amendments designed to make bills 
better. Under this Republican major-
ity, the Rules Committee has basically 
become a place where democracy goes 
to die. 

Mr. Speaker, what is this all about? 
What is this all about? It is all about 
turning Congress into a giant 
rubberstamp for you know who: Donald 
Trump. Nobody in the House of Rep-
resentatives is allowed to change a 
comma unless Donald Trump gives 
MIKE JOHNSON permission. It is embar-
rassing. It is embarrassing, and it is a 
stain on this institution. 

Clearly, the Speaker of the House 
thinks that he works for the White 
House and not for the American people. 
He has diminished Congress and turned 
his position into a pathetic echo of 
what it used to be. Shame on him, and 
shame on Republicans who go along to 
get along, even though their amend-
ments are blocked and their voices 
continue to be silenced by their own 
leadership. 

This is now the most closed Congress 
in the history of the United States of 
America, and it is happening right 
here, right now, in real time, because 
Republicans want to protect Donald 
Trump by blocking votes instead of 
doing the job that they were elected to 
do. It is pathetic. 

b 1230 

Mr. Speaker, this economy is a mess. 
Look at the polls. There is like a 30 
percent approval rating for this Presi-
dent. People are hurting. They want us 
to be on the floor legislating. They 
want us to be deliberating. They want 
us to be finding solutions, and that 
means voting on amendments to try to 
get this economy on the right track. 
Instead, we are shut out. Everybody is 
shut out because they are all too afraid 
of the guy in the White House. 

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

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, first, I am going to take 
up the economy. 

Do I wish the economy were better, 
Mr. Speaker? Absolutely. 

Do I think the economy is better 
today than it was under the Biden-Har-
ris administration? Absolutely. 

Do I think the economy is better 
today with the Republicans in control 
of the White House, the Senate, and 
the House than it was when the Demo-
crats controlled all three? Yes, I do. 
Things are better. 

The Democrats spent so much money 
and said they were helping people to 

such a great degree that inflation went 
through the ceiling. It skyrocketed. We 
are trying to get it down, and part of 
the way that is done is to limit some of 
the Federal spending and limit some of 
these programs that raised costs. 

I gave this statement earlier on how 
existing home prices go up when it 
costs more to build new houses. The 
same thing is true when my colleagues 
suddenly throw billions of dollars at 
having subsidies on only electric appli-
ances. If they really want to help peo-
ple have a choice, which my colleagues 
on the other side of the aisle indicated 
that that is what they are for, then we 
give a subsidy for everybody, if that is 
what they want to do. I still think it is 
inflationary, but give it for everybody 
who wants to buy a new appliance, 
whether that be a natural gas-powered 
appliance, an electric appliance, or 
whatever other fuel source is deemed 
safe. Open it wide open. 

No. This was about restricting 
choices and giving subsidies only to 
one type of appliance, the electric ap-
pliance. 

Mr. Speaker, the economy is better. 
These bills will help bring down infla-
tion. It is not the end-all to save-all. It 
is not going to solve all of the problems 
of the country. Step by step Repub-
licans are making advances on fighting 
the inflation the Democrats under 
Biden and Harris created. 

Now, let’s talk about the rule. Oh, I 
guess I need to first defend myself. 
What I said was that it wasn’t fair to 
the gentleman who was there to tes-
tify. He was there to testify on two 
bills, and my colleagues on the Demo-
crat side of the aisle, Mr. Speaker, 
want to talk about everything under 
the Sun. 

Now, I think this also gets to their 
concerns—and they are entitled to 
complain all they want to about closed 
rules. I get it. Part of the reason that 
we have closed rules is the same reason 
that we didn’t entertain amendments 
last night. We have got to stop amend-
ments that are merely put in to just be 
dilatory. We have got to stop amend-
ments which are clearly not germane. 

We have got bills here, as my col-
leagues on the other side have told 
you, that deal with appliances. Two of 
the three amendments that were of-
fered to the Committee on Rules dealt 
with cryptocurrency, not appliances. In 
this country, we don’t pay, whether it 
be coin or otherwise, in our homes to 
have hot water, or a dishwasher, or a 
washing machine. If the amendments 
had something to do with 
cryptocurrency being used for paid ap-
pliances in your home, maybe it would 
have been germane. They are not ger-
mane. 

The third amendment, offered a mere 
30 minutes before the Committee on 
Rules hearing began, gutted the bill. It 
wasn’t a serious amendment. It said: 
These bills, if they pass, only become 
effective if a member of the adminis-
tration deems yada, yada, yada. It was 
always something different. I forget ex-
actly what this one was. Let’s say it 
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deems that there is going to be world 
peace. That is not what it said, but 
they always put these kinds of amend-
ments in, Mr. Speaker, and they are 
dilatory at best. 

Part of the process in the Committee 
on Rules that we have adopted over the 
generations is to say: No, we are not 
going to allow that. We are not going 
to bring that to the floor, and I think 
that is appropriate. 

In fact, as the Speaker knows or can 
learn of, I have long advocated for 
much stricter germaneness rulings 
here on the floor, and the Committee 
on Rules needs to have a much stricter 
germaneness ruling. I think if it is not 
absolutely on point with the intent of 
the underlying bill, even if it is in the 
same code section, it shouldn’t come to 
the floor. 

I have lost those battles over the 
years. However I have put in numerous 
amendments to the rules which my col-
leagues on the other side of the aisle, 
who now complain that we are not al-
lowing enough amendments on the 
floor, have opposed. 

I submit if we got closer to ‘‘Jeffer-
son’s Manual of Parliamentary Prac-
tice’’ in our germaneness rulings and 
the single purpose of a bill, this place 
would operate a lot better. Maybe we 
could have more open debate on the 
floor. Right now, if we put any bill on 
the floor, guess what they are going to 
talk about? They are going to talk 
about Donald Trump and how every-
body hates Donald Trump on the other 
side of the aisle. They are going to talk 
about some issue that has nothing to 
do with the bill in place. That is not an 
appropriate way to run the body. 

The Committee on Rules has to act 
as the gatekeeper and the referee be-
cause the House as a whole, both 
Democrats and Republicans, have got-
ten sloppy with the way we do our 
rules over the last 50, 75—maybe 
longer—100 years. I want to see us re-
turn to stricter rules on the floor and 
make the debate about the bill that is 
currently in front of us as opposed to 
whatever a gentleman or gentlewoman 
taking the floor wishes to speak on. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I am really at a loss for 
words. I am just trying to contain my-
self because I have never heard such 
nonsense in my life. The gentleman 
speaks about Thomas Jefferson. He is 
looking at us right up here, and he is 
rolling over in his grave right now at 
the way this House is being run. My 
friend should be ashamed of it. They 
should be ashamed of it. 

He is talking about the amendments 
that were offered in the Committee on 
Rules last night were dilatory. Let me 
read one of them. It says: ‘‘This act, 
and the amendments made by this act, 
shall not take effect until the date on 
which the Secretary of Energy pub-
lishes a certification that the imple-
mentation of this act would not result 

in increased costs for homeowners and 
renters.’’ 

What the hell is dilatory about that? 
The yada, yada, yada that the gen-

tleman is talking about is afford-
ability. 

The gentleman can say as many 
times as he wants, and my Republican 
friends can say as many times as they 
want, that somehow this economy is 
great and doing much better. That 
doesn’t make it so. Look at the polls. 
The majority of the American people 
think that they are driving this econ-
omy into a ditch. 

People told me this last week when I 
was going throughout my district: 
What the hell is going on in Wash-
ington? Because all the Congress and 
this President seem to care about are 
the well-off and the well-connected, the 
Epstein class, if you will, the people 
who have lots of money, the big cor-
porations. They get protected. They 
get tax breaks. They get all the bene-
fits. The rest of the people in this coun-
try get screwed. They are sick of it. 
That is why they are losing so miser-
ably in the polls. People have had it. 

To come onto this floor and defend 
not only this lousy economy, but to de-
fend this rotten process, I have got to 
say, I have heard a lot. This is indefen-
sible. Again, if they don’t like the 
amendments that are being brought to 
the Committee on Rules, vote against 
them when they come to the floor. If 
they don’t want to debate, then stay in 
their office; but let the rest of us be 
able to debate. 

Now, they have crossed the line. This 
is the most closed Congress in the his-
tory of the United States of America, 
and all they can say is: Well, we have 
an obligation to block amendments to 
the Committee on Rules I guess that 
we don’t like, that are inconvenient. 

I don’t know what the hell is wrong 
with saying to the Secretary of En-
ergy: If these bills add costs to average 
consumers, then we shouldn’t move 
forward with them. That is all. If the 
Secretary of Energy says: Oh, they 
won’t, then they can move forward 
with them. 

That is what the gentleman is calling 
dilatory. I mean, God Almighty, what 
is going on around here? People are dis-
gusted with what is happening here in 
Washington, and they have a right to 
be disgusted. 

Mr. Speaker, if we defeat the pre-
vious question, I will offer an amend-
ment to the rule to bring up H.R. 7615, 
the RELIEF Act, to force the Trump 
administration to give back the money 
it illegally stole through its unconsti-
tutional tariff scheme. 

Mr. Speaker, since the beginning of 
last year, President Trump has de-
clared a series of bogus emergencies as 
a pretext to pickpocket more than $165 
billion from American consumers and 
businesses of all sizes, including small 
businesses, family-owned businesses, 
farmers, and everyday citizens. In re-
sponse, several small businesses sued 
the President, arguing that the Presi-

dent does not have the power to arbi-
trarily tax American businesses and 
consumers without an act of Congress. 

b 1240 

Last Friday the Supreme Court fi-
nally—finally—ruled that a large por-
tion of the President’s tariffs are un-
constitutional. While, as Chief Justice 
Roberts wrote in his majority opinion 
that the power to impose tariffs is sup-
posed to be controlled by Congress, 
Speaker JOHNSON and the vast major-
ity of congressional Republicans have 
continued to rubberstamp President 
Trump’s disastrous tariffs, even though 
they know that they are raising the 
prices of groceries, housing, and other 
everyday goods. 

In response to the Court’s decision, 
President Trump lashed out at the Jus-
tices who ruled against him, even the 
ones he himself appointed, saying they 
are: ‘‘unpatriotic and disloyal to our 
Constitution,’’ ‘‘swayed by foreign in-
terests,’’ and ‘‘an embarrassment to 
their families.’’ 

Who the hell speaks like this? What 
other President talked like this? It is 
shocking that anyone can defend these 
shameful words by this President. 

Department of Justice lawyers, in 
briefs filed during the case, promised 
more than once to repay the tariffs if 
they lost. We have that in writing. I 
am happy to share it with the gen-
tleman and any of my Republican col-
leagues. They stated: ‘‘If tariffs im-
posed on plaintiffs during these appeals 
are ultimately held unlawful, then the 
government will issue refunds to plain-
tiffs, including any post-judgment in-
terest that accrues.’’ That is the Jus-
tice Department’s own legal brief. 

Well, Mr. Speaker, the Trump admin-
istration lost. They lost big time. Now 
the President is trying hard to break 
yet another promise. 

Get this, when he was asked about 
the refunds, do you know what the 
President said? He said, ‘‘. . . We will 
end up being in court for the next 5 
years.’’ Again, not trying to help aver-
age consumers or small businesses. We 
are going to stay in court so you don’t 
get anything. You don’t get a refund. 

However, if the Republicans were to 
join with Democrats to defeat the pre-
vious question, we will offer an up-or- 
down vote to require the Trump admin-
istration to pay out tariff refunds that 
he owes in the next 90 days. Voting 
with us is a vote to ensure that Presi-
dent Trump follows through on earlier 
promises to give back the stolen 
money. 

The main issue that Americans are 
struggling with is the affordability cri-
sis. People cannot afford food. They 
cannot afford rent. They cannot afford 
utility bills, and the basics. Tariffs are 
one of the primary causes of these ris-
ing prices. 

Republicans are always willing to 
bend over backward to give tax breaks 
to their multimillionaire and -billion-
aire donors, but when we talk about 
helping regular people, Republicans are 
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nowhere to be found. It is never too 
late to do the right thing. 

I urge my colleagues to work with 
Democrats to ensure that the money 
that was illegally stolen is returned, 
that in the future we return the money 
directly into the pockets of working 
families who have had to pay more for 
everything because of these damn tar-
iffs. 

Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to insert the text of my amend-
ment into the RECORD along with ex-
traneous material immediately prior 
to the vote on the previous question. 

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

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mem-

bers are reminded to refrain from en-
gaging in personalities toward the 
President. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman from Ne-
vada (Mr. HORSFORD), the sponsor of 
this bill, to discuss our proposal. 

Mr. HORSFORD. Mr. Speaker, for 
more than a year now, working Mem-
bers and families have been forced to 
pay the price for Donald Trump’s ille-
gal tariffs. Let’s call them what they 
are. Blanket tariffs are blanket taxes. 
They are taxes that the American peo-
ple have paid. 

What did Donald Trump tax when he 
imposed these sweeping, unlawful tar-
iffs? 

He taxed your groceries. He taxed 
your baby formula and your strollers. 
He taxed the inventory sitting on the 
shelves of small businesses that are 
just trying to survive. 

In my home State of Nevada, families 
have paid nearly $1,800 more in the last 
year because of these unlawful taxes. 
That is a rent payment, childcare, a 
car repair, and it is groceries for fami-
lies that are already struggling to get 
by. 

My district has seen the real-world 
consequences. A neighborhood cupcake 
shop, a local brewery, coffee roasters 
who built their dream from the ground 
up were all forced to shutter their 
doors this past year directly because 
their costs have skyrocketed and their 
customers can no longer afford these 
high prices. 

Now the Supreme Court has spoken. 
The emergency authority used to jus-
tify these tariffs—taxes that Ameri-
cans have paid—did not authorize this 
mess. In simple terms: This adminis-
tration did not have the power to do it, 
and yet, they did. Billions of dollars 
were illegally taken—in my view, sto-
len—from the American people. 

Now what are my Republican col-
leagues proposing? They are proposing 
a bill on appliances. They want you, 
the small business owner, the working 
parent, they want you to have to hire 
a lawyer or to sue the Federal Govern-
ment to get your own money back. 
Donald Trump himself said that you 
may have to litigate this for 5 years. 
Mr. Speaker, 5 years? That is not re-

lief. That is a bureaucratic maze. It is 
a rigged system designed to exhaust 
you, to outlast you, and to ensure that 
the little guy never sees a dime. 

Well, we have a solution. My bill, the 
RELIEF Act, does something radical in 
Washington. It makes the government 
fix its own mistake. It requires auto-
matic refunds of all tariff payments 
from the last year within 90 days—no 
application, no protest process, no law-
yer required. If the government took it 
illegally, the government must give it 
back, period. 

To the businesses that received those 
refunds, it is time to bring prices down 
for working people and families who 
have stood by you and who kept you 
afloat. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Nevada. 

Mr. HORSFORD. Mr. Speaker, if Re-
publicans block this vote, they are vot-
ing to keep your money. They are tell-
ing Main Street America: Take us to 
court. They are choosing delay over re-
lief and politics over people. 

Tonight, the President will stand in 
this very Chamber and try to sell the 
American people on his economy. 
Working families don’t need a sales 
pitch; they need relief. They need hon-
esty. They need their money back—no 
more excuses, no more delays, and no 
more courtroom battles. 

Let us return what was taken. Let us 
stand with small businesses. Let us 
stand with the working families. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the previous question and to 
support the RELIEF Act. 

They vote to keep life unaffordable. 
This is a rigged system. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has again ex-
pired. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
an additional 30 seconds to the gen-
tleman from Nevada. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For a 
second time, Members are reminded to 
refrain from engaging in personalities 
toward the President. 

Mr. HORSFORD. Mr. Speaker, the 
President has disregard and disrespect 
for the American people when the Su-
preme Court told him that his actions 
were illegal, they were unconstitu-
tional, and it is time to give the Amer-
ican people their money back, to give 
them relief—not disrespect, not dis-
regard, but their money back. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge my colleagues to 
defeat the previous question and to 
support my bill, the RELIEF Act. If 
they vote ‘‘yes’’ and deny me the abil-
ity to bring forward the RELIEF Act, 
they are keeping your life more 
unaffordable. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman is no longer recognized. 

For a third time, Members are re-
minded to refrain from engaging in 
personalities toward the President. 

b 1250 
Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, it is interesting they 

bring up this previous question, defeat 
the previous question, and we will 
present this other bill. 

Let me explain to the folks back 
home, I know the Speaker understands 
this and my colleagues, I think, under-
stand this: that is, in the form of an 
amendment and adding to the existing 
bills in the rule, it is not germane to 
either of the two bills in the rule. 

We talk about trying to follow the 
rules and do all of that, and in this 
case, I am going to actually agree with 
my colleague on the other side of the 
aisle who said: There is Jefferson look-
ing down on us, and if he saw the way 
we were operating, he would be dis-
gusted. 

I happen to agree with that, but 
never in my years in Congress have I 
heard my colleagues on the other side 
of the aisle say that they want to re-
turn to using ‘‘Jefferson’s Manual of 
Parliamentary Practice’’ as the exclu-
sive way to operate here. 

Now, I, for one, would accept that. I 
owe a lot to Mr. Jefferson because I 
learned ‘‘Jefferson’s Manual of Par-
liamentary Practice’’ while I was a 
member of the Virginia House of Dele-
gates, and that knowledge ultimately 
led me to being the majority floor lead-
er for my party. 

However, never have I heard my col-
leagues on the other side—I have heard 
Mr. WEBSTER of Florida say very posi-
tive things about ‘‘Jefferson’s Manual 
of Parliamentary Practice.’’ I think 
that Mr. MASSIE would be agreeable to 
go along with just having this place op-
erate under ‘‘Jefferson’s Manual of 
Parliamentary Practice.’’ I have advo-
cated that we get a lot closer to Jeffer-
son than to the Wild Wild West that we 
have now, where amendments can be 
offered willy-nilly on the floor if it is 
an open rule or brought to the Rules 
Committee that have nothing to do 
with the underlying legislation. 

That is what the previous question 
does as well. It offers a completely dif-
ferent bill on a completely different 
matter. 

It is fascinating to me as I watch 
this, and my colleagues on the other 
side are very skilled at this, it is fas-
cinating to me, Mr. Speaker, that it is 
always about the political issue of the 
day. 

They play great politics. I wish they 
played as good at legislating as they do 
at politicking. I like legislating, and I 
wish we did more of it around here. Yet 
this is the system that we have grown 
into, and I will join them in advocating 
for all kinds of reform as we come to 
the next rules adoption at the end of 
this term. 

I look forward to working with them 
if that is what they really want, but I 
think it is political lip service and not 
sincere thoughts of following the direc-
tion that Mr. Jefferson set forth after 
studying 400 years of parliamentary 
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practice and procedure that he put for-
ward when he was Vice President of the 
United States and as the presiding offi-
cer over the Senate. 

So I submit to you, Mr. Speaker, that 
these are fine bills, and that this rule 
is fine. The one-half hour afforded to 
my colleagues and friends on the other 
side of the aisle is often used for polit-
ical purposes, and that is what we are 
seeing today. It is for political pur-
poses, but that does not mean we 
should not vote for this rule, and it 
does not mean we should not vote for 
these bills. 

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

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I can hardly believe my 
ears. The gentleman said that he wants 
to legislate. He could have fooled me, 
because as far as I can tell, the gen-
tleman has voted for virtually every 
single, if not every single, closed rule 
that has come out of the Rules Com-
mittee. There were 117 closed rules he 
voted for in the Committee and on the 
floor. There were 117 closed rules, no 
amendments allowed at all, no amend-
ments, and a lot of them were germane. 

Now we are hearing that, oh, well, 
you know, we are just trying to man-
age this House better. My Republican 
friends now regularly do not even call 
for amendments. They basically let ev-
erybody know that whatever you sub-
mit, we are going to turn away and we 
are going to block because we don’t 
want any amendments at all. 

Really? 
Is that the process that my friends 

are defending? 
I think I just heard the gentleman 

say for several minutes a lot of words 
basically trying to justify why the 
American people don’t deserve a refund 
as a result of Trump’s illegal tariffs. 
Okay. If that is their position, fine. I 
actually think the American people de-
serve a refund. They deserve a check. 
Small businesses deserve a check from 
this President’s illegal tariffs. That is 
what the Supreme Court has said. They 
are illegal. 

The gentleman has talked a lot about 
appliances as if that is what is on 
everybody’s mind. I don’t know about 
his district, but when I do townhalls, 
the first words out of my constituents’ 
mouths are not showerheads or water 
heaters or stoves. They are worried 
about prices rising all across the board. 

They also want us to talk about real, 
serious challenges that we are faced 
with here, not just issues of afford-
ability. That is because right now, 
right as we gather here today talking 
about appliances, President Trump is 
ramping up toward a strike against 
Iran, a war. 

Reports say that his national secu-
rity team is telling him that the U.S. 
military could be ready to hit Iran 
within days, and they are openly talk-
ing about a massive, weeks-long cam-
paign. 

Why? 

They are suddenly claiming that Iran 
is a mere week away from having the 
material to make a nuclear bomb. 

It sounds like what happened last 
year if you remember, Mr. Speaker. In 
June of 2025, Trump said that Iran was 
weeks away from getting a nuke. 

What happened? 
The administration proceeded to 

bomb Iran. 
The White House spent the entirety 

of last summer telling the world that 
Iran’s nuclear facilities had been oblit-
erated in a strike that the U.S. con-
ducted. Those aren’t my words. Those 
are the words of this administration. 
They said ‘‘obliterated’’ over and over 
and over again—obliterated. It is still 
up on their website. 

So which is it? 
If Iran’s nuclear facilities were oblit-

erated, then why are we sprinting to-
ward another war based on false claims 
about weapons of mass destruction? 

They weren’t obliterated. If that was 
all political spin to make their strike 
sound more successful than it actually 
was, then why should anyone trust the 
judgment of the people now pushing us 
toward escalation? 

This is how disasters start, not with 
a clear plan, not with honesty, but 
with a President who thinks foreign 
policy is a reality show and human 
lives are props. 

Let’s be clear about what is at stake: 
Americans in uniform, American fami-
lies, a region that could explode, an 
economy in which working people are 
already struggling to survive, and 
where a wider war could set energy 
prices soaring and make life even more 
expensive for everybody back home. 

Congress is not a rubberstamp. It 
should not be a rubberstamp. The Con-
stitution does not give one man the 
power to drag this country into an-
other war on a whim. 

De-escalate. Get serious about diplo-
macy. Tell the truth. If the President 
thinks he needs a war, then he can 
come to the people’s House, and he can 
make his case out in the open where 
the American people can see, hear, and 
judge it. Then, let’s wait to let us vote 
on it, because it is Congress, after all, 
who decides where and when to go to 
war. It is not the President; it is Con-
gress that is to decide that. 

Again, given what is potentially 
about to happen, you would think that 
we would want to have that debate 
here, Mr. Speaker. I don’t care which 
side, maybe even if you want to go to 
war with Iran, Mr. Speaker, you would 
think you would want to have that de-
bate to convince the American people 
that it is the right thing to do. Mr. 
Speaker, you would think you would 
want to go on record as voting for that 
war. I think it is a terrible mistake, 
but I would think if you felt the oppo-
site, Mr. Speaker, you would want to 
be transparent and open about it. 

Guess what. Nothing. 
We are debating phony bills on appli-

ances, on stupid stuff, when people are 
hurting every day because they can’t 
afford the basics. 

We are on the verge of going to war, 
and this is what we are doing? This is 
what we are doing, appliances? 

Give me a break. 
Mr. Speaker, I reserve the balance of 

my time. 
Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 

myself such time as I may consume. 
Mr. Speaker, there they go again. It 

is just amazing. It is. It is fascinating 
to me. I love the governmental process. 
I have since I was a kid, and it is just 
interesting to watch how all this goes. 

First, let me just say it. I would ap-
preciate it if my colleagues would not 
put words into my mouth. The gen-
tleman said something along the lines 
of that I didn’t want to do refunds. I 
said nothing of the sort. 

I talked about how their amendment 
was not germane. I talked about how 
Jefferson wouldn’t like the way we run 
things. I talked about how with this 
defeating of the previous question, 
they would offer an amendment on 
something that had nothing to do with 
the appliances, and now we take a rule 
on two appliance bills—and, look, Mr. 
Speaker, they want to say we should be 
debating other things that are fair 
game. But we are talking about a rule 
on two appliance bills, and suddenly— 
this is really germane, Mr. Speaker— 
we are making it about war in Iran. 

Let me make this perfectly clear. I 
don’t think Iran gives one iota of con-
cern. I had to clean up my language, 
Mr. Speaker. I don’t think Iran cares 
about what kind of appliances the 
American consumer buys. American 
consumers care, but I don’t think Iran 
cares. By golly, we are not going to 
war over appliances in Iran. 

b 1300 

There are lots of other things we can 
talk about. I do believe that we should 
be talking about other things as well, 
but that is not what is before us right 
this minute. 

What is before us is a rule dealing 
with two bills that deal with lowering 
prices on appliances, and that is what 
we ought to be dealing with. Clearly, 
the bills are not so bad, or my col-
leagues on the other side wouldn’t 
want to talk about everything but 
those two bills. 

They talked about it a little bit. I 
give them credit for that, but, Mr. 
Speaker, I think we have beaten this 
horse, this dead horse, about as much 
as it can go. 

Mr. Speaker, I am prepared to close, 
and I reserve the balance of my time. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, may I 
inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Massachusetts has 51⁄2 
minutes remaining. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time to close 
because I assume the gentleman has no 
further speakers on his side. 

Mr. Speaker, what we are really vot-
ing on here is not just a rule. It is 
whether the House of Representatives 
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is going to act like a real legislature or 
whether it is going to keep acting like 
it works for Donald Trump. 

Closed rules have become the norm 
around here. As I said earlier, 3,300 
amendments have been blocked, and 
many of them have been germane. In 
fact, most of them have been germane. 
It has just become a habit for the gen-
tleman and other Republicans on the 
Rules Committee to vote ‘‘no.’’ They 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

I don’t want to hear an argument 
about germaneness because when 
amendments are germane—again, most 
of those that have been offered have 
been germane—up to 3,300 amendments 
have been blocked. That is what is hap-
pening here. 

We are getting lectures and lectures 
and lectures about legislating, and the 
bottom line is that this Republican 
majority basically has thrown the rule 
book out. To hell with Jefferson. To 
hell with this institution. To hell with 
the Constitution. We are just going to 
shut everything down. That is what we 
are doing here. 

If the gentleman or anybody on the 
other side thinks that appliances are 
the most important thing in the world, 
fine. They can bring them to the floor. 
But let us offer amendments and re-
spect us and, by the way, other Repub-
licans who want you to bring more im-
portant matters to the floor. Whether 
it is votes on war and peace or votes on 
affordability or votes on the tariffs, we 
ought to have those debates on the 
floor. They are always blocked. We 
can’t talk about those things. It is so 
disappointing and so sad, Mr. Speaker. 

The bottom line is, it is not just 
Democratic amendments, but Repub-
lican amendments, bipartisan amend-
ments. Anything that might force a 
real debate or real vote is blocked. 

The message that it sends is simple: 
The leadership doesn’t want account-
ability. They want control, total con-
trol. 

That is why the exchange with my 
colleague from Virginia that we had 
last night is so important. If Repub-
licans are mad because Members are 
asking hard questions or we are talk-
ing about issues that may not be nec-
essarily relevant to the bills we are 
talking about, it is because we don’t 
have any other chance to do so. 

I get it. My Republican friends don’t 
want scrutiny. They don’t want day-
light. They want us to sit down, shut 
up, and vote for Trump. Guess what. 
We are not going to do that. We are not 
going to do that. 

The bills before us today are a per-
fect example of what happens when you 
silence regular people and empower 
those at the top. Working families are 
getting squeezed by Trump’s economic 
mess. Costs are up. People can feel it 
every time they swipe a card at the 
grocery store or open their checkbook 
to pay a utility bill. 

Instead of bringing serious cost-of- 
living relief to the floor—housing, 
healthcare, childcare, prescription 

drugs, cracking down on price 
gouging—Republicans bring bills like 
this so that we can pretend that we are 
doing something when we are not. 

That is the scam: Protect the people 
at the top. Stage a few votes for press 
releases. Then lie to the American peo-
ple and tell them that the economy is 
going great. 

The people I represent are not buying 
this bs. They are asking us to take on 
the folks rigging the economy against 
them. They are asking for a House that 
debates and approves legislation, not 
one that takes orders and acts like a 
rubber stamp for the White House. 
They are asking for real relief from 
Donald Trump’s awful economy, which 
is making life harder for regular fami-
lies. 

Mr. Speaker, we have a President 
who wants to be king, and unfortu-
nately, we have Republicans in this 
House who bow down to him. We have 
officials in this administration who 
have compared the House of Represent-
atives and Congress to the Russian 
Duma, a legislative body in name only, 
a body that just rubberstamps what-
ever the Russian leader, whatever 
Putin, says. 

I don’t want to be the Russian Duma. 
I want to adhere to the ideals of Thom-
as Jefferson. We ought to be debating. 
We ought to have amendments made in 
order. We ought to legislate. We ought 
to behave like we are the United States 
House of Representatives, and we are 
not. 

It is so disappointing. The precedents 
that are being set here are so dis-
appointing. It is depressing what has 
happened to this House. 

I say to my colleagues: vote against 
this rule. Another two closed rules, 
that is what we are getting here. No 
amendments at all, nothing, two closed 
rules, take it or leave it. 

We have to do better. I am so dis-
appointed with my Republican col-
leagues who go along to get along, who 
are so afraid of being punished by the 
bully in the White House, who are so 
afraid of even changing a comma in a 
bill because there might be retribution. 

We are all elected by the people of 
this country. We ought to start acting 
like it. We ought to start fighting 
back. We ought to start legislating and 
deliberating. We ought to restore some 
dignity to the House of Representa-
tives. 

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

The SPEAKER pro tempore. For a 
final time, Members are reminded to 
refrain from engaging in personalities 
toward the President. 

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself the balance of my time. 

Mr. Speaker, I know it might be hard 
for folks back home to follow as they 
are watching this on C–SPAN, but this 
is about a rule to bring two small bills 
to the floor of the House. 

I am not arguing that they are the 
biggest things in the world. They are 
smaller bills. That is true. That criti-

cism is fair, but everything else that 
has been thrown into the debate today 
is not relevant to what we are debat-
ing. It is just an opportunity for politi-
cizing everything that the other side of 
the aisle thinks is wrong. 

We have freedom of speech. They can 
do that in lots of places. I would hope 
that someday we would return this 
floor to talking about the relevancy of 
the issues before us as opposed to hav-
ing a free-for-all, but a free-for-all is 
what we have. 

Let me talk about—because I believe 
strongly in doing that—these bills. 
These bills will roll back some things 
that were putting pressure on natural 
gas appliances, saying that if you 
wanted to buy one, I guess you could, 
but you are going to end up spending 
more money by getting cities, coun-
ties, and States to say that you have to 
have a zero net sum if you were going 
to put in some kind of appliance that 
you want in buildings. Whether it be a 
home, factory, or school, they need to 
be zero-sum. Either buy credits some-
where or come out with a zero-sum 
model, but you can’t use fossil fuels, in 
particular natural gas, in this case. 

I think these bills correct that prob-
lem. These bills help in a small way 
with the economy. It is amazing to me 
the things that can get said on this 
floor. My colleague probably would 
agree with me, except that we see 
things differently because they keep 
talking about this terrible economy. 

I wish it were better. I have never 
said it was at its peak or where it 
ought to be, but I will tell you that it 
is much better than it was under the 
Biden-Harris administration. The so- 
called Inflation Reduction Act actually 
caused a huge spike in inflation. The 
American people are still paying the 
price for that. 

They want to blame it on Trump be-
cause he has been in office now for 13 
months, but the problem was created 
in the Biden-Harris administration, not 
in the Trump administration. The 
Trump administration and this Repub-
lican majority, small as it is, have been 
fighting day in and day out to bring 
down those costs on numerous fronts. 

Today, we are not here to talk about 
every affront out there or whether we 
want to go to war or not go to war with 
Iran—and that should be debated by 
the House—but about two appliance 
bills. That is what I am speaking 
about. 

The fact is, as Jefferson looks down, 
he wouldn’t have to worry about closed 
rules if we operated closer to ‘‘Jeffer-
son’s Manual of Parliamentary Prac-
tice.’’ I look forward to moving us in 
that direction and working with my 
colleagues. The first step is to pass this 
rule on two simple appliance bills that 
will make things a little bit more af-
fordable, hopefully make the appli-
ances a little more efficient. 

b 1310 

I had a constituent talk to me a 
number of years ago about some of 
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these regulations coming out where she 
was having to take a garden hose and 
fill up her washer because in order to 
be efficient, they weren’t allowing so 
much water to be put into each load of 
clothes. 

It is because of that kind of silly 
thinking that we are trying to stop and 
make things better for the American 
consumer, to make things more afford-
able, and to make things just a little 
bit better. If we can take a half a step 
today and a full step tomorrow, even-
tually we can get this economy, that 
was totally screwed up by the previous 
administration under Biden and Harris, 
back on track to serve the American 
people. 

The material previously referred to 
by Mr. MCGOVERN is as follows: 
AN AMENDMENT TO H. RES. 1075 OFFERED BY 

MR. MCGOVERN OF MASSACHUSETTS 

At the end of the resolution, add the fol-
lowing: 

SEC. 3. Immediately upon adoption of this 
resolution, the House shall proceed to the 
consideration in the House of the bill (H.R. 
7615) to require the Commissioner of U.S. 
Customs and Border Protection to refund 
tariffs collected under the International 
Emergency Economic Powers Act, and for 
other purposes. All points of order against 
consideration of the bill are waived. The bill 
shall be considered as read. All points of 
order against provisions in the bill are 
waived. The previous question shall be con-
sidered as ordered on the bill and on any 
amendment thereto to final passage without 
intervening motion except: (1) one hour of 
debate equally divided and controlled by the 
chair and ranking minority member of the 
Committee on Ways and Means or their re-
spective designees; and (2) one motion to re-
commit. 

SEC. 4. Clause 1(c) of rule XIX and clause 8 
of rule XX shall not apply to the consider-
ation of H.R. 7615. 

SEC. 5. The Clerk shall transmit to the 
Senate a message that the House has passed 
H.R. 7615 no later than three calendar days 
after passage. 

Mr. GRIFFITH. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
back the balance of my time, and I 
move the previous question on the res-
olution. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 
question is on ordering the previous 
question on the resolution. 

The question was taken; and the 
Speaker pro tempore announced that 
the ayes appeared to have it. 

Mr. MCGOVERN. Mr. Speaker, on 
that I demand the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-

ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question will be post-
poned. 

f 

RECESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12(a) of rule I, the Chair 
declares the House in recess subject to 
the call of the Chair. 

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 11 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

b 1331 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. GOLDMAN of Texas) at 1 
o’clock and 31 minutes p.m. 

f 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER 
PRO TEMPORE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pro-
ceedings will resume on questions pre-
viously postponed. Votes will be taken 
in the following order: 

Motions to suspend the rules and 
pass: 

H.R. 6329; and 
S. 2503; 
Ordering the previous question on 

House Resolution 1075; and 
Adoption of House Resolution 1075, if 

ordered. 
The first electronic vote will be con-

ducted as a 15-minute vote. Pursuant 
to clause 9 of rule XX, remaining elec-
tronic votes will be conducted as 5- 
minute votes. 

f 

INFORMATION QUALITY 
ASSURANCE ACT OF 2025 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, the unfin-
ished business is the vote on the mo-
tion to suspend the rules and pass the 
bill (H.R. 6329) to ensure that Federal 
agencies rely on the best reasonably 
available scientific, technical, demo-
graphic, economic, and statistical in-
formation and evidence to develop, 
issue or inform the public of the nature 
and bases of Federal agency rules and 
guidance, and for other purposes, on 
which the yeas and nays were ordered. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

question is on the motion offered by 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
(Mr. TIMMONS) that the House suspend 
the rules and pass the bill. 

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 362, nays 1, 
not voting 69, as follows: 

[Roll No. 71] 

YEAS—362 

Adams 
Aderholt 
Aguilar 
Allen 
Amo 
Amodei (NV) 
Ansari 
Bacon 
Balint 
Barr 
Barragán 
Barrett 
Baumgartner 
Bean (FL) 
Beatty 
Begich 
Bentz 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bice 
Biggs (AZ) 
Biggs (SC) 
Bilirakis 
Bishop 
Boebert 
Bonamici 

Bost 
Boyle (PA) 
Bresnahan 
Brown 
Brownley 
Buchanan 
Budzinski 
Burchett 
Bynum 
Calvert 
Carbajal 
Carey 
Carson 
Carter (LA) 
Carter (TX) 
Casar 
Case 
Casten 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cherfilus- 

McCormick 
Chu 
Cisneros 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 

Cline 
Cloud 
Clyburn 
Clyde 
Cohen 
Cole 
Comer 
Courtney 
Craig 
Crane 
Crank 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Crow 
Cuellar 
Davids (KS) 
Davidson 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (NC) 
De La Cruz 
DeGette 
DelBene 
Deluzio 
DeSaulnier 
DesJarlais 
Dexter 

Diaz-Balart 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Donalds 
Downing 
Edwards 
Elfreth 
Ellzey 
Emmer 
Escobar 
Espaillat 
Estes 
Evans (CO) 
Ezell 
Fallon 
Feenstra 
Fields 
Figures 
Fine 
Finstad 
Fischbach 
Fitzgerald 
Fitzpatrick 
Fleischmann 
Flood 
Fong 
Foushee 
Foxx 
Frankel, Lois 
Franklin, Scott 
Friedman 
Frost 
Fry 
Fulcher 
Garamendi 
Garbarino 
Garcia (CA) 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Gill (TX) 
Gillen 
Goldman (NY) 
Goldman (TX) 
Gonzales, Tony 
Gonzalez, V. 
Gooden 
Goodlander 
Gosar 
Gottheimer 
Graves 
Gray 
Green, Al (TX) 
Griffith 
Grijalva 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hageman 
Hamadeh (AZ) 
Harder (CA) 
Haridopolos 
Harrigan 
Harris (MD) 
Harris (NC) 
Harshbarger 
Hayes 
Hern (OK) 
Higgins (LA) 
Himes 
Hinson 
Horsford 
Houchin 
Houlahan 
Hoyle (OR) 
Hudson 
Huffman 
Huizenga 
Hurd (CO) 
Issa 
Ivey 
Jack 
Jackson (TX) 
Jacobs 
James 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Kamlager-Dove 
Kean 
Kelly (IL) 
Kelly (MS) 

Kelly (PA) 
Kennedy (NY) 
Kennedy (UT) 
Khanna 
Kiggans (VA) 
Kiley (CA) 
Kim 
Knott 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kustoff 
LaHood 
LaLota 
Landsman 
Langworthy 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Latta 
Lawler 
Lee (FL) 
Lee (NV) 
Lee (PA) 
Leger Fernandez 
Letlow 
Levin 
Liccardo 
Lieu 
Lofgren 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luna 
Luttrell 
Mace 
Mackenzie 
Malliotakis 
Maloy 
Mann 
Mannion 
Massie 
Matsui 
McBride 
McClain 
McClain Delaney 
McClellan 
McClintock 
McCollum 
McCormick 
McDonald Rivet 
McDowell 
McGarvey 
McGovern 
McGuire 
McIver 
Menendez 
Messmer 
Mfume 
Miller (IL) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WV) 
Miller-Meeks 
Mills 
Min 
Moolenaar 
Moore (AL) 
Moore (NC) 
Moore (UT) 
Moore (WI) 
Moore (WV) 
Moran 
Morelle 
Morrison 
Moskowitz 
Mullin 
Neal 
Neguse 
Nehls 
Newhouse 
Norcross 
Norman 
Nunn (IA) 
Obernolte 
Olszewski 
Omar 
Onder 
Owens 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Patronis 
Pelosi 
Perez 
Perry 
Peters 
Pettersen 
Pfluger 
Pingree 
Pocan 

Pou 
Pressley 
Quigley 
Ramirez 
Randall 
Riley (NY) 
Rivas 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rose 
Ross 
Rouzer 
Ruiz 
Rulli 
Rutherford 
Ryan 
Salazar 
Salinas 
Sánchez 
Scalise 
Scanlon 
Schmidt 
Schneider 
Scholten 
Schrier 
Schweikert 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, Austin 
Scott, David 
Self 
Sessions 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Shreve 
Simon 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smith (NJ) 
Smith (WA) 
Smucker 
Sorensen 
Soto 
Stansbury 
Stanton 
Steil 
Steube 
Stevens 
Strickland 
Stutzman 
Subramanyam 
Suozzi 
Swalwell 
Sykes 
Takano 
Taylor 
Thanedar 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiffany 
Tlaib 
Tokuda 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres (NY) 
Tran 
Turner (OH) 
Underwood 
Valadao 
Van Duyne 
Van Epps 
Van Orden 
Vargas 
Vasquez 
Vindman 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Walkinshaw 
Wasserman 

Schultz 
Watson Coleman 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Westerman 
Whitesides 
Wied 
Williams (GA) 
Williams (TX) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yakym 
Zinke 

NAYS—1 

Fletcher 
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