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public companies to potentially have 
to calculate and report their total cli-
mate-related risks, including their 
emissions. 

This proposed rule would upend the 
entire agricultural economy and im-
pose a tremendous added cost to farm-
ers who put food on our tables and sub-
sequently to all of us who eat that 
food. 

Congress never gave the Securities 
and Exchange Commission the author-
ity to enact regulations regarding the 
environment or climate, but the Biden 
administration has been adamant 
about carrying out their progressive 
agenda nevertheless. 

That is why we are working to put an 
end to out-of-control government and 
Washington bureaucrats by passing the 
REINS Act. 

Madam Speaker, I urge all Members 
to join me in voting ‘‘yes’’ on this leg-
islation so that Congress can go back 
to being the necessary check on these 
rogue officials just as our Founders in-
tended. 

f 

HONORING THE LIFE OF OTTO 
WARMBIER 

(Mrs. KIM of California asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend her remarks.) 

Mrs. KIM of California. Madam 
Speaker, I rise to honor the life of Otto 
Frederick Warmbier, who died at the 
hands of the North Korean regime 6 
years ago, on June 19, 2017. 

Otto was a dedicated young man. He 
was a salutatorian of his high school 
and attended the University of Vir-
ginia. He was imprisoned and tortured 
by the brutal North Korean regime 
during a school tour. 

He died just a few days after his re-
lease. 

Otto experienced what no human 
being should ever have to go through. 
While he is no longer with us, his fam-
ily carries on his legacy with their ad-
vocacy and strength. 

As a proud Korean American and as 
chairwoman of the Indo-Pacific Sub-
committee, I will always be a loud 
voice for global human rights and hold 
violators accountable. 

Madam Speaker, we remember and 
honor Otto always. In Korean: ‘‘uli- 
neun Otto-leul yeong-wonhi gieok-hal 
geos-ibnida.’’ 

f 

b 1215 

STOP ATF’S PISTOL BRACE RULE 

(Mr. WILLIAMS of Texas asked and 
was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute.) 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Texas. Madam 
Speaker, I rise today because we are 
witnessing yet another attack on the 
Constitution by President Biden. 

As of June 1, due to the reclassifica-
tion of firearms attached with stabi-
lizing braces, millions of law-abiding 
Americans are at risk of prosecution 

by the Federal Government at a time 
in which trust in the justice system is 
at an all-time low. 

There is no evidence that this rule 
would make Americans safer. In fact, it 
makes it more difficult to obtain a 
safety attachment, putting more lives 
at risk. 

Historically, stabilizing braces were 
designed for disabled veterans, allow-
ing them to safely participate in rec-
reational shooting. 

This is not just a threat to our rights 
but a direct attack on our veterans, 
who have selflessly put their lives on 
the line to protect this great country. 

We have seen time and time again 
that, first, they come for your guns, 
and then, they come for everything 
else. 

I am proud to have cosponsored this 
legislation to defend our God-given 
rights. 

Under President Biden, Federal agen-
cies such as the ATF have acted as law-
makers through the introduction of 
new rules and regulations. 

Madam Speaker, it is time to rein in 
the President and bring lawmaking 
back to the people’s House. I urge all of 
my colleagues to support this impor-
tant piece of legislation. The future of 
America depends on you. 

In God we trust. 
f 

CALLING ATTENTION TO RISE OF 
ANTI-SEMITISM 

(Mr. SANTOS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.) 

Mr. SANTOS. Madam Speaker, I rise 
to call attention to the concerning rise 
of anti-Semitism that is proliferating 
nationwide. 

Last weekend, in Plainview, New 
York, my constituents were subjected 
to the intimidation of the Goyim De-
fense League, aka the GDL, a growing 
hate organization that propagates anti- 
Semitic rhetoric. 

It pains me to report that the hench-
men of the GDL descended on my dis-
trict and distributed flyers that fea-
tured anti-Jewish propaganda images 
of the Star of David drawn onto the 
heads of Federal lawmakers. 

As the Congressman for Plainview, I 
am speechless and appalled. For me, 
this is a sobering reminder that even in 
2023, anti-Semitic incidents like this 
happen every day across the country. 

It is critical that this body continues 
to support and stand with the Jewish 
community and Israel. I hope my col-
leagues join me in the fight against 
anti-Semitism and send a clear mes-
sage that anti-Semitism will not be 
tolerated in the United States of Amer-
ica. 

f 

OPPOSING GAS STOVE BANS 

(Mr. LANGWORTHY asked and was 
given permission to address the House 
for 1 minute.) 

Mr. LANGWORTHY. Madam Speak-
er, when Winter Storm Elliott hit my 

district in western New York over 
Christmas, causing blackouts and trag-
ically taking the lives of over 40 peo-
ple, many of my constituents had to 
rely on their gas stoves for heating 
sources. 

Soon, if left unchecked, access to this 
safe and reliable natural gas energy 
will be cut off by the Biden administra-
tion so that they can make their 
dreams of implementing the Green New 
Deal a reality. 

This isn’t just an empty threat. Gov-
ernor Kathy Hochul and New York 
Democrats already passed a statewide 
ban on natural gas hookups in new res-
idential and commercial buildings. 

Heating bills in New York rose by 30 
percent this past winter, and they will 
continue to climb if we allow the Biden 
administration to further regulate 
Americans out of affordable energy. 

Madam Speaker, I urge my col-
leagues in the House and Senate to tell 
the unelected bureaucrats in the Biden 
administration that we won’t stand 
idly and silently by while they take 
away our gas stoves. 

f 

HOUR OF MEETING ON TOMORROW 

Mr. SANTOS. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the 
House adjourns today, it adjourn to 
meet at 9 a.m. tomorrow. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mrs. 
KIGGANS of Virginia). Is there objection 
to the request of the gentleman from 
New York? 

There was no objection. 
f 

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS OF 
FORMER MEMBERS PROGRAM 

Mr. SANTOS. Madam Speaker, I ask 
unanimous consent that the pro-
ceedings during the former Members 
program be printed in the CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD and that all Members 
and former Members who spoke during 
the proceedings have the privilege of 
revising and extending their remarks. 

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

There was no objection. 
f 

REMOVAL OF NAME OF MEMBER 
AS COSPONSOR OF H.R. 1761 

Mr. SANTOS. Madam Speaker, I 
hereby remove my name as a cosponsor 
of H.R. 1761. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman’s request is granted. 

f 

REGULATIONS FROM THE EXECU-
TIVE IN NEED OF SCRUTINY ACT 
OF 2023 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 495 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 277. 

Will the gentleman from Guam (Mr. 
MOYLAN) kindly resume the chair. 
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IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
Accordingly, the House resolved 

itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
277) to amend chapter 8 of title 5, 
United States Code, to provide that 
major rules of the executive branch 
shall have no force or effect unless a 
joint resolution of approval is enacted 
into law, with Mr. MOYLAN in the 
chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The CHAIR. When the Committee of 

the Whole rose on Tuesday, June 13, 
2023, all time for general debate pursu-
ant to House Resolution 495 had ex-
pired. 

Pursuant to the rule, the bill shall be 
considered for amendment under the 5- 
minute rule. 

In lieu of the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by 
the Committee on the Judiciary, print-
ed in the bill, an amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute consisting of the 
text of Rules Committee Print 118–6 
shall be considered as adopted. The 
bill, as amended, shall be considered as 
the original bill for the purpose of fur-
ther amendment under the 5-minute 
rule and shall be considered as read. 

The text of the bill, as amended, is as 
follows: 

H.R. 277 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-

resentatives of the United States of America in 
Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE. 
This Act may be cited as the ‘‘Regulations 

from the Executive in Need of Scrutiny Act of 
2023’’ or the ‘‘REINS Act of 2023’’. 
SEC. 2. PURPOSE. 

The purpose of this Act is to increase account-
ability for and transparency in the Federal reg-
ulatory process. Section 1 of article I of the 
United States Constitution grants all legislative 
powers to Congress. Over time, Congress has ex-
cessively delegated its constitutional charge 
while failing to conduct appropriate oversight 
and retain accountability for the content of the 
laws it passes. By requiring a vote in Congress, 
the REINS Act will result in more carefully 
drafted and detailed legislation, an improved 
regulatory process, and a legislative branch that 
is truly accountable to the American people for 
the laws imposed upon them. 
SEC. 3. CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW OF AGENCY 

RULEMAKING. 
Chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, is 

amended to read as follows: 
‘‘CHAPTER 8—CONGRESSIONAL REVIEW 

OF AGENCY RULEMAKING 
‘‘Sec. 
‘‘801. Congressional review. 
‘‘802. Congressional approval procedure for 

major rules. 
‘‘803. Congressional disapproval procedure for 

nonmajor rules. 
‘‘804. Definitions. 
‘‘805. Judicial review. 
‘‘806. Exemption for monetary policy. 
‘‘807. Effective date of certain rules. 
‘‘§ 801. Congressional review 

‘‘(a)(1)(A) Before a rule may take effect, the 
Federal agency promulgating such rule shall 
publish in the Federal Register a list of informa-
tion on which the rule is based, including data, 
scientific and economic studies, and cost-benefit 
analyses, and identify how the public can ac-

cess such information online, and shall submit 
to each House of the Congress and to the Comp-
troller General a report containing— 

‘‘(i) a copy of the rule; 
‘‘(ii) a concise general statement relating to 

the rule; 
‘‘(iii) a classification of the rule as a major or 

nonmajor rule, including an explanation of the 
classification specifically addressing each cri-
teria for a major rule contained within subpara-
graphs (A) through (C) of section 804(2); 

‘‘(iv) a list of any other related regulatory ac-
tions intended to implement the same statutory 
provision or regulatory objective as well as the 
individual and aggregate economic effects of 
those actions; and 

‘‘(v) the proposed effective date of the rule. 
‘‘(B) On the date of the submission of the re-

port under subparagraph (A), the Federal agen-
cy promulgating the rule shall submit to the 
Comptroller General and make available to each 
House of Congress— 

‘‘(i) a complete copy of the cost-benefit anal-
ysis of the rule, if any, including an analysis of 
any jobs added or lost, differentiating between 
public and private sector jobs; 

‘‘(ii) the agency’s actions pursuant to sections 
603, 604, 605, 607, and 609 of this title; 

‘‘(iii) the agency’s actions pursuant to sec-
tions 202, 203, 204, and 205 of the Unfunded 
Mandates Reform Act of 1995; and 

‘‘(iv) any other relevant information or re-
quirements under any other Act and any rel-
evant Executive orders. 

‘‘(C) Upon receipt of a report submitted under 
subparagraph (A), each House shall provide 
copies of the report to the chairman and rank-
ing member of each standing committee with ju-
risdiction under the rules of the House of Rep-
resentatives or the Senate to report a bill to 
amend the provision of law under which the 
rule is issued. 

‘‘(2)(A) The Comptroller General shall provide 
a report on each major rule to the committees of 
jurisdiction by the end of 15 calendar days after 
the submission or publication date. The report 
of the Comptroller General shall include an as-
sessment of the agency’s compliance with proce-
dural steps required by paragraph (1)(B) and an 
assessment of whether the major rule imposes 
any new limits or mandates on private-sector 
activity. 

‘‘(B) Federal agencies shall cooperate with the 
Comptroller General by providing information 
relevant to the Comptroller General’s report 
under subparagraph (A). 

‘‘(3) A major rule relating to a report sub-
mitted under paragraph (1) shall take effect 
upon enactment of a joint resolution of approval 
described in section 802 or as provided for in the 
rule following enactment of a joint resolution of 
approval described in section 802, whichever is 
later. 

‘‘(4) A nonmajor rule shall take effect as pro-
vided by section 803 after submission to Congress 
under paragraph (1). 

‘‘(5) If a joint resolution of approval relating 
to a major rule is not enacted within the period 
provided in subsection (b)(2), then a joint reso-
lution of approval relating to the same rule may 
not be considered under this chapter in the same 
Congress by either the House of Representatives 
or the Senate. 

‘‘(b)(1) A major rule shall not take effect un-
less the Congress enacts a joint resolution of ap-
proval described under section 802. 

‘‘(2) If a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) is not enacted into law by the end of 
70 session days or legislative days, as applicable, 
beginning on the date on which the report re-
ferred to in subsection (a)(1)(A) is received by 
Congress (excluding days either House of Con-
gress is adjourned for more than 3 days during 
a session of Congress), then the rule described in 
that resolution shall be deemed not to be ap-
proved and such rule shall not take effect. 

‘‘(c)(1) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of this section (except subject to paragraph (3)), 

a major rule may take effect for one 90-cal-
endar-day period if the President makes a deter-
mination under paragraph (2) and submits writ-
ten notice of such determination to the Con-
gress. 

‘‘(2) Paragraph (1) applies to a determination 
made by the President by Executive order that 
the major rule should take effect because such 
rule is— 

‘‘(A) necessary because of an imminent threat 
to health or safety or other emergency; 

‘‘(B) necessary for the enforcement of criminal 
laws; 

‘‘(C) necessary for national security; or 
‘‘(D) issued pursuant to any statute imple-

menting an international trade agreement. 
‘‘(3) An exercise by the President of the au-

thority under this subsection shall have no ef-
fect on the procedures under section 802. 

‘‘(d)(1) In addition to the opportunity for re-
view otherwise provided under this chapter, in 
the case of any rule for which a report was sub-
mitted in accordance with subsection (a)(1)(A) 
during the period beginning on the date occur-
ring— 

‘‘(A) in the case of the Senate, 60 session days; 
or 

‘‘(B) in the case of the House of Representa-
tives, 60 legislative days, 
before the date the Congress is scheduled to ad-
journ a session of Congress through the date on 
which the same or succeeding Congress first 
convenes its next session, sections 802 and 803 
shall apply to such rule in the succeeding ses-
sion of Congress. 

‘‘(2)(A) In applying sections 802 and 803 for 
purposes of such additional review, a rule de-
scribed under paragraph (1) shall be treated as 
though— 

‘‘(i) such rule were published in the Federal 
Register on— 

‘‘(I) in the case of the Senate, the 15th session 
day; or 

‘‘(II) in the case of the House of Representa-
tives, the 15th legislative day, 
after the succeeding session of Congress first 
convenes; and 

‘‘(ii) a report on such rule were submitted to 
Congress under subsection (a)(1) on such date. 

‘‘(B) Nothing in this paragraph shall be con-
strued to affect the requirement under sub-
section (a)(1) that a report shall be submitted to 
Congress before a rule can take effect. 

‘‘(3) A rule described under paragraph (1) 
shall take effect as otherwise provided by law 
(including other subsections of this section). 
‘‘§ 802. Congressional approval procedure for 

major rules 
‘‘(a)(1) For purposes of this section, the term 

‘joint resolution’ means only a joint resolution 
addressing a report classifying a rule as major 
pursuant to section 801(a)(1)(A)(iii) that— 

‘‘(A) bears no preamble; 
‘‘(B) bears the following title (with blanks 

filled as appropriate): ‘Approving the rule sub-
mitted by lll relating to lll.’; 

‘‘(C) includes after its resolving clause only 
the following (with blanks filled as appro-
priate): ‘That Congress approves the rule sub-
mitted by lll relating to lll.’; and 

‘‘(D) is introduced pursuant to paragraph (2). 
‘‘(2) After a House of Congress receives a re-

port classifying a rule as major pursuant to sec-
tion 801(a)(1)(A)(iii), the majority leader of that 
House (or his or her respective designee) shall 
introduce (by request, if appropriate) a joint res-
olution described in paragraph (1)— 

‘‘(A) in the case of the House of Representa-
tives, within 3 legislative days; and 

‘‘(B) in the case of the Senate, within 3 ses-
sion days. 

‘‘(3) A joint resolution described in paragraph 
(1) shall not be subject to amendment at any 
stage of proceeding. 

‘‘(b) A joint resolution described in subsection 
(a) shall be referred in each House of Congress 
to the committees having jurisdiction over the 
provision of law under which the rule is issued. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:58 Jun 15, 2023 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00015 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 6333 E:\CR\FM\K14JN7.028 H14JNPT1dm
w

ils
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
JM

0X
7X

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2904 June 14, 2023 
‘‘(c) In the Senate, if the committee or commit-

tees to which a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) has been referred have not reported 
it at the end of 15 session days after its intro-
duction, such committee or committees shall be 
automatically discharged from further consider-
ation of the resolution and it shall be placed on 
the calendar. A vote on final passage of the res-
olution shall be taken on or before the close of 
the 15th session day after the resolution is re-
ported by the committee or committees to which 
it was referred, or after such committee or com-
mittees have been discharged from further con-
sideration of the resolution. 

‘‘(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee or 
committees to which a joint resolution is re-
ferred have reported, or when a committee or 
committees are discharged (under subsection (c)) 
from further consideration of a joint resolution 
described in subsection (a), it is at any time 
thereafter in order (even though a previous mo-
tion to the same effect has been disagreed to) for 
a motion to proceed to the consideration of the 
joint resolution, and all points of order against 
the joint resolution (and against consideration 
of the joint resolution) are waived. The motion 
is not subject to amendment, or to a motion to 
postpone, or to a motion to proceed to the con-
sideration of other business. A motion to recon-
sider the vote by which the motion is agreed to 
or disagreed to shall not be in order. If a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the joint reso-
lution is agreed to, the joint resolution shall re-
main the unfinished business of the Senate until 
disposed of. 

‘‘(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint resolu-
tion, and on all debatable motions and appeals 
in connection therewith, shall be limited to not 
more than 2 hours, which shall be divided 
equally between those favoring and those oppos-
ing the joint resolution. A motion to further 
limit debate is in order and not debatable. An 
amendment to, or a motion to postpone, or a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of other 
business, or a motion to recommit the joint reso-
lution is not in order. 

‘‘(3) In the Senate, immediately following the 
conclusion of the debate on a joint resolution 
described in subsection (a), and a single quorum 
call at the conclusion of the debate if requested 
in accordance with the rules of the Senate, the 
vote on final passage of the joint resolution 
shall occur. 

‘‘(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate to the procedure relating to a joint reso-
lution described in subsection (a) shall be de-
cided without debate. 

‘‘(e) In the House of Representatives, if any 
committee to which a joint resolution described 
in subsection (a) has been referred has not re-
ported it to the House at the end of 15 legislative 
days after its introduction, such committee shall 
be discharged from further consideration of the 
joint resolution, and it shall be placed on the 
appropriate calendar. On the second and fourth 
Thursdays of each month it shall be in order at 
any time for the Speaker to recognize a Member 
who favors passage of a joint resolution that 
has appeared on the calendar for at least 5 leg-
islative days to call up that joint resolution for 
immediate consideration in the House without 
intervention of any point of order. When so 
called up a joint resolution shall be considered 
as read and shall be debatable for 1 hour equal-
ly divided and controlled by the proponent and 
an opponent, and the previous question shall be 
considered as ordered to its passage without in-
tervening motion. It shall not be in order to re-
consider the vote on passage. If a vote on final 
passage of the joint resolution has not been 
taken by the third Thursday on which the 
Speaker may recognize a Member under this 
subsection, such vote shall be taken on that 
day. 

‘‘(f)(1) If, before passing a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a), one House receives 

from the other a joint resolution having the 
same text, then— 

‘‘(A) the joint resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee; and 

‘‘(B) the procedure in the receiving House 
shall be the same as if no joint resolution had 
been received from the other House until the 
vote on passage, when the joint resolution re-
ceived from the other House shall supplant the 
joint resolution of the receiving House. 

‘‘(2) This subsection shall not apply to the 
House of Representatives if the joint resolution 
received from the Senate is a revenue measure. 

‘‘(g) If either House has not taken a vote on 
final passage of the joint resolution by the last 
day of the period described in section 801(b)(2), 
then such vote shall be taken on that day. 

‘‘(h) This section and section 803 are enacted 
by Congress— 

‘‘(1) as an exercise of the rulemaking power of 
the Senate and House of Representatives, re-
spectively, and as such are deemed to be part of 
the rules of each House, respectively, but appli-
cable only with respect to the procedure to be 
followed in that House in the case of a joint res-
olution described in subsection (a) and super-
seding other rules only where explicitly so; and 

‘‘(2) with full recognition of the constitutional 
right of either House to change the rules (so far 
as they relate to the procedure of that House) at 
any time, in the same manner and to the same 
extent as in the case of any other rule of that 
House. 

‘‘§ 803. Congressional disapproval procedure 
for nonmajor rules 
‘‘(a) For purposes of this section, the term 

‘joint resolution’ means only a joint resolution 
introduced in the period beginning on the date 
on which the report referred to in section 
801(a)(1)(A) is received by Congress and ending 
60 days thereafter (excluding days either House 
of Congress is adjourned for more than 3 days 
during a session of Congress), the matter after 
the resolving clause of which is as follows: 
‘That Congress disapproves the nonmajor rule 
submitted by the lll relating to lll, and 
such rule shall have no force or effect.’ (The 
blank spaces being appropriately filled in). 

‘‘(b) A joint resolution described in subsection 
(a) shall be referred to the committees in each 
House of Congress with jurisdiction. 

‘‘(c) In the Senate, if the committee to which 
is referred a joint resolution described in sub-
section (a) has not reported such joint resolu-
tion (or an identical joint resolution) at the end 
of 15 session days after the date of introduction 
of the joint resolution, such committee may be 
discharged from further consideration of such 
joint resolution upon a petition supported in 
writing by 30 Members of the Senate, and such 
joint resolution shall be placed on the calendar. 

‘‘(d)(1) In the Senate, when the committee to 
which a joint resolution is referred has reported, 
or when a committee is discharged (under sub-
section (c)) from further consideration of a joint 
resolution described in subsection (a), it is at 
any time thereafter in order (even though a pre-
vious motion to the same effect has been dis-
agreed to) for a motion to proceed to the consid-
eration of the joint resolution, and all points of 
order against the joint resolution (and against 
consideration of the joint resolution) are 
waived. The motion is not subject to amend-
ment, or to a motion to postpone, or to a motion 
to proceed to the consideration of other busi-
ness. A motion to reconsider the vote by which 
the motion is agreed to or disagreed to shall not 
be in order. If a motion to proceed to the consid-
eration of the joint resolution is agreed to, the 
joint resolution shall remain the unfinished 
business of the Senate until disposed of. 

‘‘(2) In the Senate, debate on the joint resolu-
tion, and on all debatable motions and appeals 
in connection therewith, shall be limited to not 
more than 10 hours, which shall be divided 
equally between those favoring and those oppos-
ing the joint resolution. A motion to further 

limit debate is in order and not debatable. An 
amendment to, or a motion to postpone, or a mo-
tion to proceed to the consideration of other 
business, or a motion to recommit the joint reso-
lution is not in order. 

‘‘(3) In the Senate, immediately following the 
conclusion of the debate on a joint resolution 
described in subsection (a), and a single quorum 
call at the conclusion of the debate if requested 
in accordance with the rules of the Senate, the 
vote on final passage of the joint resolution 
shall occur. 

‘‘(4) Appeals from the decisions of the Chair 
relating to the application of the rules of the 
Senate to the procedure relating to a joint reso-
lution described in subsection (a) shall be de-
cided without debate. 

‘‘(e) In the Senate, the procedure specified in 
subsection (c) or (d) shall not apply to the con-
sideration of a joint resolution respecting a 
nonmajor rule— 

‘‘(1) after the expiration of the 60 session days 
beginning with the applicable submission or 
publication date; or 

‘‘(2) if the report under section 801(a)(1)(A) 
was submitted during the period referred to in 
section 801(d)(1), after the expiration of the 60 
session days beginning on the 15th session day 
after the succeeding session of Congress first 
convenes. 

‘‘(f) If, before the passage by one House of a 
joint resolution of that House described in sub-
section (a), that House receives from the other 
House a joint resolution described in subsection 
(a), then the following procedures shall apply: 

‘‘(1) The joint resolution of the other House 
shall not be referred to a committee. 

‘‘(2) With respect to a joint resolution de-
scribed in subsection (a) of the House receiving 
the joint resolution— 

‘‘(A) the procedure in that House shall be the 
same as if no joint resolution had been received 
from the other House; but 

‘‘(B) the vote on final passage shall be on the 
joint resolution of the other House. 

‘‘§ 804. Definitions 
‘‘For purposes of this chapter: 
‘‘(1) The term ‘Federal agency’ means any 

agency as that term is defined in section 551(1). 
‘‘(2) The term ‘major rule’ means any rule, in-

cluding an interim final rule, that the Adminis-
trator of the Office of Information and Regu-
latory Affairs of the Office of Management and 
Budget finds has resulted in or is likely to result 
in— 

‘‘(A) an annual effect on the economy of $100 
million or more; 

‘‘(B) a major increase in costs or prices for 
consumers, individual industries, Federal, State, 
or local government agencies, or geographic re-
gions; or 

‘‘(C) significant adverse effects on competi-
tion, employment, investment, productivity, in-
novation, or the ability of United States-based 
enterprises to compete with foreign-based enter-
prises in domestic and export markets. 

‘‘(3) The term ‘nonmajor rule’ means any rule 
that is not a major rule. 

‘‘(4) The term ‘rule’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 551, except that such term 
does not include— 

‘‘(A) any rule of particular applicability, in-
cluding a rule that approves or prescribes for 
the future rates, wages, prices, services, or al-
lowances therefore, corporate or financial struc-
tures, reorganizations, mergers, or acquisitions 
thereof, or accounting practices or disclosures 
bearing on any of the foregoing; 

‘‘(B) any rule relating to agency management 
or personnel; or 

‘‘(C) any rule of agency organization, proce-
dure, or practice that does not substantially af-
fect the rights or obligations of non-agency par-
ties. 

‘‘(5) The term ‘submission or publication 
date’, except as otherwise provided in this chap-
ter, means— 
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‘‘(A) in the case of a major rule, the date on 

which the Congress receives the report submitted 
under section 801(a)(1); and 

‘‘(B) in the case of a nonmajor rule, the later 
of— 

‘‘(i) the date on which the Congress receives 
the report submitted under section 801(a)(1); and 

‘‘(ii) the date on which the nonmajor rule is 
published in the Federal Register, if so pub-
lished. 

‘‘§ 805. Judicial review 
‘‘(a) No determination, finding, action, or 

omission under this chapter shall be subject to 
judicial review. 

‘‘(b) Notwithstanding subsection (a), a court 
may determine whether a Federal agency has 
completed the necessary requirements under this 
chapter for a rule to take effect. 

‘‘(c) The enactment of a joint resolution of ap-
proval under section 802 shall not be interpreted 
to serve as a grant or modification of statutory 
authority by Congress for the promulgation of a 
rule, shall not extinguish or affect any claim, 
whether substantive or procedural, against any 
alleged defect in a rule, and shall not form part 
of the record before the court in any judicial 
proceeding concerning a rule except for pur-
poses of determining whether or not the rule is 
in effect. 

‘‘§ 806. Exemption for monetary policy 
‘‘Nothing in this chapter shall apply to rules 

that concern monetary policy proposed or imple-
mented by the Board of Governors of the Fed-
eral Reserve System or the Federal Open Market 
Committee. 

‘‘§ 807. Effective date of certain rules 
‘‘Notwithstanding section 801— 
‘‘(1) any rule that establishes, modifies, opens, 

closes, or conducts a regulatory program for a 
commercial, recreational, or subsistence activity 
related to hunting, fishing, or camping; or 

‘‘(2) any rule other than a major rule which 
an agency for good cause finds (and incor-
porates the finding and a brief statement of rea-
sons therefore in the rule issued) that notice 
and public procedure thereon are impracticable, 
unnecessary, or contrary to the public interest, 

shall take effect at such time as the Federal 
agency promulgating the rule determines.’’. 
SEC. 4. BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF RULES SUBJECT 

TO SECTION 802 OF TITLE 5, UNITED 
STATES CODE. 

Section 257(b)(2) of the Balanced Budget and 
Emergency Deficit Control Act of 1985 (2 U.S.C. 
907(b)(2)) is amended by adding at the end the 
following new subparagraph: 

‘‘(E) BUDGETARY EFFECTS OF RULES SUBJECT 
TO SECTION 802 OF TITLE 5, UNITED STATES 
CODE.—Any rule subject to the congressional 
approval procedure set forth in section 802 of 
chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, affect-
ing budget authority, outlays, or receipts shall 
be assumed to be effective unless it is not ap-
proved in accordance with such section.’’. 
SEC. 5. GOVERNMENT ACCOUNTABILITY OFFICE 

STUDY OF RULES. 
(a) IN GENERAL.—The Comptroller General of 

the United States shall conduct a study to deter-
mine, as of the date of the enactment of this 
Act— 

(1) how many rules (as such term is defined in 
section 804 of title 5, United States Code) were 
in effect; 

(2) how many major rules (as such term is de-
fined in section 804 of title 5, United States 
Code) were in effect; and 

(3) the total estimated economic cost imposed 
by all such rules. 

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 year after the 
date of the enactment of this Act, the Comp-
troller General of the United States shall submit 
a report to Congress that contains the findings 
of the study conducted under subsection (a). 

The CHAIR. No further amendment 
to the bill, as amended, shall be in 

order except those printed in part A of 
House Report 118–108. Each such fur-
ther amendment may be offered only in 
the order printed in the report, by the 
Member designated in the report, shall 
be considered as read, shall be debat-
able for the time specified in the report 
equally divided and controlled by the 
proponent and an opponent, shall not 
be subject to amendment, and shall not 
be subject to a demand for division of 
the question. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1 OFFERED BY MRS. BOEBERT 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 1 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, line 21, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
Page 3, insert after line 21 the following 

(and redesignate provisions accordingly): 
‘‘(iv) an estimate of the effect on inflation 

of the rule; and’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Mrs. BOEBERT) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in favor of amendment No. 1 as 
it revises the Comptroller General’s 
congressional review report to include 
an estimate of the effect on inflation. 

Without my amendment, the real-life 
consequences of Joe Biden’s spending 
spree in the White House will not be 
taken into account by Congress as they 
perform their Article I duties. This will 
provide transparency for the adminis-
tration to answer to the people’s 
House. 

The GOP majority has been empow-
ered to hold the Biden administration 
accountable and demand transparency 
by revealing just how much Biden’s ex-
ecutive orders are costing American 
families and small businesses. 

Coloradans are struggling right now 
as they deal with the disastrous effects 
of Joe Biden’s destructive economic 
policies. The policies passed last Con-
gress unleashed record inflation on 
Americans, which has decimated our 
bank and retirement accounts, in-
creased gas prices to record levels, 
raised utility bills, drove up grocery 
costs, and made it harder for Ameri-
cans to live their lives as they in-
tended. 

This excessive spending has real con-
sequences. American families will pay 
an $8,581 inflation tax over the next 
year. Currently, 20 million Americans 
cannot pay their electric bill. We have 
seen a 4.3 percent decline in real wages 
since Biden took office. Americans 
have lost more than $2 trillion in re-
tirement savings. Americans are pay-
ing more for everything because of left-
wing extremist policies. 

My amendment will allow House Re-
publicans to conduct important over-

sight over these expensive executive 
regulations to ensure Joe Biden cannot 
continue to issue rules that send Amer-
ica into a deeper inflation crisis. 

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to 
vote in favor of my amendment as well 
as the underlying bill. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

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

This amendment requires the Comp-
troller General to include an estimate 
of a rule’s effect on inflation in the 
congressional review report. 

I oppose this amendment because it 
requires an estimate of a rule’s effect 
on inflation, which would require the 
Comptroller General to speculate, 
based on limited evidence, how rules 
that likely have little to do with the 
economy would affect inflation. 

The GAO has already reported to 
Congress that they would be unable to 
assess a rule’s impact on the economy 
with the limited information available, 
and in any case, the 15 days provided 
for major rule reports do not allow for 
the GAO to make a determination on a 
rule’s effect even if they had the nec-
essary information. 

Adding more requirements for var-
ious officials to estimate a rule’s effect 
on the economy when they lack the 
necessary time and information to pro-
vide a concrete answer will not height-
en the efficacy of this bill but will, 
rather, create more unnecessary esti-
mates for Congress to weigh in their 
review of agency rules. 

In addition, the nonpartisan Congres-
sional Research Service has previously 
noted that estimating the total cost of 
regulations is inherently difficult and 
that such estimates of the cost of regu-
lation should be viewed with a great 
deal of caution. Like the OMB, CRS 
has noted that there are significant 
methodological challenges to esti-
mating and aggregating the total costs 
and benefits of rules. 

I oppose this amendment because it 
focuses only on the cost of regulatory 
protections while completely ignoring 
the monetary benefits of those critical 
rules and because it asks the Comp-
troller General to do what is impos-
sible to do. 

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

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I think it 
is perfectly reasonable to have a report 
that looks into the spending that has 
been taking place for the past 2 years 
and beyond. 

This inflation is impacting millions 
of Americans across our Nation. As I 
stated, American families will pay 
$8,581 in an inflation tax. We should be 
looking into the impacts of the spend-
ing that is taking place in Washington, 
D.C. Even if it is an estimate, we need 
to have an idea of how this is impact-
ing families and why we currently have 
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20 million families that cannot afford 
their utility bills and why we have seen 
this 4.3 percent decline in real wages 
since Biden took office. I would like to 
see that report. 

Mr. Chairman, again, I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on amendment 
No. 1. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, it is 
very nice to say that we should exam-
ine the inflation that has occurred and 
the spending that has occurred, but 
that is not what the amendment calls 
for. 

The amendment requires the Comp-
troller General to include an estimate 
of a rule’s effect, a rule that presum-
ably hasn’t yet been issued, on infla-
tion in the congressional review report. 

Now, I stated before why it is impos-
sible to do that, why the CRS and the 
OMB say that there are significant 
methodological challenges to esti-
mating and aggregating the total costs 
and benefits of rules. Therefore, we 
shouldn’t be asking the impossible. It 
certainly has nothing to do with look-
ing at prior expenditures or prior bor-
rowing. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. BOEBERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 2 OFFERED BY MRS. BOEBERT 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 2 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 21, line 22, insert after ‘‘submit a re-
port’’ the following: ‘‘(and publish the report 
on the website of the Comptroller General)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Mrs. BOEBERT) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

I rise in favor of my amendment, 
which will require the Comptroller 
General to publish the GAO study of 
rules on its website. 

My simple, straightforward amend-
ment ensures that the American people 
will be better informed of the regula-
tions unelected bureaucrats are impos-
ing on them, costing as much as $2 tril-
lion in compliance costs and economic 
losses. 

During the first year of this adminis-
tration, the Biden White House added 
more than $200 billion in new regu-
latory costs. Without my amendment, 
the real-life consequences of Joe 
Biden’s leftwing agenda will not be 
seen by those impacted most. 

This will provide transparency for 
the administration to answer to the 
American people. 

While the Federal Government con-
tinues to spend trillions of dollars it 
doesn’t have, inflation has hit a 40-year 
high. Everything we buy, including 
food, gasoline, and so much more, costs 
more. 

Instead of addressing these major 
economic concerns head-on, the Demo-
crats’ solution is to keep imposing un-
necessary regulations and spending 
money we do not have. 

b 1230 
The GOP majority has been empow-

ered to hold this administration ac-
countable and demand transparency by 
revealing just how much these regula-
tions are costing American families 
and small businesses. 

Unnecessary government regulations 
and excessive red tape impose crushing 
economic burdens on the people in my 
district and across our great country. 

Since Joe Biden took office, his ad-
ministration and unchecked bureau-
crats are going full steam ahead on en-
acting a radical leftwing agenda 
throughout unilateral executive ac-
tion. 

House Republicans should be working 
to cut wasteful spending, get to the 
bottom of fraudulent payments made 
by the Federal Government, support 
American energy production, and op-
pose tax increases proposed by the 
Democrats. 

Economic strength and job growth 
result from policies that unshackle job 
creators, allow American ingenuity, 
and provide certainty. 

My amendment ensures the legisla-
tive branch, and the American people 
can provide proper oversight and no 
longer allow this administration to go 
unchecked. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of my amendment as well as the under-
lying bill. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. BOEBERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3 OFFERED BY MRS. BOEBERT 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 3 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, line 12, insert after ‘‘House of Con-
gress’’ the following: ‘‘(and to each com-
mittee of jurisdiction in each House)’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentlewoman from Colo-
rado (Mrs. BOEBERT) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Colorado. 

Mrs. BOEBERT. Mr. Chair, I rise in 
favor of my amendment, which will re-
quire the Comptroller General’s Con-
gressional Review Report to be made 
available to the congressional commit-
tees of jurisdiction. 

This simple, good-governance amend-
ment allows Congress to take back its 
Article I authority in our system of 
checks and balances. This will provide 
transparency for the administration to 
carry out its congressionally author-
ized duty. 

By requiring the administration to 
submit its plan to the people’s House, 
we can provide important oversight 
and provide feedback. It is time for the 
legislative branch to actually do its job 
rather than ceding all the power to the 
White House and bureaucrats. 

Our Founders were determined to 
create a government whose branches 
work together. By requiring the Comp-
troller General to submit the Congres-
sional Review Report to the congres-
sional committees of jurisdiction of 
the rule, we will allow Members who 
know these issues best to examine the 
real-life impacts of these executive reg-
ulations. 

Congress needs to take back its 
power and advocate for the American 
people we represent. My amendment 
will ensure these voices do not go un-
heard. Hold this administration ac-
countable and ensure Biden’s streak of 
unchecked power comes to an end. 

I urge my colleagues to vote in favor 
of these amendments as well as the un-
derlying bill. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Colorado (Mrs. BOEBERT). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BIGGS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 4 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chairman, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, line 13, strike ‘‘$100 million’’ and 
insert ‘‘$50 million’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Arizona 
(Mr. BIGGS) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Arizona. 

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

My amendment is needed to lower 
the economic threshold of the REINS 
Act to $50 million, requiring congres-
sional approval to go into effect. That 
will lead to more votes in this body, 
and that is what we do. 

We are Members of Congress. That is 
what we do as Representatives of Con-
gress, and I would rather vote more 
often than have unelected, unaccount-
able, partisan agency heads writing 
rules that we treat as law. 

The Biden administration has abused 
executive authority by growing the ad-
ministrative state. These abuses add 
up, and estimates indicate that the 
Biden administration has proposed 
more than $1 trillion in rulemaking 
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proposals in 2022 alone. That is a tril-
lion dollars without a single vote of 
anybody in this body. My amendment 
will fix that. 

Actions this large, like student loan 
forgiveness, food stamp increases that 
nearly double in cost to Americans 
every 4 years—which even outpaces in-
flation—for every one of these over-
reaches, there are more smaller pro-
posals that we never notice. I don’t 
know if you realize that ketchup is reg-
ulated—breads, buns, cheese, Asiago 
cheese versus old Asiago cheese, that is 
what gets regulated by our govern-
ment. There is virtually nothing that 
is untouched in regulation by this gov-
ernment. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, I claim 
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, as I noted 
in our debate on the REINS Act last 
night, the REINS Act is aimed at un-
dermining and frustrating the purpose 
of government by grinding Federal 
rulemaking to a halt. 

By lowering the threshold of this 
dangerous bill from $100 million to $50 
million, this amendment would make 
the REINS Act even more destructive. 

I accordingly oppose this amendment 
for the same reasons I oppose the 
REINS Act at large. By requiring Con-
gress to vote to approve and for the 
President to sign a resolution of ap-
proval for any major rule from the ex-
ecutive branch, we will be putting our 
constituents in harm’s way. 

Just last week, we saw how a small 
faction of far-right Republicans can 
hold the legislative process in the 
House hostage, all to make a point to 
the Speaker. 

I oppose this amendment and the ef-
forts of the majority to make the func-
tions of government more political and 
subject to the whims of individual 
Members of Congress. 

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

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chair, may I inquire 
as to how much time is remaining. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from Ari-
zona has 31⁄2 minutes remaining. 

Mr. BIGGS. Mr. Chair, I yield myself 
the balance of my time. 

When we start looking at the regu-
latory environment and you start talk-
ing about a trillion dollars’ worth of 
regulation being piled up by the Biden 
administration, a trillion dollars, you 
wonder why there is a persistence in 
inflation. That is one of the reasons. 

I want to talk about something that 
my colleague said just a moment ago. 
He said: If you constrain the bureauc-
racy from making rules, somehow you 
are thwarting the purpose of govern-
ment. 

Mr. Chair, let me remind everyone 
what the purpose of government is. The 
purpose of government is to protect the 
rights and liberty of the American cit-

izen. It is when you delegate from this 
body—who are elected by the people we 
represent—to executive agencies and 
you give them carte blanche, which is 
basically what we do, we rarely even do 
a CRA, you are undermining that lib-
erty, that freedom. That is one of the 
most insidious problems of this run-
away regulatory bureaucracy that we 
have today. 

My amendment simply says: If you 
are going to impact the United States 
of America’s economy by more than $50 
million, we, the people’s Representa-
tives, should be okaying that regula-
tion that ostensibly is going to be 
made and produced by people who are 
experts. 

Well, let the people’s Representatives 
adjudicate through a vote whether we 
agree with the so-called experts, and 
then we will be the ones who are held 
accountable, and we are the ones who 
should be held accountable. 

Mr. Chair, I urge everyone to vote for 
my amendment. I yield back the bal-
ance of my time. 

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

The central fallacy of the REINS Act 
that I noted last night is that Congress 
can possibly legislate on all the things, 
on all the regulations that we have. 
There are thousands of regulations, 
and there must be for the safety of our 
people. 

How many parts per billion of arsenic 
in the atmosphere are safe? Is it 15? Is 
it 20? Is it 200? No one in this body has 
the expertise to say that, but there are 
experts in the agencies who are trained 
to do that. 

How much exposure to radiation 
from x-rays is safe for an individual? 
We are not competent to decide that. 
That is why Congress has delegated 
over the years these decisions to agen-
cies to make on our behalf. We write 
the general law, and we delegate the 
general power to decide these specific 
questions, and they do. 

The central fallacy of the REINS Act 
is that it would make us try to make 
decisions in all of this. That is bad 
enough. The REINS Act now says you 
have to have Congress vote on every 
decision over $100 million. That is bad 
enough. This amendment would make 
it over $50 million, which makes it 
even worse. 

Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment 
as I oppose the act, and I yield back 
the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona (Mr. BIGGS). 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Arizona will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 5 OFFERED BY MS. HAGEMAN 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 5 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, I rise 
today on behalf of Mr. CLOUD of Texas 
to offer amendment No. 5 to H.R. 277, 
the REINS Act. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 2, line 19, strike ‘‘a classification of 
the rule as’’ and insert ‘‘a finding, rendered 
in consultation with the Administrator of 
the Office of Information and Regulatory Af-
fairs of the Office of Management and Budg-
et, whether the rule is’’. 

Page 2, beginning on line 20, strike ‘‘classi-
fication’’ and insert ‘‘finding’’. 

Page 17, line 10, insert after ‘‘Management 
and Budget’’ the following: ‘‘or the Federal 
agency promulgating such rule’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentlewoman from Wyo-
ming (Ms. HAGEMAN) and a Member op-
posed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, I am 
proud to be a cosponsor of the REINS 
Act, which is an important effort to en-
sure Congress reclaims its rightful au-
thority and responsibility to legislate. 

This amendment is technical in na-
ture, but it is important, nonetheless. 
In April of this year, the Biden admin-
istration issued an executive order on 
modernizing the regulatory review. 

The purpose of this executive order is 
to allow the administration to imple-
ment their agenda more quickly and 
efficiently. 

The executive order also raises the 
threshold for centralized review by the 
Office of Information and Regulatory 
Affairs, or OIRA, from $150 million to 
$200 million. 

The order also gives the adminis-
trator of OIRA a discretionary role in 
determining which regulations are con-
sidered for full OIRA review. 

OIRA serves as a responsible check 
on major regulations, reviewing the 
cost and benefits of each regulation, 
and ensuring that all public comments 
have been reviewed and considered be-
fore the regulation goes into effect. 

b 1245 

OIRA, in other words, is a check on 
due diligence. This order will mean 
that fewer rules are reviewed by OIRA 
and, thus, less due diligence will be 
conducted over the administrative 
state. 

So long as this executive order 
stands, a loophole will exist in the 
REINS Act. Fewer rules would be clas-
sified as major, and consequently 
would not be subject to congressional 
approval under the REINS Act. 

My amendment would close this loop-
hole by clarifying that OIRA must 
issue a finding of the full cost-benefit 
analysis of each rule and issue a deter-
mination as major or minor according 
to that finding. 

Mr. Chair, I urge the adoption of my 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, I claim the 
time in opposition. 
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The CHAIR. The gentleman from 

New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 
Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, the non-

partisan Congressional Research Serv-
ice has previously noted that esti-
mating the total cost of regulations is 
inherently difficult and that such esti-
mates of the cost of regulation should 
be viewed with a great deal of caution. 

Like the OMB, CRS has noted that 
there are significant methodological 
challenges to estimating and aggre-
gating the total costs and benefits of 
rules. 

I rise in opposition to this amend-
ment as it requires the OMB to make a 
specific determination of a rule’s im-
pact when they already say it is dif-
ficult to make an estimate of the im-
pact. 

This amendment requires the OMB to 
do the impossible, to make a specific 
finding when OMB and CRS have al-
ready said that even estimates are very 
difficult and inherently unreliable. To 
request a finding is to request the im-
possible, and, therefore, I oppose this 
amendment. 

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, I think 
that my colleague on the other side of 
the aisle just confirmed why this 
amendment is necessary and why the 
REINS Act is so important. 

What I believe I heard him say is 
that because it is difficult for the ad-
ministration to determine what the 
cost of these regulations are, they 
shouldn’t have to make any determina-
tion at all and there should be no over-
sight whatsoever, either from OIRA or 
OMB, because it is just too doggone dif-
ficult to figure out how much these 
regulations are going to cost. 

Frankly, I find that argument abso-
lutely and complete absurd. We are 
talking about tax money. We are talk-
ing about a cost and expense that is 
being imposed against our small busi-
nesses, our mom-and-pop businesses, 
against our industry groups. 

What the gentleman from the other 
side is saying is that nobody, including 
this administration, should ever have 
to disclose what the cost of those regu-
lations are. That is exactly the reason 
as to why we need a robust review by 
OIRA as provided for in this amend-
ment. 

Mr. Chair, in closing, I do think it is 
clear that it is important to make this 
technical change for the REINS Act. It 
is important that we have an under-
standing as to what the cost of these 
regulations will be. 

The very purpose of the REINS Act is 
to ensure that Congress is part of the 
legislative process for any regulation 
that would have an economic impact of 
over $100 million. 

Without a robust review by OIRA, it 
is not possible to determine which of 
these regulations, in fact, would fit 
within that category. It is for that rea-
son that I request the adoption of this 
amendment. It is a good one for the 
REINS Act, and it ensures that we 

close an important loophole to make 
sure that it is the Congress that is leg-
islating and not the executive branch 
and unelected bureaucrats. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, I have ex-
pressed my opposition to the entire 
REINS Act because, as I said before, we 
are not competent. Congress cannot 
possibly decide how many parts per bil-
lion of arsenic is safe in the air for peo-
ple to breathe or how many rads of ra-
diation are safe to have in x-rays be-
fore it causes cancer. We don’t know 
that. That is why we write general 
laws, and in those laws, we have dele-
gated the power to make specific rules 
to agencies who are staffed by thou-
sands of experts in each particular 
field. That is why the REINS Act is so 
pernicious, because it would stop this. 
It would make us make those deci-
sions. We have no competence to make 
those decisions. 

The REINS Act is bad enough, but 
this amendment, which says that OIRA 
must issue a finding for each rule de-
termining whether the rule has a sig-
nificant economic impact, given that 
OMB and CRS have both said that it is 
very difficult to make even estimates, 
you can’t make a finding. A finding im-
plies exactitude. Given the fact that 
even the estimates are very difficult 
and unreliable, a finding is impossible. 
The amendment should not require 
that someone do the impossible. There-
fore, I oppose the amendment, and I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Ms. HAGEMAN). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 6 OFFERED BY MR. GOOD OF 

VIRGINIA 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 6 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, I 
rise as the designee of Mr. CLYDE from 
Georgia. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 4, insert after line 7 the following: 
‘‘(D) If requested in writing by a member of 

Congress— 
‘‘(i) the Comptroller General shall make a 

determination whether an agency action 
qualifies as a rule for purposes of this chap-
ter, and shall submit to Congress this deter-
mination not later than 60 days after the 
date of the request; and 

‘‘(ii) the Comptroller General, in consulta-
tion with the Director of the Congressional 
Budget Office, shall make a determination 
whether a rule is considered a major rule 
under the provisions of this act, and shall 
submit to Congress this determination not 
later than 90 days after the date of the re-
quest. 

For purposes of this section, a determination 
under this subparagraph shall be deemed to 
be a report under subparagraph (A).’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOOD) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, 
again, I rise in support of the Mr. 
CLYDE’s amendment to the REINS Act. 
This amendment simply says that if re-
quested in writing by a Member, the 
Comptroller General shall make a de-
termination whether an agency action 
qualifies as a rule for purposes of this 
chapter and shall submit to Congress 
this determination not later than 60 
days after the date of the request. 

It further states that the Comp-
troller General, in consultation with 
the director of the Congressional Budg-
et Office, shall make a determination 
to whether a rule is a major rule under 
the provisions of this act and shall sub-
mit to Congress this determination not 
later than 90 days after the date of the 
request. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOOD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 7 OFFERED BY MR. TONY 

GONZALES OF TEXAS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 7 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. TONY GONZALES of Texas. Mr. 
Chair, I have an amendment at the 
desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 3, line 7, strike ‘‘and’’ at the end. 
Page 3, line 8, strike the period at the end 

and insert ‘‘; and’’. 
Page 3, insert after line 8 the following: 
‘‘(vi) a statement of the constitutional au-

thority authorizing the agency to make the 
rule.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GONZALES) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. TONY GONZALES of Texas. Mr. 
Chair, I rise today in support of my 
amendment. 

This amendment is simple. Any time 
a Federal agency proposes a new rule, 
it must also submit a constitutional 
authority statement. This would force 
any administration to remain in com-
pliance with the most sacred document 
in the American government, the U.S. 
Constitution. 

Congress follows this simple prin-
ciple every time a new bill is sub-
mitted. The White House should be 
held to the same standard. 

Mr. Chair, I encourage my colleagues 
on both of sides of the aisle to support 
this amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. TONY GONZALES). 

The amendment was agreed to. 
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AMENDMENT NO. 8 OFFERED BY MR. GOOD OF 

VIRGINIA 
The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-

sider amendment No. 8 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, I 
rise in support of my amendment to 
the REINS Act. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Chapter 8 of title 5, United States Code, as 
proposed to be amended by section 3 of the 
bill, is amended by adding at the end the fol-
lowing (and conforming the table of sections 
accordingly): 
‘‘§ 808. Review of rules currently in effect 

‘‘(a) ANNUAL REVIEW.—Beginning on the 
date that is 6 months after the date of enact-
ment of this section and annually thereafter 
for the 4 years following, each agency shall 
designate not less than 20 percent of eligible 
rules made by that agency for review, and 
shall submit a report including each such eli-
gible rule in the same manner as a report 
under section 801(a)(1). Section 801, section 
802, and section 803 shall apply to each such 
rule, subject to subsection (c) of this section. 
No eligible rule previously designated may 
be designated again. 

‘‘(b) SUNSET FOR ELIGIBLE RULES NOT EX-
TENDED.—Beginning after the date that is 5 
years after the date of enactment of this sec-
tion, if Congress has not enacted a joint res-
olution of approval for that eligible rule, 
that eligible rule shall not continue in ef-
fect. 

‘‘(c) APPROVAL OF RULES.— 
‘‘(1) Unless Congress approves all eligible 

rules designated by executive agencies for 
review within 90 days of designation, they 
shall have no effect. 

‘‘(2) A single joint resolution of approval 
shall apply to all eligible rules in a report 
designated for a year as follows: ‘That Con-
gress approves the rules submitted by 
thelll for the year lll.’ (The blank 
spaces being appropriately filled in). 

‘‘(3) A member of either House may move 
that a separate joint resolution be required 
for a specified rule. 

‘‘(d) DEFINITION.—In this section, the term 
‘eligible rule’ means a rule that is in effect 
as of the date of enactment of this section.’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOOD) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, my 
amendment is a commonsense one that 
I hope everyone can support. It would 
simply require Congress to do a review 
of all agency rules within a 5-year pe-
riod. If Congress did not vote to con-
tinue certain rules that are in place, 
then the rules would simply cease to 
exist. It puts the responsibility where 
it belongs, on the people’s elected Rep-
resentatives. 

The Washington regulatory state we 
all know to be cumbersome. It is actu-
ally hurtful to American businesses, 
families, and the American economy. 
By reining in the regulatory state, we 
can allow Americans to live and oper-
ate in an economy the way they want 
to. Washington bureaucrats cannot and 
should not tell my constituents in Vir-
ginia’s Fifth District what they can 
and cannot do. 

The REINS Act will hold the Biden 
administration accountable for all 
major rules they present. 

For far too long, Congress has let the 
executive branch run roughshod over 
Congress and the American people. 
Today that ends. 

Mr. Chair, I urge all of my colleagues 
to support the Amendment and the un-
derlying bill, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, I claim the 
time in opposition. 

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment is unnecessary. Congress already 
has many ways to control agency rule-
making. We can delegate authority to 
agencies with specificity, thus limiting 
the scope of an agency’s authority. We 
can impose restrictions on rulemaking 
through appropriations. We can influ-
ence rulemaking through oversight ac-
tivities. If all of these measures fail, 
we also have the blunt tool of the Con-
gressional Review Act. 

Therefore, we do not need the over-
sight the REINS Act offers, but we also 
do not need to open the door to revis-
ing rules that have been in place for 
years. Doing so would create uncer-
tainty for businesses who have adapted 
to rules that were passed years ago and 
continue in force. 

The current Congressional Review 
Act only allows Congress to roll back 
rules within a short time period. The 
CRA was drafted with a short period of 
review intentionally, and to open the 
door to reviewing years of rules would 
be a huge expansion of the CRA, and it 
would create too much uncertainty for 
businesses and for all other economic 
actors. 

For these reasons, I oppose this 
amendment, and I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, it 
is bad enough that we have unelected 
bureaucrats in the departments and 
the agencies making rules that oppress 
the American people, that suppress 
their freedom, that tell them how they 
can live, how they can heat their home, 
what kind of a car they can drive, and 
it goes on and on. 

All this amendment does is require 
Congress to take responsibility every 5 
years to vote to retain a rule. If it is 
not worth voting on to retain, then it 
probably should not be retained. 

Once again, I would hope that all 
Members of Congress could agree to op-
erate under their constitutional re-
sponsibility for the laws that affect 
their constituents and Americans 
across the country. 

Mr. Chair, I encourage all Members 
to support this amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, the gen-
tleman said that rules tell Americans 
what kind of cars they can drive. No, 
they do not. They do provide for the 
safety of the cars that Americans 
drive. They provide for all of the safety 
mechanisms that must be in the cars. 

Again, Congress does not have the 
competence to know what safety mech-
anisms ought to be in the cars. That is 
why we have delegated rulemaking au-
thority to agencies which have experts 
on how many parts—I keep using this 
example—how many parts per billion of 
arsenic can be in the air, what safety 
measures must be in a car, et cetera. 

The REINS Act violates this and is 
very dangerous to the American peo-
ple. This amendment makes it even 
worse by essentially saying every rule 
has to be reviewed in 5 years by Con-
gress. Congress can’t possibly review 
all of these rules. 

Therefore, this amendment will 
make Americans even less safe in many 
ways, and I oppose the amendment. I 
urge a ‘‘no’’ vote, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOOD). 

The amendment was agreed to. 

b 1300 

AMENDMENT NO. 9 OFFERED BY MR. GOOD OF 
VIRGINIA 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 9 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, line 17, strike ‘‘or’’ at the end. 
Page 17, line 22, strike the period at the 

end and insert ‘‘; or’’. 
Page 17, insert after line 22 the following: 
‘‘(D) increased access to abortion, abor-

tion-related services, or abortion-related 
travel.’’. 

Page 18, line 12, insert after ‘‘personnel’’ 
the following: ‘‘(except to the extent such 
rule is described in paragraph (2)(D))’’. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Virginia 
(Mr. GOOD) and a Member opposed each 
will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Virginia. 

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chair, the 
REINS Act is a very important piece of 
legislation for us to pass to rein in the 
unaccountable bureaucratic state that 
is telling Americans what kind of cars 
they can drive and much more than 
that with the regulations and rules 
that are coming out of the unelected 
bureaucratic states. 

Rules like the VA abortion rule that 
was recently put in place by the Biden 
administration would not qualify as a 
major rule under the REINS Act. My 
amendment would make any agency 
rule that increases access to abortion 
subject to congressional review. 

I am proud of this amendment be-
cause it is the first standalone pro-life 
amendment vote the House will take 
this year. My amendment will counter 
the radical, pro-death agenda the Biden 
administration promotes throughout 
their entire administration. 

The REINS Act will significantly re-
store appropriate and constitutional 
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congressional oversight for the out-of- 
control bureaucracy. It is a step to-
ward ending the ‘‘Washington knows 
best’’ attitude that too often prevails 
in this town. It is a step toward free-
dom and less government oppression 
for all Americans. It is a step toward 
fiscal responsibility. 

Mr. Chair, in addition to the under-
lying bill, I urge all of my colleagues 
to support my pro-life amendment, and 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

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

The CHAIR. The gentleman from 
New York is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, we have 
a very clear difference of perspectives 
here. The gentleman talks about the 
right to life. I talk about the right to 
freedom. The right to reproductive 
freedom is a core human right that is 
protected by our Constitution. 

The majority of the work our agen-
cies do has little to do with the private 
decisions women make with the con-
sultation of their doctors. In an effort 
to continue the culture wars, my col-
leagues have added this purposefully 
politicized amendment to signal that 
they, contrary to their supposed be-
liefs, do think that Big Government is 
good and that Big Government’s reach 
extends to a woman’s private decisions 
about what to do with her body. 

All the rhetoric about the REINS Act 
is that Big Government is bad, that we 
should have less government. That is 
all the rhetoric of the Republican 
Party, generally. Yet, here they are, 
saying that government should reach 
into the private decisions of a woman 
with respect to her own body that were 
made in consultation with her doctor 
or perhaps with her husband or whom-
ever. It is up to her, and government 
shouldn’t determine her decision for 
her. 

Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment 
and the Republicans’ crusade to create 
more laws about what we can do with 
our bodies and our reproductive deci-
sions because government should not 
be in the business of dictating private 
decisions to private people. 

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

Mr. GOOD of Virginia. Mr. Chairman, 
it is refreshing to hear for the first 
time, I think, since I came to Congress 
21⁄2 years ago that my friends on the 
other side actually care about the free-
doms of Americans, as they continue to 
try to control every aspect of Ameri-
cans’ lives. 

Yet, the other side used to be the 
party of ‘‘safe, legal, and rare’’ when it 
came to abortion. I am unashamedly, 
unapologetically a believer in life from 
conception. I don’t believe we ought to 
be negotiating the timeline when it 
comes to when you can kill a child in 
the womb. 

However, the other side has become 
the party of abortion at any time, for 
any reason, up until the moment of 
birth. I challenge my friends on the 
other side to tell us when they actually 
would restrict abortion. 

The Republican Party should proudly 
be the party of life. 

The Supreme Court, which recently, 
about a year ago, overturned Roe v. 
Wade and the Dobbs decision, returned 
the responsibility on abortion to the 
people’s Representatives. It ought to be 
up to Congress to vote to approve any 
agency rule that increases access to 
abortion. That is what this amendment 
does. 

Mr. Chair, I urge everyone to support 
this amendment, and I yield back the 
balance of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chairman, the Re-
publican Party claims to be the party 
of freedom, but not when it comes to 
women and the decisions they make 
with respect to their own bodies. It is 
then the party of government repres-
sion and dictation. 

You cannot do what you decide to do. 
You cannot do what you think is best. 
You must do what government thinks 
is best—namely, not have an abortion. 

I proudly support the right to abor-
tion. I believe abortion should be safe 
and legal. Whether it is rare is up to 
the individuals. It is a personal free-
dom. The Democratic Party supports 
personal freedom, unlike the Repub-
lican Party, which while claiming to 
support personal freedom seeks to re-
press it. 

They are a party that says you can-
not decide what to do with your own 
body, a party that says you cannot 
read what we don’t want you to read, a 
party that says: Let’s ban books. Let’s 
ban plays. Let’s take them out of the 
school libraries and out of the public li-
braries. 

Some freedom. 
Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment. 

It is another example of the Republican 
Party’s attempt to suppress freedom, 
and it must not pass. 

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

The CHAIR. The question is on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia (Mr. GOOD). 

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

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Chair, I demand a 
recorded vote. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to clause 6 of 
rule XVIII, further proceedings on the 
amendment offered by the gentleman 
from Virginia will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 10 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF 
TEXAS 

The CHAIR. It is now in order to con-
sider amendment No. 10 printed in part 
A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The CHAIR. The Clerk will designate 
the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Add, at the end of the bill, the following: 
SEC. 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. 

This Act, and the amendments made by 
this Act, shall take effect only beginning on 
the date that is 1 year after the date of en-
actment of this Act, and only on the submis-

sion of a report by the Comptroller General 
of the United States detailing the effects of 
the implementation of this Act and the 
amendments made by this Act. 

The CHAIR. Pursuant to House Reso-
lution 495, the gentleman from Texas 
(Mr. GREEN) and a Member opposed 
each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Mr. Chairman, 
I thank the chair and ranking member 
of the full committee that has jurisdic-
tion of these issues. 

I am grateful to have the opportunity 
to speak on this amendment. This 
amendment delays the implementation 
of the legislation by 1 year and re-
quires that a study be conducted in 
time by GAO on the effects of imple-
mentation. 

We are making drastic changes, and 
drastic changes ought not be made rap-
idly. We ought to give ourselves time 
to study these things so that we can 
make prudent and judicious decisions. 

A GAO study would provide us with 
the rigorous, unbiased analysis of the 
likely impacts of the bill. It would ex-
amine the economic, regulatory, and 
administrative implications of this 
new approval process. 

This amendment would help us to 
better understand how the shift might 
affect industries, consumers especially, 
the economy, and the government. 

While the intent to improve regu-
latory oversight is laudable, we must 
not rush into this. There should not be 
this rush to judgment as to the impli-
cations without at least giving our-
selves an opportunity to examine 
them. We shouldn’t do this without 
fully appreciating the potential con-
sequences. 

Mr. Chair, I believe that this amend-
ment, while simple, is something that 
can be of great benefit, and I reserve 
the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

The CHAIR. The gentlewoman from 
Wyoming is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, this 
amendment is simply an attempt to 
delay implementation of a bill that the 
Democrats do not support. If the 
Democrats don’t like the bill, they can 
vote against it. 

Even if implementation was delayed 
a year, it is unclear what, if any, value 
a study could provide. However, during 
that year, agencies would continue 
issuing more and more major rules at 
the expense of the American public. 

It is time for Congress to reclaim its 
constitutional role as the body that 
makes policy in this country. 

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, 
it is my belief that moving with meas-
ured steps is not a delay. It is a judi-
cious means by which we can ascertain 
whether this drastic change—one 
might say a radical change—will 
produce radical, unacceptable results. 
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Madam Chair, I think the amend-

ment should be supported, and I ask 
my colleagues to do so. 

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I just 
have a couple of points. 

One is that the REINS Act has en-
joyed longstanding, bipartisan support. 
In fact, the House passed prior versions 
of the REINS Act with bipartisan sup-
port in each one of the 115th, 114th, 
113th, and 112th Congresses. In other 
words, this is an act that has been 
studied and discussed extensively over 
the years, and there is no reason for a 
1-year delay in its implementation 
once the bill passes. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

The Acting CHAIR (Mrs. GONZÁLEZ- 
COLÓN). The gentlewoman has the only 
time remaining. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chairman, I 
yield back the balance of my time. 

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

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 11 OFFERED BY MR. GREEN OF 
TEXAS 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 11 printed 
in part A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 4, line 21, strike ‘‘or’’ and insert a 
comma. 

Page 4, line 23, after ‘‘section 802’’, insert 
‘‘as provided for in the rule following failure 
to vote on a joint resolution of approval as 
referred to subsection (b)(3)’’. 

Page 5, line 10, strike ‘‘A major rule’’ and 
insert the following: ‘‘Except as provided in 
paragraph (3), a major rule’’. 

Page 5, insert after line 21 the following: 
‘‘(3) If either House of Congress has failed 

to vote on passage of a joint resolution de-
scribed in section 802 relating to a major rule 
by the end of 70 session days or legislative 
days, as applicable, beginning on the date on 
which the report referred to in subsection 
(a)(1)(A) is received by Congress (excluding 
days either House of Congress is adjourned 
for more than 3 days during a session of Con-
gress), then the major rule shall take ef-
fect.’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 495, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. GREEN) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, 
the goal of this amendment is not to 
undermine the power of congressional 
oversight. Rather, it is to protect the 
functionality of government. 

By providing a time-bound frame-
work, we ensure that important regu-
latory decisions are not left in limbo. 
That is exactly what can happen with-
out the benefit of this amendment. 
That is due to legislative inertia. 

Madam Chair, the Framers of our 
Constitution designed a government 
that balances power between the 
branches. This amendment respects 
that design by allowing for robust leg-
islative review while also ensuring that 
the executive branch can effectively 
administer and enforce our laws. 

However, let me be clear. While this 
amendment aims to improve the pro-
posed bill, I still remain fundamentally 
opposed to it because I believe that the 
drastic changes that will take place 
will not serve to benefit our legislative 
process. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 
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Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I 

claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, this 
amendment undermines the purpose of 
the REINS Act. The REINS Act rejects 
a standard of legislative disapproval 
concerning major rules. Instead, the 
REINS Act creates a standard of legis-
lative approval for major rules. 

The fact is that in listening to my 
colleagues on the other side, it is very 
clear that they simply do not want to 
legislate. They want to turn over that 
authority to the executive branch in 
violation of Article I, Section 1 of the 
United States Constitution. 

We don’t believe in doing that. The 
fact is that the administrative state 
has enacted unpopular and unwise reg-
ulations that could never pass Con-
gress, and that is why President Biden 
and his predecessors have sought to 
legislate through regulation versus our 
constitutional process. 

If Congress does not approve a major 
rule, it should not go into effect. This 
amendment would leave the status quo 
in place. 

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues 
to oppose this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, 
this amendment is not designed to 
delay but rather is designed to give us 
the opportunity to move forward expe-
ditiously. In fact, that is what has been 
the argument of the other side that we 
should move expeditiously. 

If expeditious movement is the 
choice of the other side, then they 
should support this because it forces us 
to take that necessary action as op-
posed to getting engaged in what has 
been called a paralysis of analysis. 

This a great opportunity for us to 
link arms, join hands, and cause this 
legislation to move quickly. I think 
that this is what the gentlewoman 
wants, it is what I want, and it is what 
we can produce. 

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I am 
prepared to close. 

Again, this is just one more effort to 
try to undermine the very purpose of 
the REINS Act and make it so that it 
would not work as it is intended to 
work. 

It is this body’s responsibility to leg-
islate, not the executive branch, not 
unelected bureaucrats, and not admin-
istrative agencies. We are the ones who 
represent the people of this country 
and are accountable to them through 
the decisions that we make. 

Madam Chair, I urge the opposition 
to this amendment as it would under-
mine the very purpose of the REINS 
Act and is unnecessary, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

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

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

Mr. GREEN of Texas. Madam Chair, I 
demand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 
AMENDMENT NO. 12 OFFERED BY MS. HOULAHAN 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 12 printed 
in part A of House Report 118–108. 

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, line 13, strike ‘‘$100 million’’ and 
insert ‘‘$1 billion’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 495, the gentlewoman 
from Pennsylvania (Ms. HOULAHAN) and 
a Member opposed each will control 5 
minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Pennsylvania. 

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, 
today I rise in support of my amend-
ment which would simply require Con-
gress to approve by vote any regulation 
with an economic impact over $1 bil-
lion rather than $100 million as the 
current underlying bill is written. 

Congress does have a responsibility 
to ensure that Federal dollars are 
spent appropriately with congressional 
intent and oversight in mind. Yet all of 
us in this Chamber know just how chal-
lenging it can be to come to a con-
sensus despite all of our best efforts, 
let alone to find the time and the space 
on the calendar to do so. 

Requiring a vote in both the House 
and the Senate on any regulation with 
a price tag of $100 million will put in 
jeopardy consumer protection, 
healthcare access, and environmental 
safety. We simply cannot afford in good 
faith to have this threshold this low. 
The American people cannot afford for 
the implementation of these items to 
be stalled. 

VerDate Sep 11 2014 04:58 Jun 15, 2023 Jkt 039060 PO 00000 Frm 00023 Fmt 7634 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\K14JN7.051 H14JNPT1dm
w

ils
on

 o
n 

D
S

K
JM

0X
7X

2P
R

O
D

 w
ith

 H
O

U
S

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSEH2912 June 14, 2023 
The rulemaking process is designed 

to implement laws that have already 
passed Congress. However, the laws 
that we write and the dollars we spend 
do, of course, have tangible impacts, 
which is why my amendment would en-
sure that only the rules that are over 
$1 billion would see a vote. 

As a point of reference, during the 
Trump administration only 26 out of 
1,327 rules had a price tag of over $1 bil-
lion. Again, less than 2 percent of the 
Trump administration’s 1,300 rules 
would, therefore, require a vote under 
the new threshold. To drill down on the 
math, that would mean less than 30 
votes rather than 1,321 votes. 

A little bit of back-of-the-envelope 
math for us: we here in the House are 
in session between 27 and 30 weeks a 
year. I would say we do 20 votes a week 
which is generously around 600 votes a 
year; not nearly close to the 1,321 votes 
that we would have had to have taken 
during the Trump administration. 

Again, I cannot stress enough that 
regulations do have an impact on real 
people and American lives. They do en-
sure aircraft safety and food quality, 
and they do prevent hazardous mate-
rial from entering our air and water. 
As a consequence and because of that, 
we cannot take unnecessary risks by 
delaying these quantity of votes. 

So, Madam Chair, for all of these rea-
sons, I do urge my colleagues on both 
sides of the aisle to please vote ‘‘yes’’ 
on this, my commonsense amendment. 
I reserve the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I 
claim the time in opposition to the 
amendment. 

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I 
think this amendment perhaps defines 
the incredible contrast between this 
side of the aisle and the folks on the 
other side of the aisle. 

I believe that $100 million is an astro-
nomical amount of money, and they 
don’t see that it is all that much. I 
don’t believe that unelected bureau-
crats in agencies ought to be making 
decisions that have impacts on our 
businesses of over $100 million without 
any legislative oversight, and they 
think that $1 billion is pretty low. I 
think that that really epitomizes the 
difference in our philosophy, how we 
view government, and how we view our 
responsibilities. 

Under no circumstance should 
unelected bureaucrats in agencies be 
imposing hidden taxes against the peo-
ple of this country without the ac-
countability of the legislative branch 
being involved in the decision. I believe 
$100 million is too high and $1 billion is 
absolutely absurd. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I 
yield to the gentleman from New York 
(Mr. NADLER). 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I thank 
the gentlewoman for yielding. 

Madam Chairwoman, while the esti-
mate of the economic impact of any 
rule by the GAO would be highly specu-
lative and should be considered with 
caution—as the GAO itself said—this 
rule would at least lessen the harm 
that this dangerous bill would effect. 

Although this amendment does not 
cure all the ills in the REINS Act, the 
amendment would at least reduce the 
number of rules REINS would apply to, 
and, therefore, I support the amend-
ment. 

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I am 
ready to close, and I reserve the bal-
ance of my time. 

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I 
cannot stress enough that regulations 
do, of course, have an impact on real 
American people and real American 
lives. Once again, I will emphasize that 
they ensure aircraft safety and food 
quality and prevent hazardous mate-
rials from entering our air and our 
water. We cannot take unnecessary 
risks. 

If there is one thing the last several 
months have taught us about this body 
and the way that we move, is that we 
cannot move with expedience and that 
we definitely take an enormous 
amount of time to vote on any one 
piece of legislation. 

The idea that we would be standing 
here week after week month after 
month voting on thousands of bills in 
this way is really a demonstration of 
the fact that we don’t simply under-
stand how this body works. 

So for that reason, I very much urge 
my colleagues to vote ‘‘yes’’ on this 
commonsense amendment, and I yield 
back the balance of my time. 

Ms. HAGEMAN. Again, Madam 
Chair, I am going to say I think that 
this is clearly an effort to abdicate our 
responsibilities to legislate. 

As far as protecting our air and 
water, I point out that the EPA is re-
sponsible for one of the worst environ-
mental disasters in the history of the 
United States of America when it blew 
out the Gold King Mine and turned the 
Animus River yellow several years ago 
in southwestern Colorado. 

So while they want to turn over the 
responsibility of governing in this 
country to unelected bureaucrats in 
agencies that cause those kinds of dis-
asters, I am unwilling to do so. I be-
lieve that this body ought to be ac-
countable to the people and in making 
the decisions that have an economic 
impact of $100 million on their lives. 

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is 
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Pennsylvania (Ms. 
HOULAHAN). 

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

Ms. HOULAHAN. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-

ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentlewoman from Pennsylvania 
will be postponed. 

AMENDMENT NO. 13 OFFERED BY MR. JOYCE OF 
OHIO 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 13 printed 
in part A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. JOYCE of Ohio. Madam Chair, I 
have an amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 18, strike lines 1 through 16, and in-
sert the following: 

‘‘(4) The term ‘rule’ has the meaning given 
such term in section 551, except that such 
term— 

‘‘(A) includes interpretative rules, general 
statements of policy, and all other agency 
guidance documents; and 

‘‘(B) does not include— 
‘‘(i) any rule of particular applicability, in-

cluding a rule that approves or prescribes for 
the future rates, wages, prices, services, or 
allowances therefore, corporate or financial 
structures, reorganizations, mergers, or ac-
quisitions thereof, or accounting practices or 
disclosures bearing on any of the foregoing; 

‘‘(ii) any rule relating to agency manage-
ment or personnel; or 

‘‘(iii) any rule of agency organization, pro-
cedure, or practice that does not substan-
tially affect the rights or obligations of non- 
agency parties. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 495, the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. JOYCE) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. JOYCE of Ohio. Madam Chair, I 
rise today to offer an amendment to 
H.R. 277, the REINS Act. My amend-
ment would insert a key provision in-
cluded in my legislation, the LIBERTY 
Act, to ensure that economically sig-
nificant guidance documents are sub-
ject to public notice and comment peri-
ods and much-needed congressional 
oversight. 

While agency rules and regulations 
are subject to congressional oversight, 
guidance documents are not. As a re-
sult, the President can use guidance 
documents to sidestep congressional 
review and prevent Americans from 
weighing in on decisions made by their 
government. 

Guidance documents were never in-
tended to be used by Presidents to uni-
laterally enact their agenda, but today, 
that is precisely what we are seeing. 
For example, President Biden has at-
tempted to use guidance documents to 
implement his $450 billion student loan 
bailout, Medicaid expansion, and to 
make it easier to deny future natural 
gas pipelines. 

As a result, it has become clear that 
Congress must exert its authority to 
ensure that guidance documents can-
not be used without any review or ac-
countability. My amendment would 
guarantee just that. 

The principle underpinning this 
amendment is simple: our government 
was founded by the people and for the 
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people, and duly elected Representa-
tives must be able to hold the execu-
tive branch to account. 

No matter which party holds the 
White House, no President Republican 
or Democrat should be able to imple-
ment their agenda without first giving 
the American people the opportunity 
to weigh in on that agenda. 

Madam Chair, that is why I ask that 
you support this amendment to 
strengthen the REINS Act and to pro-
vide Washington with a much-needed 
dose of transparency and account-
ability to the American people. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I rise in 
opposition to the amendment. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, this 
amendment amends the definition of 
rule to include interpretive rules, gen-
eral statements of policy, and all other 
guidance documents. 

However, guidance documents from 
agencies are not given the force of law 
in court. Expanding this bill to also re-
quire any guidance the agency gives to 
businesses about how the rules will be 
enforced is a gross expansion of the 
Congressional Review Act and would 
ensure that agencies provide less guid-
ance for business thus creating more 
uncertainty. More uncertainty in busi-
ness stifles business. 

Madam Chair, you want to know the 
environment you are operating in if 
you are a businessperson. 

This amendment is an overstep and 
would stifle further the work of our 
agencies and would make it much more 
difficult to conduct business in this 
country. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. JOYCE of Ohio. Madam Chair-
man, I thank the ranking member for 
his reply, and I appreciate his concern. 

I would simply say this: all of us re-
gardless of our political affiliation 
should be invested in reining in the 
power of the executive and holding the 
President accountable to the people. 
That is not happening in the status 
quo, which is why my amendment and 
the underlying bill is so important. 

Guidance documents were never in-
tended to allow bureaucrats to make 
sweeping decisions without any over-
sight, but that is what they have be-
come. 

Economically, significant guidance 
documents, like President Biden’s stu-
dent loan bailout, will have major ef-
fects on our country and must be sub-
jected to proper oversight. That is 
what my amendment aims to achieve: 
a commonsense, good governance re-
form that keeps the American people 
in control of their government. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I am 
prepared to close. 

Madam Chair, at the risk of sounding 
repetitive from what I have said in sev-

eral other amendments, Congress is not 
capable of making the judgments—the 
thousands and millions of judgments— 
on specifics like how many parts of ar-
senic per billion in the atmosphere is 
safe? What should the tolerance of a 
braking system in the automobile be? 
How many units of radiation can a per-
son tolerate that is worth risking in an 
MRI or a CAT scan? 

That is why Congress has delegated 
to agencies, which we created, the 
power to make these decisions which 
we are not competent to make, the 
thousands and thousands of specific de-
cisions on scientific and other ques-
tions; mostly scientific questions. 

b 1330 

The REINS Act is a very bad piece of 
legislation because it would say that 
the agencies can’t do this, that Con-
gress must do it, and we don’t have the 
capacity. We don’t have the time, and 
we don’t have the knowledge. 

How many people here know how 
many units of radiation are safe? 

How many hearings must be con-
ducted for the thousands or even mil-
lions of decisions that must be made 
each year? 

The REINS Act is a bad idea. This 
amendment, in effect, expands the 
REINS Act to include interpretive 
rules and general statements of policy. 
It makes it even more impossible. 
Therefore, it makes a very bad bill 
worse, and I oppose it and urge its de-
feat. 

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

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

The amendment was agreed to. 
AMENDMENT NO. 14 OFFERED BY MR. ROY 

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 
to consider amendment No. 14 printed 
in part A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, line 10, insert after ‘‘and Budget’’ 
the following ‘‘determines makes reference 
to Executive Order 14091, 14075, 14035, 14021, 
13988, or 13985, or’’. 

Page 18, line 12, insert after ‘‘personnel’’ 
the following: ‘‘(except to the extent such 
rule makes reference to Executive Order 
14091, 14075, 14035, 14021, 13988, or 13985)’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 495, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ROY) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, it has been a 
treat listening to my colleagues with 
their newfound respect for private busi-
ness and not wanting to have regu-
latory interference with private busi-
ness. 

Well, here we are talking about the 
REINS Act. What we are trying to do is 
ensure that you can’t have unelected 
bureaucrats making decisions that 
have massive economic impacts and 

have major impacts on the lives of the 
American people. 

With all due respect to the ranking 
member from Judiciary, what we are 
talking about is not saying you are 
ending what the folks in the adminis-
trative state are saying about regula-
tions. What we are saying is that they 
have got to come to Congress if it is 
going to have a major impact. They 
have got to come demonstrate what it 
is they are proposing. 

If they have got some issue that in-
volves radiation, if they have got some 
issue that involves some complexities, 
come make the case if you are going to 
have a massive economic impact, like 
$100 million. 

Here I am offering an amendment 
that goes a little bit beyond that; not 
just the economic impact, but the im-
pact on our society, the impact on 
businesses to be able to function, the 
impact on people to be able to go out 
and carry out their lives. 

Amendment No. 14 that I am offering 
here expands the definition of a major 
rule in the REINS Act to include any 
rule that references one of President 
Biden’s major so-called diversity, eq-
uity, and inclusion executive orders. 

This means that Congress would vote 
up or down on any rule promulgated by 
the executive branch that pushes rad-
ical gender or racial ideologies regard-
less of whether it is estimated to carry 
a fiscal or economic impact. 

Why? Because the American people 
are tired of this stuff. They are tired of 
seeing this radical agenda being pro-
moted by the Federal Government and 
pressed upon the private citizens of 
this country. 

The executive orders covered in this 
amendment are meant to sow division 
among the American people in pursuit 
of radical racial and gender ideologies. 
For example, Executive Order 13985 is 
designed to ensure racial equity and 
support for underserved communities 
throughout the Federal Government. 

That sounds nice in a title, but the 
fact is, it has directed every Federal 
agency to conduct equity assessments 
to determine whether new policies, reg-
ulations, or guidance documents may 
be necessary to advance equity in agen-
cy actions and programs. It has effec-
tively made diversity, equity, and in-
clusion one of the most important fac-
tors, including at the Department of 
Defense. 

We are not focusing on making sure 
our Department of Defense can defeat 
China; we are focusing on making it a 
social engineering experiment wrapped 
in a uniform. I wonder why we are hav-
ing trouble recruiting people. 

It has been referenced that CMS rules 
on health equity flirt with forcing pro-
viders to prioritize healthcare based on 
race. There are news articles about 
this. It has been referenced that the 
EPA and the Department of the Inte-
rior have rules that advance so-called 
environmental justice. Executive Order 
13988 is titled: ‘‘Preventing and Com-
bating Discrimination on the Basis of 
Gender Identity or Sexual Orienta-
tion.’’ Again, the title sounds, oh, that 
must be all nice and good. Well, it led 
to an HHS proposed rule that could 
compel hospitals receiving Federal 
funds to perform gender-affirming care, 
including surgeries. It has been used to 
justify moves by the VA to provide 
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gender-affirming care to veterans on 
taxpayer dollars. 

Executive Order 14021 is titled: 
‘‘Guaranteeing an Educational Envi-
ronment Free From Discrimination on 
the Basis of Sex, Including Sexual Ori-
entation or Gender Identity.’’ However, 
the problem is, it is discriminating 
against women, which Riley Gaines 
knows all too well because she was 
forced to swim against a dude, and we 
all know she was forced to swim 
against a dude. 

It was referenced in the Department 
of Education’s proposed rule to lever-
age Title IX to restrict schools’ ability 
to prohibit biological males from com-
peting in girls’ sports. Ironically, the 
rule recognizes schools may need flexi-
bility to issue such a restriction for 
‘‘fairness in competition or preventing 
sports-related injury.’’ 

The fact is, the American people are 
sick and tired of politicizing our entire 
culture through the executive actions 
that are being executed by this Presi-
dent without check from Congress, 
which we don’t believe would have a 
chance of getting through the people’s 
House. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I claim 
the time in opposition. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, the 
REINS Act would already frustrate the 
point of government by grinding the 
critical actions of our agencies to a 
halt. 

Why, Mr. ROY—and I presume the 
majority generally—feels the need to 
also include efforts to protect some of 
the most vulnerable among us is be-
yond me. 

America has a long history of dis-
crimination, and efforts to include 
these historically marginalized groups 
should be celebrated and supported, not 
subjected to further scrutiny by Con-
gress just because the majority dis-
agrees with supporting these individ-
uals. 

May I remind you that we represent 
all the people, and amendments like 
this undermine our service to our con-
stituents. 

I would ask, why should we tell hos-
pitals not to perform certain medical 
procedures? If gender-affirming surgery 
is necessary for the patient and the 
doctor says it is, why shouldn’t the VA 
hospital provide such surgery? 

We do not, I presume, want to say it 
is because we want to discriminate 
against transgender people, or we want 
to discriminate against gay or lesbian 
people. I hope that is not what we are 
saying, but that is what this amend-
ment seems to do. 

I oppose this amendment because it 
goes against our notions of equality 
and our notions of fairness. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, if my Demo-
cratic colleagues support these execu-
tive orders so much, if they believe 
that these are the best things since 
sliced bread, that we need to have all of 
these orders that are turning our entire 
society upside down, that are rede-
fining traditional roles in society that 
we understand the difference between 

men and women; if they are so excited 
about those policies, then why are they 
worried about voting on them? What is 
the problem? 

Why must they just be executed by a 
faceless bureaucrat at the other end of 
Pennsylvania Avenue or in the alpha-
bet soup of agencies in this town? 

Why shouldn’t this body, the people’s 
House, and the Senate, speak? That is 
all we are talking about in the REINS 
Act and these amendments. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, the gen-
tleman says: Why don’t we legislate on 
some of this? We have. 

Might I remind the gentleman that 
last year we passed the Respect for 
Marriage Act, codifying the rights of 
two men to marry each other or two 
women to marry each other because we 
respect freedom? 

The amendment does not respect 
freedom. The amendment, by its de-
scription by its sponsor, would say, no, 
we don’t want to do gender-affirming 
surgery. We don’t want to perform sur-
gery that people need because we dis-
approve of them. That is wrong. 

The REINS Act is a very bad act for 
all the reasons I have stated many 
times already today. I am not going to 
repeat them. This amendment would 
make it worse because diversity, eq-
uity, and inclusion executive orders are 
things to be celebrated, not things to 
decry. 

Madam Chair, I include in the 
RECORD a list of organizations opposing 
H.R. 277. 

OPPOSITION TO H.R. 277 
The Coalition for Sensible Safeguards, con-

sisting of over 160 labor, consumer, and envi-
ronmental organizations, including: 

AFL–CIO 
Alliance for 

Justice 
American 

Association of 
University 
Professors 

American 
Federation of 
State, County 
and Municipal 
Employees 

American 
Federation of 
Teachers 

American Forum 
American Lung 

Association 
American Rivers 
American 

Sustainable 
Business 
Council 

Americans for 
Financial 
Reform 

BlueGreen 
Alliance 

Campaign for 
Contract 
Agriculture 
Reform (CCAR) 

Center for 
American 
Progress 

Center for 
Biological 
Diversity 

Center for 
Digital 
Democracy 

Center for Food 
Safety 

Center for 
Foodborne 
Illness, 
Research & 
Prevention 

Center for 
International 

Environmental 
Law 

Center for 
Progressive 
Reform 

Center for 
Responsible 
Lending 

Consumer 
Federation of 
America 

Consumer 
Reports 

Demos 
Earthjustice 
Economic Policy 

Institute 
Environment 

America 
Farmworker 

Justice 
Free Press 
International 

Brotherhood of 
Teamsters 

International 
Center for 
Technology 
Assessment 

International 
Union, United 
Automobile, 
Aerospace & 
Agricultural 
Implement 

Workers of 
America 
(UAW) 

League of 
Conservation 
Voters 

Main Street 
Alliance 

Media Matters 
for America 

National 
Association of 
Consumer 
Advocates 

National 
Consumers 
League 

National 
Employment 
Law Project 

National Family 
Farm Coalition 

National 
Women’s 
Health 
Network 

National 
Women’s Law 
Center 

Natural 
Resources 
Defense 
Council 

Partnership for 
Working 
Public Citizen 

Reproductive 
Health 
Technologies 
Project 

Sciencecorps 
Service 

Employees 
International 
Union 

Sierra Club 
STOP Foodborne 

Illness 
The Arc of the 

United States 
U.S. PIRG 
Union of 

Concerned 
Scientists 
Union Plus 

United Food and 
Commercial 
Workers Union 

United 
Steelworkers 

Voices for 
Progress 

Waterkeeper 
Alliance 

Worksafe 

The Center for Progressive Reform; a coali-
tion of health partners including American 
Lung Association, Allergy & Asthma Net-
work, Campaign for Tobacco-Free Kids, and 
the National Association of Pediatric Nurse 
Practioners; and the American Association 
of Government Employees, AFL–CIO. 

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

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

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

AMENDMENT NO. 15 OFFERED BY MR. ROY 
The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order 

to consider amendment No. 15 printed 
in part A of House Report 118–108. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, I have an 
amendment at the desk. 

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will 
designate the amendment. 

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows: 

Page 17, line 17, strike ‘‘or’’ at the end. 
Page 17, line 22, strike the period at the 

end and insert ‘‘; or’’. 
Page 17, insert after line 22 the following: 
‘‘(D) in an increase in mandatory vaccina-

tions.’’. 
Page 18, line 12, insert after ‘‘personnel’’ 

the following: ‘‘(except to the extent such 
rule is described in paragraph (2)(D))’’. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
House Resolution 495, the gentleman 
from Texas (Mr. ROY) and a Member 
opposed each will control 5 minutes. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, with respect 
to what the gentleman was just talking 
about with the marriage vote last year, 
regardless of one’s belief and vote on 
the outcome of that policy, the point 
is, Congress voted. 

The fact is, here we have rules being 
promulgated by bureaucrats that the 
people’s House never gets a chance to 
speak to other than through a Congres-
sional Review Act, which you are only 
allowed to do in a minimal amount of 
time. The REINS Act actually gives 
power to the people’s House and Article 
I under the Constitution. 

I want to do that here on another 
issue. 

We would like to expand the defini-
tion of ‘‘major rule’’ to include any 
rule likely to result in an increase in 
mandatory vaccinations. This means 
Congress would vote to approve any 
rule promulgated by the executive 
branch to push mandatory vaccines. 

Last Congress, remember, we were 
told to wait for the courts to save the 
American people from an unconstitu-
tional vaccine? While we fiddled and 
waited for the courts to catch up, mil-
lions of Americans were forced to 
choose between their job and a jab, 
that they likely didn’t need and that 
didn’t stop transmission. 
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On September 29, 2021, President 

Biden announced vaccine mandates for 
upwards of 100 million Americans, forc-
ing Americans to choose between their 
jobs and a jab. 

On March 11, 2023, Biden finally 
ended his unconstitutional vaccine 
mandates at the end of the COVID 
emergency, frankly, because we were 
forcing it and forcing the question. 

The OSHA mandate, which was 
struck down by the Supreme Court and 
formally withdrawn on January 28, 
2022, a year prior, required all busi-
nesses with 100-plus employees to ei-
ther vaccine or test. 

Why should we wait on the Supreme 
Court to check the unconstitutional, 
unlawful, and tyrannical actions by an 
executive branch that shut down the 
greatest economy in the history of the 
world, forcing people to choose between 
their livelihoods, their ability to make 
money, their families, their ability to 
go to school, the ability of a nurse to 
be able to go in and perform her job in 
a hospital? We did that. Let’s not for-
get that we did that. 

We watched Secretary Becerra fum-
bling yesterday, fumbling in a hearing, 
unable to answer the question: Can you 
tell me, sir, whether or not it was any 
benefit whatsoever for 2-year-old kids 
to be forced to wear masks and we had 
mandates through the Head Start pro-
gram? He refused to answer the ques-
tion in committee because he knew full 
well he had no good answer to that 
question. 

He knows it, and everybody in Amer-
ica knows it. This is about wrestling 
power away from a bureaucratic state 
that shut down this economy, harmed 
the American people, and it should 
never happen again. 

That is the point of the REINS Act, 
to wrestle power back from Article II 
and the executive branch no matter 
who is there. 

The Trump administration’s hands: 
Unclean. 

The Biden administration’s hands: 
Unclean. 

This is a nonpartisan statement. 
The people’s House should speak. We 

should stand up to the tyranny of an 
executive branch that overstepped its 
bounds and restricted the freedom and 
liberties of the American people and 
harmed them. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

b 1345 
Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I claim 

the time in opposition to the amend-
ment. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, yet 
again, we have another amendment 
aimed at dividing us instead of allow-
ing us to serve the people who elected 
us. 

Vaccinations help us eradicate ter-
rible diseases, like smallpox, polio, 
measles, mumps, tuberculosis, rubella, 
and on and on and on. 

Adding this amendment would not 
help us govern. It will not help us serve 
our constituents. Instead, it would just 
serve to undermine necessary health 
and safety rules. 

We here in this Chamber cannot 
know what contagious diseases we may 
face in the future, and I oppose any 
amendment that would undermine our 
ability to protect our constituents. 

Madam Chair, before I was allowed to 
go to school—I won’t tell you how 
many years ago that was—I had to be 
vaccinated for diphtheria, for whopping 
cough, for the diseases that they then 
knew how to vaccinate against. Noth-
ing has changed. We are to vaccinate 
people to prevent diseases and 
pandemics. 

The fact of the matter is that people 
should be required to be vaccinated, es-
pecially a nurse, a nurse who is dealing 
with patients, who is breathing on 
those patients. She can transmit the 
disease. So certainly, she should be re-
quired to be vaccinated because the 
vaccination not only protects her, but 
it also protects against transmission of 
the disease to the next person. The 
healthcare worker certainly ought to 
be required to be vaccinated. 

When we have a pandemic like the 
COVID–19 pandemic that we had, 2- 
year-olds should have been required to 
wear masks. It would be child abuse for 
parents not to do that because there 
was no vaccination available for 2- 
year-olds. The only way to protect 
them against COVID was to have them 
wear masks. These mandates are 
meant to protect the public’s health 
and safety. 

God willing we won’t have another 
pandemic such as we had, but in the fu-
ture, we will be required, I presume, to 
be vaccinated against major threat-
ening diseases. That is right. To ex-
pand the major rule to include any in-
crease in mandatory vaccinations is in-
tended to prevent mandatory vaccina-
tions. That is a crime against the pub-
lic health. 

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance 
of my time. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, well, I am 
tempted to yield all my time to the 
gentleman from New York because he 
is basically making the case for me 
more effectively than I can. 

The gentleman from New York is ba-
sically acknowledging everything that 
I am here saying that I am trying to do 
to protect the American people from 
the tyrannical state of the executive 
branch, but in this case, my Demo-
cratic colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle. 

I want everybody in America to un-
derstand what they just heard from the 
ranking member of the House Com-
mittee on the Judiciary in the United 
States House of Representatives. 

Your 2-year-old should be forced to 
be masked. 

That is what the ranking member of 
the House Judiciary Committee just 
said here on the floor of the House of 
Representatives, that the power of the 

government, the full power of the Fed-
eral Government should be a part of 
ensuring and forcing your children, 
your 2-year-old child to be masked. 

We heard it yesterday when the Sec-
retary of HHS refused to actually an-
swer that question, so I am really glad 
to hear that the ranking member of the 
House Committee on the Judiciary ac-
knowledges what everybody in America 
understands, which is that the Demo-
cratic Party led by the President and 
by my Democratic colleagues in the 
House and the Senate are fully com-
fortable with the power of the govern-
ment being used to shut down your 
businesses, force you out of work, un-
less you take an experimental vaccine 
that has not been proven to actually do 
what the gentleman just said, which is 
with respect to transmissions. 

More importantly, my father, who is 
80 years old, is dealing with the rav-
ages of polio. I firmly understand the 
importance of vaccines, and I am proud 
that my children and I have been able 
to be protected by those vaccines, fully 
tested after years of testing. 

To say that this politicized vaccine 
should have been used to shut down the 
economy and to kill the ability of my 
constituents to be able to go about 
their lives, and to force children into 
the corner wearing masks to get set 
back years in their education, that is 
precisely why this amendment mat-
ters. It is precisely why we are here 
reining in the Federal Government, 
and it is precisely why this amendment 
would make this a better piece of legis-
lation, and why I hope my colleagues 
would support it. 

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, why the 
COVID–19 vaccine should be more po-
liticized than any other vaccine, I 
don’t know. I don’t understand that. 

And why the COVID–19 vaccine is 
considered by the gentleman to be po-
liticized, I don’t understand that ei-
ther. 

It is just another vaccine. It is an-
other vaccine for a very raging pan-
demic we just had and which is hope-
fully over—although people are still 
dying of COVID–19. People should get 
vaccinated against it, if they haven’t 
been vaccinated. 

But the REINS Act would make it 
much more difficult to require or even 
to drop the requirement for vaccina-
tion, and this amendment would spe-
cifically make it more difficult. 

That is ridiculous from a public 
health point of view, therefore, I op-
pose the amendment. 

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

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

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

Mr. NADLER. Madam Chair, I de-
mand a recorded vote. 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, further pro-
ceedings on the amendment offered by 
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the gentleman from Texas will be post-
poned. 

Mr. ROY. Madam Chair, I move that 
the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly, the Committee rose; 

and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr. 
WALTZ) having assumed the chair, Mrs. 
GONZÁLEZ-COLÓN, Acting Chair of the 
Committee of the Whole House on the 
state of the Union, reported that that 
Committee, having had under consider-
ation the bill (H.R. 277) to amend chap-
ter 8 of title 5, United States Code, to 
provide that major rules of the execu-
tive branch shall have no force or ef-
fect unless a joint resolution of ap-
proval is enacted into law, had come to 
no resolution thereon. 

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 52 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess. 

f 

b 1430 

AFTER RECESS 

The recess having expired, the House 
was called to order by the Speaker pro 
tempore (Mr. LAMBORN) at 2 o’clock 
and 30 minutes p.m. 

f 

REGULATIONS FROM THE EXECU-
TIVE IN NEED OF SCRUTINY ACT 
OF 2023 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 495 and rule 
XVIII, the Chair declares the House in 
the Committee of the Whole House on 
the state of the Union for the further 
consideration of the bill, H.R. 277. 

Will the gentlewoman from New 
York (Ms. MALLIOTAKIS) kindly take 
the chair. 

b 1430 

IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly, the House resolved 
itself into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the state of the Union for the 
further consideration of the bill (H.R. 
277) to amend chapter 8 of title 5, 
United States Code, to provide that 
major rules of the executive branch 
shall have no force or effect unless a 
joint resolution of approval is enacted 
into law, with Ms. MALLIOTAKIS (Act-
ing Chair) in the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The Acting CHAIR. When the Com-

mittee of the Whole rose earlier today, 
a request for a recorded on vote amend-
ment No. 15 printed in part A of House 
Report 118–108 offered by the gen-
tleman from Texas (Mr. ROY) had been 
postponed. 

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE ACTING CHAIR 

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to 
clause 6 of rule XVIII, proceedings will 
now resume on those amendments 
printed in part A of House Report 118– 

108 on which further proceedings were 
postponed, in the following order: 

Amendment No. 4 by Mr. BIGGS of Ar-
izona; 

Amendment No. 9 by Mr. GOOD of 
Virginia; 

Amendment No. 10 by Mr. GREEN of 
Texas; 

Amendment No. 11 by Mr. GREEN of 
Texas; 

Amendment No. 12 by Ms. HOULAHAN 
of Pennsylvania; 

Amendment No. 14 by Mr. ROY of 
Texas; 

Amendment No. 15 by Mr. ROY of 
Texas. 

The Chair will reduce to 2 minutes 
the minimum time for any electronic 
vote after the first vote in this series. 

AMENDMENT NO. 4 OFFERED BY MR. BIGGS 

The Acting CHAIR. The unfinished 
business is the demand for a recorded 
vote on amendment No. 4, printed in 
part A of House Report 118–108 offered 
by the gentleman from Arizona (Mr. 
BIGGS), on which further proceedings 
were postponed and on which the ayes 
prevailed by voice vote. 

The Clerk will redesignate the 
amendment. 

The Clerk redesignated the amend-
ment. 

RECORDED VOTE 

The Acting CHAIR. A recorded vote 
has been demanded. 

A recorded vote was ordered. 
The vote was taken by electronic de-

vice, and there were—ayes 211, noes 223, 
not voting 5, as follows: 

[Roll No. 257] 

AYES—211 

Aderholt 
Alford 
Allen 
Amodei 
Armstrong 
Arrington 
Babin 
Baird 
Balderson 
Banks 
Barr 
Bean (FL) 
Bentz 
Bergman 
Bice 
Biggs 
Bilirakis 
Bishop (NC) 
Boebert 
Bost 
Brecheen 
Buchanan 
Buck 
Bucshon 
Burchett 
Burgess 
Burlison 
Calvert 
Carey 
Carl 
Carter (GA) 
Carter (TX) 
Chavez-DeRemer 
Ciscomani 
Cline 
Cloud 
Clyde 
Cole 
Collins 
Comer 
Crane 
Crawford 
Crenshaw 
Curtis 
Davidson 

De La Cruz 
DesJarlais 
Diaz-Balart 
Donalds 
Duarte 
Duncan 
Dunn (FL) 
Edwards 
Ellzey 
Emmer 
Estes 
Ezell 
Fallon 
Feenstra 
Ferguson 
Finstad 
Fischbach 
Fitzgerald 
Fleischmann 
Flood 
Foxx 
Franklin, C. 

Scott 
Fry 
Fulcher 
Gaetz 
Gallagher 
Garbarino 
Garcia, Mike 
Gonzales, Tony 
Good (VA) 
Gooden (TX) 
Gosar 
Granger 
Graves (LA) 
Graves (MO) 
Green (TN) 
Greene (GA) 
Griffith 
Grothman 
Guest 
Guthrie 
Hageman 
Harris 
Harshbarger 

Hern 
Higgins (LA) 
Hill 
Hinson 
Houchin 
Hudson 
Huizenga 
Hunt 
Issa 
Jackson (TX) 
James 
Johnson (LA) 
Johnson (OH) 
Johnson (SD) 
Jordan 
Joyce (OH) 
Joyce (PA) 
Kean (NJ) 
Kelly (MS) 
Kelly (PA) 
Kiggans (VA) 
Kiley 
Kim (CA) 
Kustoff 
LaHood 
LaMalfa 
Lamborn 
Langworthy 
Latta 
LaTurner 
Lee (FL) 
Lesko 
Letlow 
Loudermilk 
Lucas 
Luetkemeyer 
Luna 
Luttrell 
Mace 
Malliotakis 
Mann 
Massie 
Mast 
McClain 
McClintock 

McCormick 
Meuser 
Miller (IL) 
Miller (OH) 
Miller (WV) 
Miller-Meeks 
Mills 
Molinaro 
Moolenaar 
Mooney 
Moore (AL) 
Moore (UT) 
Moran 
Moylan 
Murphy 
Nehls 
Newhouse 
Norman 
Obernolte 
Ogles 
Owens 
Palmer 
Pence 
Perry 
Pfluger 
Posey 

Reschenthaler 
Rodgers (WA) 
Rogers (AL) 
Rogers (KY) 
Rose 
Rosendale 
Rouzer 
Roy 
Rutherford 
Salazar 
Santos 
Scalise 
Schweikert 
Scott, Austin 
Self 
Sessions 
Simpson 
Smith (MO) 
Smith (NE) 
Smucker 
Spartz 
Stauber 
Steel 
Stefanik 
Steil 
Steube 

Stewart 
Strong 
Tenney 
Thompson (PA) 
Tiffany 
Timmons 
Turner 
Valadao 
Van Drew 
Van Duyne 
Van Orden 
Wagner 
Walberg 
Waltz 
Weber (TX) 
Webster (FL) 
Wenstrup 
Westerman 
Williams (NY) 
Williams (TX) 
Wilson (SC) 
Wittman 
Womack 
Yakym 
Zinke 

NOES—223 

Adams 
Aguilar 
Allred 
Auchincloss 
Bacon 
Balint 
Barragán 
Beatty 
Bera 
Beyer 
Bishop (GA) 
Blumenauer 
Blunt Rochester 
Bonamici 
Bowman 
Boyle (PA) 
Brown 
Brownley 
Budzinski 
Bush 
Cammack 
Caraveo 
Carbajal 
Cárdenas 
Carson 
Carter (LA) 
Cartwright 
Casar 
Case 
Casten 
Castor (FL) 
Castro (TX) 
Cherfilus- 

McCormick 
Chu 
Clark (MA) 
Clarke (NY) 
Cleaver 
Clyburn 
Cohen 
Connolly 
Correa 
Costa 
Courtney 
Craig 
Crockett 
Crow 
Cuellar 
D’Esposito 
Davids (KS) 
Davis (IL) 
Davis (NC) 
Dean (PA) 
DeGette 
DeLauro 
DelBene 
Deluzio 
DeSaulnier 
Dingell 
Doggett 
Escobar 
Eshoo 
Espaillat 
Evans 
Fitzpatrick 
Fletcher 
Foster 
Foushee 
Frankel, Lois 
Frost 
Gallego 

Garamendi 
Garcı́a (IL) 
Garcia (TX) 
Garcia, Robert 
Gimenez 
Golden (ME) 
Goldman (NY) 
Gomez 
Gonzalez, 

Vicente 
González-Colón 
Gottheimer 
Green, Al (TX) 
Grijalva 
Harder (CA) 
Hayes 
Higgins (NY) 
Himes 
Horsford 
Houlahan 
Hoyer 
Hoyle (OR) 
Huffman 
Ivey 
Jackson (IL) 
Jackson (NC) 
Jackson Lee 
Jacobs 
Jayapal 
Jeffries 
Johnson (GA) 
Kamlager-Dove 
Kaptur 
Keating 
Kelly (IL) 
Khanna 
Kildee 
Kilmer 
Kim (NJ) 
Krishnamoorthi 
Kuster 
LaLota 
Landsman 
Larsen (WA) 
Larson (CT) 
Lawler 
Lee (CA) 
Lee (NV) 
Lee (PA) 
Leger Fernandez 
Levin 
Lieu 
Lofgren 
Lynch 
Magaziner 
Manning 
Matsui 
McBath 
McCaul 
McClellan 
McCollum 
McGarvey 
McGovern 
Meeks 
Menendez 
Meng 
Mfume 
Moore (WI) 
Morelle 
Moskowitz 
Moulton 

Mrvan 
Mullin 
Nadler 
Napolitano 
Neal 
Neguse 
Nickel 
Norcross 
Norton 
Nunn (IA) 
Ocasio-Cortez 
Omar 
Pallone 
Panetta 
Pappas 
Pascrell 
Payne 
Pelosi 
Peltola 
Perez 
Peters 
Pettersen 
Phillips 
Pingree 
Pocan 
Porter 
Pressley 
Quigley 
Raskin 
Ross 
Ruiz 
Ruppersberger 
Ryan 
Sablan 
Salinas 
Sánchez 
Sarbanes 
Scanlon 
Schakowsky 
Schiff 
Schneider 
Scholten 
Schrier 
Scott (VA) 
Scott, David 
Sewell 
Sherman 
Sherrill 
Slotkin 
Smith (WA) 
Sorensen 
Soto 
Spanberger 
Stansbury 
Stanton 
Stevens 
Strickland 
Swalwell 
Sykes 
Takano 
Thanedar 
Thompson (CA) 
Thompson (MS) 
Titus 
Tlaib 
Tokuda 
Tonko 
Torres (CA) 
Torres (NY) 
Trahan 
Trone 
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