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Mr. Speaker, I ask my colleagues to
support this resolution to show the
world, especially our adversaries, that
the United States stands behind our al-
lies and will not back down to terror-
ists.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance

of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. All time
for debate has expired. Without objec-
tion, the previous question is ordered
on the resolution.

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on adoption of the resolu-
tion.

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

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

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 8 of rule XX, further pro-
ceedings on this question are post-
poned.

———

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT
A message in writing from the Presi-
dent of the United States was commu-
nicated to the House by Ms. Deirdre
Kelly, one of his secretaries.
e —
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TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING AND
URBAN DEVELOPMENT, AND RE-
LATED AGENCIES APPROPRIA-
TIONS ACT, 2024

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 838 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. 4820.

Will the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Mrs. STEEL) kindly take the

chair.
0 1600
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.
4820) making appropriations for the De-
partments of Transportation, and
Housing and Urban Development, and
related agencies for the fiscal year end-
ing September 30, 2024, and for other
purposes, with Mrs. STEEL (Acting
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,
amendment No. 30, printed in part B of
House Report 118-261, offered by the
gentleman from Oklahoma (Mr.
BRECHEEN) had been disposed of.

AMENDMENT NO. 31 OFFERED BY MR. STRONG

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 31 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. STRONG. 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 84, line 12, after the dollar amount,

insert ‘‘(increased by $1,000,000)(reduced by
$1,000,000)".
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. STRONG) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Alabama.

Mr. STRONG. Madam Chair, I offer
an amendment to H.R. 4820, the Trans-
portation, Housing and Urban Develop-
ment and Related Agencies Fiscal Year
2024 appropriations bill.

My amendment is simple. It ex-
presses Congress’ support for public
housing authorities to conduct drug
testing as a condition of receiving ben-
efits.

My colleagues across the aisle will
argue that the purpose of this amend-
ment is to punish. I want to be clear:
The purpose of this amendment is to
protect. It is to protect taxpayer-fund-
ed resources and ensure that they are
available for those who truly need
them and are prepared to make posi-
tive contributions to society.

Drug testing would put drug abusers
on notice and provide a clear incentive
to get off of drugs and to work toward
self-sufficiency.

Shouldn’t that be something we all
support?

We must have protections in place
and tools to enforce them which dis-
courage lifelong dependency and ensure
these programs are used as they are in-
tended, as a temporary safety net for
our most vulnerable and needy, not a
way of life for generations.

I am under no illusion that drug test-
ing alone would solve all the problems
of abuse and dependency that plague
our welfare system. However, I do be-
lieve that any tool that helps to ac-
complish this goal should be fully le-
veraged and fully supported by Con-
gress.

Drugs are absolutely ravaging our
country. It can be seen in every com-
munity. In 2020, over 37 million Ameri-
cans 12 years and older—think about it,
12 years and older—were illegal drug
users.

As a first responder, I have seen the
devastation and impact of drug abuse
on individuals, their families, and our
communities. We have a real drug
problem on our hands in this country,
and it is not getting any better with
this administration’s border policies
which allow massive quantities of il-
licit drugs, including fentanyl, to pour
into our country.

Not only would drug testing ensure
the responsible use of taxpayer-funded
benefits, it would also provide a valu-
able opportunity to identify drug users
and connect them with existing re-
sources to get the help that they need.

Voting against this amendment ig-
nores the obligation we have to the
American people to be responsible
stewards of their hard-earned taxpayer
money.

Voting for this amendment sends a
clear message to each of our constitu-
ents: Protecting Federal resources for
those who wish to improve their lives
and break free from the cycle of de-

pendency is a priority of Congress.
Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-

ance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Alabama (Mr. STRONG).

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
I rise as the designee of the gentle-
woman from Connecticut (Ms.
DELAURO), and I move to strike the
last word.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairman, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Massa-
chusetts (Ms. CLARK), the distinguished
Democrat whip and former member of
the Appropriations Committee.

Ms. CLARK of Massachusetts.
Madam Chair, we are 10 days from a
GOP shutdown, and instead of finding a
bipartisan way forward, instead of
working with us to lower costs for fam-
ilies at home, instead of honoring the
budget deal that we already agreed to,
Republicans have turned around and
become a pro-lead poisoning caucus.

Really. Read the bill. They have
written a housing and transportation
budget that defunds lead removal in
low-income housing, lead removal in
the homes of 46,000 children.

That is not all. This bill cuts afford-
able housing construction by two-
thirds. It guts transit funding, leaving
parents with longer, more dangerous,
less reliable commutes.

News flash. Nobody’s gas prices were
ever lowered by banning Pride flags,
but the open discrimination against
the LGBTQ+ Americans in this bill will
hurt communities in every single one
of our districts.

This bill is more of the same from
the MAGA Republican majority:
Unserious, heartless extremism.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to put children over politics and vote
“no’’ on this bill.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
I yield to the gentlewoman from New
Jersey (Ms. SHERRILL).

Ms. SHERRILL. Madam Chair, yes-
terday President Biden announced sig-
nificant new funding for passenger rail
projects across New Jersey and the
Northeast region, first and foremost
for the Gateway Program that is the
Nation’s most critical infrastructure
project.

It is a critical win for New Jersey
families, and it comes as a result of
funding through the bipartisan infra-
structure law to get these important
projects completed.

By making this investment in Gate-
way, we will prevent a shutdown of the
Hudson River tunnel that could cost
the United States economy $16 billion
over 4 years and reduce property values
by $22 billion in New Jersey alone. In
fact, every dollar we invest in Gateway
will create almost $4 of benefits for the
residents of our region, whether
through lower travel costs, faster trav-
el times, improved safety, or reduced
highway congestion.
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Unfortunately, the Republican ma-
jority’s appropriations bill is a severe
threat to the bipartisan work we have
done to revitalize America’s infrastruc-
ture, especially for passenger rail. The
bill guts the main funding source for
rail projects—the Capital Investment
Grants program—by 85 percent and
cuts Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor
funding by 92 percent. Not only that,
but Republican amendments now pro-
pose cutting all Capital Investment
Grants and Amtrak National Network
funding.

These provisions are unacceptable
and completely out of touch with the
needs of the American people. They put
all of our work on Gateway at risk and
could eliminate over $19 billion in eco-
nomic activity for New Jerseyans and
cost tens of thousands of good-paying
jobs.

House Republicans’ extreme agenda
will make it harder for families to get
to work or to their kids’ soccer games.
It will increase their travel costs and
will worsen pollution and congestion in
New Jersey.

Last Congress, I was proud to work
across the aisle to enact historic legis-
lation to revitalize rail in the North-
east region and more broadly to invest
in New Jersey’s infrastructure. Today,
I urge my colleagues to not forsake all
that work and to instead reach across
the aisle and finish Gateway, strength-
en Amtrak and the Northeast Corridor,
and improve travel access and reli-
ability for all of our constituents.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.
AMENDMENT NO. 32 OFFERED BY MR. GROTHMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 32 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. GROTHMAN. 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 84, line 19, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,000,000) (increased by
$1,000,000)"".

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GROTHMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Madam Chair, this
amendment would increase and de-
crease the Section 8 housing program
to call for a U.S. Government Account-
ability Office study on: first, the mar-
ital demographics of HUD-adminis-
tered housing program beneficiaries;

Second, the existence and effects of
any marriage penalties for means-test-
ed housing benefits administered by
HUD—in here, we are getting not only
the Section 8 but also the 42 credits
and that sort of housing— Third, any
recommendations and policy solutions
for reducing marriage penalties within
the HUD-administered programs.

In the last 80 years in this country,
we have had what I believe are means-
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tested programs. The practical effect is
to discourage marriage and, in par-
ticular, discourage men from getting
involved in their children’s families.

I remember touring a low-income
housing project about 5 years ago, and
the woman who was administering it,
who was a crackerjack girl, really tre-
mendous job, but she pointed out one
of her major goals is to make sure she
had no men in any of the housing units.

I can believe that a lot of those men,
since they weren’t husbands, were
maybe causing trouble, maybe doing
drugs. It brought home the fact that
right now an effect, and sometimes
goal, of low-income housing projects is
to keep men away from their families.
This is, of course, only one.

I am highlighting the housing pro-
grams because we are dealing with
HUD right now. It is, of course, true of
all sorts of other income-transfer pro-
grams as well. Food stamps, medical
programs, and Pell grants all come
with their marriage penalties.

We want to focus on this. We want to
see if this is a program that largely
benefits people who are not married,
largely benefits families without men
in them. We know that there was a
powerful group in this country, whose
prescribed purpose, they said, was to
get rid of the Western-prescribed nu-
clear family. We know under Marxism,
one of the goals is to get rid of the fam-
ily.

The purpose here is we want to have
hard statistics, a GAO study, on the de-
gree to which we are penalizing fami-
lies with both parents there.

Madam Chair, we have all sorts of
statistics here. My only comment is
that, A, it is a little bit more difficult
for a child, a little bit more of a tough
row to hoe in life if they don’t have a
man at home.

I think one of the problems we have
in some of our inner cities today that
not only affects the children, but it af-
fects the parents, because I think for a
lot of people the most important thing
they do in their life and their motiva-
tion for life is getting involved in their
children’s families, and right now the
low-income housing program as well as
other income-transfer programs are de-
signed to deny men a role in their chil-
dren’s 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-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GROTHMAN).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 34 OFFERED BY MR. DAVIDSON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 34 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. DAVIDSON. 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:
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Page 110, line 15, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $505,000,000).

Page 203, line 2, after the dollar amount,
insert “‘(increased by $505,000,000)’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. DAVIDSON) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Madam Chair, this
amendment will decrease funding for
the Housing Opportunities for Persons
With AIDS by $5605 million and move it
to the spending reduction account.

AIDS is a horrific disease. We have
lots of horrific diseases in our country,
but we don’t have programs for every-
body that gets a disease. We don’t have
programs specifically for people that
get cancer, for example.

We have programs for AIDS because
when AIDS was first spreading, people
didn’t understand it. They thought it
would spread like a contagion, that
you could get it just because you lived
in the same housing development as
someone else. Now that we properly
understand AIDS, we don’t have the
same kind of denial of access to hous-
ing for people.

We do have need-based housing, and
there are people with AIDS who have
needs, and some of them currently are
even being housed under this program.

The reality is they would still have
access to housing if they are qualified
for need-based assistance just like
every other American. It doesn’t elimi-
nate the safety net but eliminates the
special, favored treatment.

Why is that important? Well, look.
We have to cut something. Ronald
Reagan famously recognized that the
closest thing to eternal life we will see
on this Earth is a government pro-
gram. There is always a new program,
but there is never a time to get rid of
an old program.

This program just continues on with-
out real authorization. It just keeps
getting appropriated. It is time. It is
time to take it away.

It is time to curb our spending. This
HUD program spends almost $3 billion
more than it used to spend in discre-
tionary spending.

We are going to have to turn some-
thing off. We have over $33 trillion in
debt, and in the next 18 months, we are
supposed to add another $3 trillion. Are
we supposed to take spending seriously
once we get to $560 trillion? At some
point, people recognize that if some-
thing can’t continue, it will eventually
stop.

It is not compassionate to bankrupt
America. We put these programs out
there, and we say they are so compas-
sionate, but they are not because they
are leading our country toward a crash
site. This is going to end in financial
ruin.

This is the same kind of point we
tried to make when they said, let’s
close the economy and print money.
We are spending more money than any-
one will even lend us. The Federal Re-
serve became the lender of last resort,
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and their balance sheet grew by $5 tril-
lion.

We knew that was going to cause in-
flation. That is why I created the
Sound Money Caucus in July of 2020.
They said it wouldn’t cause inflation.
We said it would. They said it wouldn’t
hit consumers. We said it would.

They finally acknowledged, well,
maybe it will be transitory. That is the
phase we are in. How transitory is it?

All this goes back to policy decisions.
You might be able to print money, but
you can’t guarantee that it will keep
buying the same amount of stuff. We
do have to turn something off. I think
this is a tragic situation when anyone
has a disease, but we need to turn this
program off.

I reserve the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
this program saves lives. HOPWA pro-
vides long-term housing assistance,
permanent support of housing, home-
lessness prevention, and support of
services to one of the most vulnerable
populations—low-income people with
HIV.

Housing is the greatest unmet need
for people living with HIV, and HOPWA
is the only Federal funding dedicated
to directly addressing this need.

Multiple studies have shown the lack
of stable housing is the most signifi-
cant factor limiting the use of
antiretroviral medications regardless
of insurance, substitutes, and other
factors. Housing interventions improve
stability and access to care. Let’s be
clear. If passed, this amendment will
harm people’s access to life-saving
treatment.

Let’s get down to it. It is not lost
upon me that among all the programs
in this bill that support people with
chronic diseases and other disabilities,
this is the only one that has been sin-
gled out.

This is a disease that can affect any-
one, but HIV disproportionately affects
racial and ethnic minorities, the
LGBTQI+ community, young people,
and people who inject drugs.

It seems to me in an effort to deny
resources to LGBTQI+ people in this
country, this amendment will worsen
health inequalities, exacerbate the opi-
ate epidemic, and otherwise do irrep-
arable damage to our Nation’s public
health.

It is difficult to overstate the cruelty
of this amendment and the damage it
would do to public health and to one of
our most vulnerable populations.

I strongly urge my colleagues to vote
“no”’, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Madam Chair, the
amendment doesn’t stop people who
have genuine needs as defined by our
current needs-based program from re-
ceiving assistance.

It maintains the same level of com-
passion it has for all Americans. It
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doesn’t treat them with any special
distinction. In fact, it restores equality
instead of denying it.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
I yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from New York (Mr. NADLER), the
ranking member of the Judiciary Com-
mittee.

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

I rise today in opposition to this
amendment to eliminate funding for
the Housing Opportunities for Persons
with AIDS, or HOPWA program.

This amendment would cut off hous-
ing support for tens of thousands of
people living with HIV. In doing so, we
take ourselves back to the 1980s—when
the government ignored the needs of
those living with HIV and the urgency
of the HIV epidemic.

For more than three decades,
HOPWA has provided critical support
for low-income people living with HIV.
HOPWA is a bipartisan program that
serves over 75,000 people, providing
housing assistance including rental as-
sistance, transitional housing, and per-
manent housing.

Stable housing is essential for help-
ing people living with HIV to achieve
better health outcomes. Linking indi-
viduals living with HIV to stable, sup-
portive housing is directly linked to
decreased viral load, an 80 percent re-
duction in mortality from AIDS, and a
57 percent reduction in hospitaliza-
tions.

To destabilize housing for 55,000
households and over 75,000 people would
create a public health disaster. Cutting
funding to HOPWA would cost far more
money in increased healthcare costs
than investing in this critical program
at the outset.

This amendment would significantly
impede our Nation’s efforts both to
support those living with HIV and to
end the HIV epidemic.

With Veterans Day on Saturday, I
also want to inform my colleagues that
10 percent of HOPWA recipients are
veterans.

I strongly oppose this amendment. I
urge my colleagues to join me in call-
ing for continued funding for HOPWA,
just as this body has done since 1992.

If the gentleman is truly interested
in cutting the deficit, he might con-
sider supporting repeal of President
Trump’s tax cuts of 2018 where 83 per-
cent of the benefits went to the top 1
percent of the people and which in-
creased the deficit by several trillion
dollars.

In summary, I urge the defeat of this
amendment for health reasons and for
fiscal reasons.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Madam Chair, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
I am prepared to close.

Madam Chairwoman, research con-
ducted in my home city of Chicago
showed that homeless individuals liv-
ing with HIV had significantly im-
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proved health outcomes and trans-
mission risk when provided with
HOPWA assistance, and substantial
cost savings were achieved by reducing
healthcare costs for this population.

For people with HIV, housing is
healthcare. That stability is
healthcare. It means the difference
often between life and death.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. DAVIDSON. Madam Chair-
woman, our colleague just makes the
point. If Chicago needs a program, Chi-
cago could operate a program. If the
State of Illinois needs a program, Illi-
nois could operate a program. If the
State of New York needs a program,
the State could operate a program. The
Federal Government does not need to
operate this program.

It disproportionately goes to high-
density populations in urban areas. It
doesn’t affect rural America. Frankly,
it federalizes a problem that is much
more localized.

It is time to let something finally ex-
pire and say this need has largely been
met. The health conditions are much
more survivable than they were when
this program was launched.

I urge my colleagues to take this op-
portunity to finally trim something
that is no longer needed. It restores
equality in our social safety net rather
than continuing to distort it. Please
support my amendment.

Madam Chairwoman, I yield back the
balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. 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 Ohio will be post-
poned.

AMENDMENT NO. 36 OFFERED BY MS. BLUNT

ROCHESTER

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 36 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. 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 111, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(increased by $100,000,000) (reduced by
$100,000,000)"’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER)
and a Member opposed each will con-
trol 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Delaware.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam
Chair, I rise today in support of my
amendment, amendment No. 36. This
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amendment highlights the importance
of the Department of Housing and
Urban Development’s Pathways to Re-
moving Obstacles to Housing, other-
wise known as the PRO Housing grant
program and land-use reform policies,
which were shortsightedly omitted en-
tirely from this partisan bill that we
are reconsidering tonight, H.R. 4820.

This grant program, funded for the
first time in fiscal year 2023, is based
on broadly supported bipartisan bills,
including my Housing Supply and Af-
fordability Act and the Yes in My
Backyard Act.

The program incentivizes reform of
local land-use policies that hinder the
expansion of an affordable housing sup-
ply.

Our Nation is facing an affordable
housing crisis. We have a shortage of as
many as 7 million affordable homes.

This drastic underproduction hurts
American families. It hurts commu-
nities, businesses, and costs the econ-
omy about $2 trillion per year in lower
productivity and wages.

The lack of affordable housing also
increases the strain on the labor mar-
ket with about 9.6 million job openings
in the U.S.

From food service to cybersecurity,
employers in nearly every industry are
struggling to find and retain workers.
The bottom line is to take a job, you
need to be able to afford to live near
that job.

I hear about this problem in almost
every meeting that I attend up and
down my State. It is a problem that
impacts people in Delaware, from our
beaches to the cities to the rural com-
munities, and I know it is impacting
Americans across this country.

I urge my colleagues to think about
the human impact of the lack of afford-
able housing; extreme stress, homeless-
ness, increased workforce shortages,
and poorer health outcomes. It is clear
that housing is foundational to our
well-being.

Strict land-use policies create artifi-
cial restrictions that drive up costs and
delay production. In many cases, they
are horrific vestiges from the past,
where discriminatory redlining broke
up communities and prevented all
Americans from having access to the
American Dream.
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Unfortunately, the bill that we are
voting on today will squander another
opportunity to right those wrongs of
the past.

We know the bill in its current form
has no chance of becoming law. The
lack of meaningful housing reform and
support, like the PRO Housing program
and land reform policies, are examples
of the many fatal flaws with this bill.

The adoption of my amendment will
at least signal to the Senate and our
appropriations leaders that we need to
include the PRO Housing program and
land use policy reforms in a final ap-
propriations bill.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘yes” on my amendment, and I
reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Chair, I
claim the time in opposition.

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

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Chair,
we are going to use $100 million, to use
the Senate’s number, to influence what
should be a local decisionmaking proc-
ess on zoning for affordable housing.

We all support affordable housing.
That is not really the issue. The issue
is who is going to make the zoning de-
cisions within each and every location
and jurisdiction throughout this coun-
try. We don’t believe that it should be
the Federal Government imposing its
will on local government in those zon-
ing decisions. That should be up to the
locals.

Madam Chair, I urge all of my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no,” and I reserve the
balance of my time.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam
Chair, I yield 1 minute to the gen-
tleman from Washington (Mr. KILMER),
a member of the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Mr. KILMER. Madam Chair, I rise in
support of my friend’s amendment.

According to Up For Growth’s recent
2023 report, we have underproduced
housing by millions of missing homes
across our country. That reality pushes
homeownership out of reach for too
many Americans, and we have to fix
that.

While there is no silver bullet solu-
tion to this problem, several studies
have indicated that restrictive zoning
laws remain among the largest barriers
preventing construction of additional
housing supply, and that drives up
prices.

As a result, Representative FLOOD
and I introduced a bill called the Yes in
My Backyard Act. Our bill is designed
to eliminate some of these discrimina-
tory land use policies and remove some
of those barriers that prevent new
housing construction across our coun-
try.

That bill is consistent with this
amendment. My friend and colleague
from Delaware and I have championed
funding through the Department of
Housing and TUrban Development’s
Pathways to Removing Obstacles to
Housing grant program. This isn’t
about forcing any community to do
anything. It is about trying to encour-
age communities to make decisions
that allow for more housing construc-
tion.

Madam Chair, I am disappointed that
this year’s bill cuts funding for that
program because that hurts our ability
to solve this crisis.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Chair,
let me reiterate that Washington bu-
reaucrats ought not be getting into the
zoning business of local jurisdictions
across the United States with $100 mil-
lion to influence folks to make deci-
sions that may not be in the best inter-
ests of those in the community.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam
Chair, I yield the balance of my time to
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr.
QUIGLEY), the distinguished ranking
member of the Transportation, Hous-
ing and Urban Development, and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I rise
in support of my colleague’s amend-
ment.

In FY23, we provided funding for a
new grant program in the community
development fund to support commu-
nities that are taking active steps to
remove barriers to the construction of
new housing.

This is just one piece of the puzzle to
help address the affordable housing cri-
sis that American families are facing.
This shortage is especially harmful to
seniors and people with disabilities,
who make up nearly half of the lowest
income renters.

Madam Chair, I encourage my col-
leagues to support and vote for this
amendment.

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. Madam
Chair, I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Chair, I
encourage all of my colleagues to vote
“no” on this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Delaware (Ms. BLUNT
ROCHESTER).

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

Ms. BLUNT ROCHESTER. 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 gentlewoman from Delaware will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 37 OFFERED BY MR. GROTHMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 37 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. GROTHMAN. 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 111, line 9, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,650,000,000)".

Page 111, line 12, after the dollar amount,
insert ‘‘(reduced by $1,650,000,000)".

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Wisconsin (Mr. GROTHMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Wisconsin.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Madam Chair, let’s
look at the big picture here for a sec-
ond.

In the year that just wrapped up, the
year ending September 30, the Federal
Government was borrowing 22 percent
of every dollar it spent. That should
shock and scare people to death.

We reached a neat agreement that I
maybe think the Republicans should be
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paying a little more attention to on
the debt limit increase. In that debt
limit increase, there is going to be a
mild cut in spending, discretionary
spending. Even if we stick to that
amendment, we will go from borrowing
22 percent of everything we spend in
fiscal year 2023 up to 23 percent, an-
other percentage increase in the next
year.

In other words, we have a pretty
scary situation going on here. I think
as we approach all these bills, our goal
should always be to spend a little less
money. It is kind of frustrating when
you hear people wanting to spend more
money.

Madam Chair, perusing this bill,
there seems to be one area that is obvi-
ously not the Federal Government’s
business, which is that of the Commu-
nity Development Block Grant pro-
gram. I cannot imagine why it would
be the Federal Government’s business
to get involved in housing or any other
sort of construction on a local level.

We are broke, broke, broke out of our
mind, and getting more broke every
minute. Actually, some of our States
are running surpluses. I know Wis-
consin right now has a tremendous
amount of money, so I thought we
could look at the Community Block
Grant Program. President Trump, or at
least his finance director, tried to get
rid of it altogether. Because I am so
easygoing, I thought we would intro-
duce an amendment just to reduce it
by half, which would save $1.65 billion
in the next fiscal year.

I think one would be hard-pressed to
say that these programs have been ef-
fective. Like every program that is
paid for on a Federal level but adminis-
tered on the local level, they have all
sorts of rules involved that make
things unnecessary, costly, and take a
longer period of time. Insofar as it is a
good program, the States and locals
will be able to do it.

I have a list here of things that I
don’t think we were anticipating when
this program began: $500,000 to expand
Niagara County brewing; $276,000 to
fund a skateboard park in North
Adams, Massachusetts; $500,000 in cor-
porate subsidies to persuade Procter &
Gamble’s Natura acquisition to move
to Fremont, California, probably from
some other city around this country.

In any event, I think this is a small
effort at spending a little bit less
money and weaning the local govern-
ments off the Federal Government. If
they want to do their own stuff, they
can.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chairwoman,
I claim the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I rise
in opposition to this amendment and
its attack on the resources of Demo-
cratic and Republican mayors, Gov-
ernors, and county officials who rely
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on this to close the gap in funding for
housing and infrastructure needs in
their communities.

CDBG investments reach every cor-
ner of every district. In Wisconsin, the
cut to the State would be from $27 mil-
lion to $13 million; in Chicago, it would
be from $75 million to $37 million; and
Sheboygan—yes, Sheboygan—would go
from $865,000 to $432,000.

These investments reach every cor-
ner of every district. These funds re-
main one of the most important re-
sources for State and local govern-
ments to rehab affordable housing, up-
grade essential infrastructure, promote
business redevelopment in distressed
areas, and provide services such as job
training.

In fact, in fiscal year 2022, the largest
share of CDBG program funding was for
projects that support rehabbing single-
family housing, critical water and
sewer improvements, and street im-
provements.

In Chicago, programs supported by
CDBG include lead poisoning preven-
tion, homeownership counseling, and
home accessibility repairs for seniors
and people with disabilities.

The program also provides high im-
pact, high return on investments for
taxpayers, with over $2.4 billion lever-
aged across CDBG projects in 2021.
From 2005 to 2022, CDBG facilitated the
creation and retention of 521,000 jobs,
contributed to infrastructure bene-
fiting approximately 609 million indi-
viduals, assisted over 980 million con-
stituents through public services, and
met the housing needs of nearly 1.8
million households.

This amendment is representative of
a larger problem with the Republican
appropriation proposals—cutting
spending, but only on the backs of low-
income and middle-class Americans,
and divesting in programs that support
job creation and curb the housing af-
fordability crisis, all while making it
easier for billionaires and corporations
to cheat on their taxes.

Madam Chair, I urge a ‘“‘no’’ vote, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. GROTHMAN. Madam Chair, I
love my colleagues, but the States
right now—at least Wisconsin big
time—are running a surplus. If the
State of Wisconsin feels they need
more government involvement in
building things, they are perfectly ca-
pable of appropriating their funds on
their own. If the individual cities want
to subsidize one part of town, they are
perfectly capable of doing that on their
own. There will be less paperwork, and
it will be done quicker and at lower
costs without Federal Government in-
volvement.

Again, I emphasize that we are bor-
rowing over 22 percent of what we
spend as it is. Our goal shouldn’t be to
look for more things for the Federal
Government to do. Our goal should be
to go through each and every one of
these appropriations bills to look for
less before the value of the dollar com-
pletely collapses.
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Madam Chair, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I yield
the balance of my time to the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. RUTHER-
FORD).

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Madam Chair, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.

Madam Chair, the CDBG program is
one of the few opportunities that the
Federal Government has where we ac-
tually take taxpayer dollars and send
them back to the State and local gov-
ernments to use the way they see fit.

That is the reason I rise in opposition
to this amendment. This will cut $13
million just from the State of Florida
and a little over $4 million just from
my district alone.

Madam Chair, having been in local
government as a sheriff for 12 years, I
can say that CDBG was a tremendous
opportunity to help public safety in the
way that our community needed assist-
ance. It wasn’t a mandate down from
bureaucrats in Washington, D.C. It was
an opportunity to take tax dollars, re-
turn them to the taxpayer, and allow
their elected representatives to decide
how best to use that money.

For that reason, I am opposed to the
gentleman’s amendment, and I ask all
my colleagues to vote ‘‘no.”

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I yield
back the balance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin (Mr.
GROTHMAN).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. 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 Wisconsin will be
postponed.

The Chair understands amendment
No. 40 will not be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 43 OFFERED BY MS. HAGEMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 43 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Ms. HAGEMAN. 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:

On page 177, after section 244, insert the
following:

SEC. 245. No funds made available under
this title may be used by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development for remote
work performed by an employee of the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Development
at an alternative worksite within a 50 mile
radius of an office of the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Ms. HAGEMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.



H5508

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, I rise
in favor of my amendment No. 43,
which would prohibit HUD remote
work agreements when the employee is
working within 50 miles of a HUD of-
fice.

Madam Chair, HUD’s handbook de-
fines remote work as an arrangement
where the employee is not required to
report to an agency worksite on a reg-
ular or recurring basis. It then defines
two forms of remote work, one being
near HUD office, which is within 50
miles of a HUD office, to work re-
motely.

As an example, it cites an employee
who would normally be based in HUD’s
Robert C. Weaver headquarters in
Washington, D.C., who is allowed to
work from their home in Arlington,
Virginia.

Now, Madam Chair, they are not even
trying to hide it anymore. The agen-
cies are baking into their policies un-
seen benefits and perks for bureaucrats
who quite frankly aren’t entitled to
them and for which the taxpaying pub-
lic is paying, yet we are not receiving
an adequate return on our investment.

Thousands of congressional staffers
commute to the Capitol building every
morning from the surrounding neigh-
borhoods, whether they live in Arling-
ton, Alexandria, or cities in Maryland.
Why can’t the agency employees do the
same?

Pre-COVID, the oversight of Federal
agencies was slim, as was the account-
ability that the American people are
entitled to. Today, it is even harder to
monitor the efficacy, the efficiency,
and the legal compliance of many
agency employees because we don’t
even know where they are. Are they at
home doing laundry when they should
be processing applications? Are they
picking their children up from school
during work hours? Are they taking a
2-hour lunch because there is no over-
sight? We don’t know.

I believe that if you are being paid by
the American people, you should work
for the American people. My amend-
ment is designed to bring some sem-
blance of accountability back to HUD.

Madam Chair, I encourage my col-
leagues to support my amendment, and
I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, the re-
mote work agreements addressed in
this amendment, where they exist,
have been thoughtfully negotiated by
OMB, labor unions, and management
and have been in place under Repub-
lican and Democratic administrations.

To impede on that process with a
provision would be yet another Repub-
lican overreach that fails to take into
consideration any special accommoda-
tion employees may need related to re-
mote work.
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This prohibition, which fails to ad-
dress circumstances under which re-
mote work arrangements may be bene-
ficial to the taxpayer or a necessary
accommodation for an employee, is not
a serious approach to policymaking.

Madam Chair, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no,” and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Madam Chair, HUD’s
remote work policy shows that its em-
ployees are not showing up to work at
the Robert C. Weaver building but are
instead spending their days in the
homes, coffee shops, and other loca-
tions across the greater D.C. area. My
amendment addresses that situation
and requires the employees to show up
at their job.

Bureaucracy already moves way too
slowly, even when the employees are
working in the same building, down the
hall from one another, and with access
to all of the work accoutrements that
are necessary for them to do their jobs.

HUD’s policy means that today we
are not even sure if they are working
in the same State. That is unaccept-
able.

The basic principles of oversight and
accountability require that employees
go to work. Basic principles of avoiding
further waste, fraud, and abuse means
not leaving Federal agency buildings
barren.

COVID is over. It is time to return to
work. The Republican majority has
made clear that we believe government
employees should be working at their
places of employment. My amendment
furthers that policy.

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

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

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 44 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

The Chair understands amendment
No. 45 will not be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 46 OFFERED BY MR.
SCHWEIKERT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 46 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair, as
the designee of the gentleman from
Colorado (Mr. BUCK), I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The total amount of appropria-
tions made available by this Act is hereby
reduced by $18,443,000,000.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.
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Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Madam Chair, as
a traditional courtesy, I am offering
this for Mr. BUCK, who has been very
kind to us.

This is an amendment I think we
have all seen versions of. It is struc-
turally very simple. It moves the ap-
propriation amount back to the 2019
fiscal year.

You all know the reasons. We have
all had this discussion and debate here.
It is before the pandemic plus-ups,
reaching back to a year where the
economy was good and the mechanics
were good. Apparently the agency
seemed to be able to do its work. Here
we are a couple fiscal years later, but
we keep plugging back in the plus-ups
that were supposed to be the pandemic
emergency. This actually rolls it back
to 2019.

Madam Chair, I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, I claim
the time in opposition to the amend-
ment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Madam Chair, this
amendment makes drastic, indiscrimi-
nate cuts from programs in transpor-
tation and housing without any regard
for the merits of the programs con-
tained in the bill or the people and
communities involved across America
that would benefit from these pro-
grams and rely on them to Kkeep air
traffic moving and roofs over their
heads.

I want to be clear up front about
what this bill would mean. It would re-
sult in mass evictions. It would deci-
mate funding for Amtrak operations
and rail safety, and it would bring air
traffic to a halt. Hundreds of thousands
of families would be evicted upon los-
ing rental assistance. The hiring of air
traffic controllers would halt, towers
would be forced to shut down, and air
travel would become at best unsafe and
at worst impossible. Funding for Am-
trak would be decimated even further
than it already is in the base bill, sig-
nificantly reducing operations.

The amendment trivializes the Ap-
propriations Committee’s process and
disregards the consideration of Member
requests that committee members put
into writing bills.

It will result in unimaginable draco-
nian cuts to the very programs Repub-
licans claim to support in their dis-
tricts to their constituents and which
provide critical, basic housing and
safety needs. This includes: the FAA’s
air traffic control operations; Amtrak’s
operation and maintenance; the Con-
solidated Rail Infrastructure and Safe-
ty Improvement Program, which sup-
ports rail safety; housing assistance
programs for the elderly and people
with disabilities; housing rental assist-
ance vouchers for which cuts would re-
sult in mass evictions across the coun-
try; all programs that support Tribal
housing and infrastructure needs; the
Continuation of Care program, which
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supports hundreds of thousands of
homeless veterans, domestic violence
survivors, and youth; the popular Com-
munity Development Block Grant pro-
gram; Community Project Funding,
which Republicans and Democrats
alike requested to address transpor-
tation and housing challenges; and
critical investments in port infrastruc-
ture.

This amendment would even cut the
small amount of defense spending in-
cluded in the T-HUD bill for critical
maritime security programs.

It would not encourage DOT or HUD
to do more with less. Simply put, it
would force our constituents to do less
with less. This is particularly galling,
because the bill rescinds enforcement
money that will ensure wealthy indi-
viduals and corporations pay their
taxes, which actually increases the def-
icit due to lost revenue.

Is it really more important to give
the wealthy a tax break rather than
provide housing, roads, bridges, trains,
and safety services from which all citi-
zens benefit?

Mr. Chair, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no”” on this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chair, I ap-
preciate the appropriations process. I
have some sense of how difficult it has
been for both sides.

This is the 2019 fiscal budget. Was
that really, really that difficult, that
draconian?

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

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. KELLY of
Pennsylvania). The question is on the
amendment offered by the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 47 OFFERED BY MR.
SCHWEIKERT

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 47 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . Each amount appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act that is
not required to be appropriated or made
available by a provision of law is hereby re-
duced by 57 percent.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Arizona (Mr. SCHWEIKERT) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.
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The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Arizona.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chair, this is
one of those amendments I just felt I
needed to make a point here. It is a
brutal amendment, but we did some
calculations.

Fifty-seven percent of this appropria-
tion within this piece of this budget
goes to entities that have their own
taxing authority.

Why do we care about that?

Do you realize every dime we are ap-
propriating here, every dime we get to
vote on, lives on borrowed money? We
borrow every dime of defense and every
dime of discretionary if you look at the
2023 budget. It looks like we are going
to do the same thing in the 2024 that
we are working on right now. We bor-
rowed $300 billion to $400 billion of
functionally what is Medicare.

I know that no one really wants to go
near this because it is radioactive and
uncomfortable, but it is math. This is
from a couple hours ago, Bloomberg’s
headline, Bloomberg Analytics. It is
behind the paywall, so if you have a
Bloomberg terminal, go look it up,
“U.S. Debt Interest Bill Rockets Past a
Cool $1 Trillion a Year.” They are esti-
mating that our interest bill for this
fiscal year, total gross interest, is $1
trillion.
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Stop and think about that. That
means Social Security is the number
one spend, interest just became number
two, Medicare just became number
three, and defense is now number four.
These are numbers we were not sup-
posed to hit for a decade. It is here.

Sometimes I feel like an absolute
idiot because I come behind this micro-
phone—and I have done this for years—
and we walk through numbers like
this. People just stare at you and say,
well, that is not interesting, that is
math. The math will always win.

Our amendment here is tough, but it
makes a point. Is it moral, is it ethical,
is it rational to borrow money and give
it to entities that have their own tax-
ing authority?

Trust me, I have been the treasurer
of the fourth most populous county in
the United States. I know how hard it
is to be the tax collector. I was the tax
collector in Maricopa County. It makes
you really popular when that is your
title.

Understand what we are doing here.
We are going to borrow money to send
it to entities that ultimately do have
the ability to raise the receipts and
revenues.

The last comment I will make on this
for my brothers and sisters on the left,
how often do they scream at us: We
should raise revenues. Okay. Guess
what? Talk to your locals. Let them
raise the revenues.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I could
roll the tape of what I just said last
time to respond because these are in-
discriminate cuts, but that is not par-
ticularly helpful.

If we are here to make a point, let’s
make this point. If this is all about re-
ducing the debt, let’s not kid ourselves
that we are going to accomplish this
beating the hell out of nondefense dis-
cretionary. Let’s go back to the Simp-
son-Bowles discussion and the debt
commission that took place back then.

The conclusions they came up with
on a bipartisan basis was that anything
to be serious had to be big, had to be
balanced, and had to be bipartisan. But
balanced meant cutting across all the
lines.

Now, what we have learned, if you
spend any time in this House, is that
there are sacred cows. If we are talking
to our left and our right, what I would
say to my friends on the right is that
you got your sacred cows, too. Right
now they are mooing everywhere be-
cause you are not touching them, and
therefore, you are not serious about
dealing with the debt.

If you are, let’s remember Simpson-
Bowles did come over here one time
under the late Mr. LaTourette and our
friend, Mr. Cooper. Under Cooper-
LaTourette, which was some feigned
attempt to do this on a big, balanced,
bipartisan basis with no sacred cows, it
got 36 votes.

If we are serious about this, let’s talk
about the commission and let’s talk
about all things. You can agree or dis-
agree, but don’t try to con the Amer-
ican people that we are serious about
this, pounding on housing and trans-
portation. It won’t get the job done,
and it will do a lot of damage.

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

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman,
may I inquire how much time I have
remaining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Arizona has 2 minutes remaining.

Mr. SCHWEIKERT. Mr. Chairman, I
actually give the ranking member
kudos for being intellectually honest.
That is actually part of my point. The
numbers now are brutally uglier than
even Simpson-Bowles.

It is one of the things we don’t like
to say because it doesn’t look good on
a campaign brochure, but functionally
every dime of future debt from today
into the future is actually demo-
graphics. It is healthcare. In 9 years, do
we backfill Social Security?

It is intellectually honest to say: We
are borrowing every dime we get to
vote on as Members of Congress. I keep
wanting to say that over and over and
over. Every dime of military, every
dime of nondefense discretionary is
now borrowed, plus, probably my math
is about $4 billion to $5 billion of man-
datory. Now we will live on borrowed
money.

Until that starts to hit our intellec-
tual lexicon of what we say and how we
think, it makes it very hard to try to
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make the argument that if we don’t
step up and do this, the bond market is
going to do it for us.

Remember, we borrowed 8.4 percent
of GDP last year. To my brothers and
sisters who say the solution is often to
raise taxes on the wealthy, the best
model says that we can only get about
1% percent of GDP by maximizing
every tax on $400,000 and up.

Mr. Chairman, 1% percent isn’t any-
where close when you just borrowed 8.4
percent.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
the balance of my time to gentleman
from Florida (Mr. RUTHERFORD).

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
just have to say that across the board
57 percent—and it does look like we are
going above the 2023 numbers, but ac-
tually we had to start off with a cut of
about $8 billion to fill a hole that was
caused by last year’s Democratic budg-
et gimmicks and the disasters of the
Biden economic plan.

We reduced wasteful spending fund-
ing across 19 different DOT and HUD
grant programs. We have right-sized
spending for transportation infrastruc-
ture. We have prioritized two things in

this bill: transportation safety and
housing assistance for vulnerable
Americans. That is where the focus
lies.

We have cut significantly from the
2023 numbers. Cutting this bill through
indiscriminate across-the-board cuts
really abdicates our responsibility to
make sure that we are protecting the
priorities of this Nation in transpor-
tation safety and housing for Amer-
ica’s most vulnerable.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘no’’ on this
amendment.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
back the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 Arizona will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 48 OFFERED BY MR. BURLISON

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 48 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for the grant
program under section 151(f) of title 23,
United States Code.
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The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Missouri (Mr. BURLISON) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Missouri.

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of this amendment, which
would prohibit funds from going to the
Charging and Fueling Infrastructure
Program. This grant program was cre-
ated in 2021 in the Infrastructure In-
vestment and Jobs Act to strategically
deploy electric vehicle charging sta-
tions around the country.

The reason that I filed this amend-
ment is simple. It is not the role of the
Federal Government to subsidize the
electric vehicle charging industry.

After spending billions of taxpayer
dollars and bribing the affluent to buy
electric vehicles, it turns out only one-
third of the population wants to even
buy one or aspires to buy one, and two-
thirds are not even considering pur-
chasing one. The two-thirds who are
not considering it don’t want to be
forced to pay for the others.

Maybe you like electric vehicles. In
fact, I actually do, personally. I test-
drove a Tesla and loved it, but it would
be immoral for me to force my neigh-
bors and compel them through the
force of government to subsidize my
new electric vehicle.

In essence, we are robbing Peter to
pay Paul. The fact is, this program will
cost taxpayers $2.5 Dbillion dollars,
which will all be debt, for something
that most Americans cannot afford and
are unable to appreciate.

It is not the government’s job to pick
winners and losers in the energy mar-
ket. That is the role of consumers and
businesses operating in a free market.

Here we are, once again, using tax
dollars to subsidize and force a product
on people where there is little demand.
If the direct cost to taxpayers doesn’t
bother you, the indirect costs, includ-
ing the higher energy prices, the cost
of making the electricity grid more re-
liable, and increased dependence on
China are arguably worse.

When the government subsidizes the
EV infrastructure, it does so by raising
energy prices for everyone. The instal-
lation of new charging stations also
makes our electricity grid less reliable,
further putting Americans at risk to
having blackouts, brownouts, or other
reliability issues.

Finally, maybe worst of all, it is not
just that Americans are being priced
out of affordable, reliable energy; it is
not just that we are rigging the market
against our own constituents, but we
are also selling them out to the Chi-
nese Communist Party.

These electric charging stations and
electric car batteries require a massive
amount of resources from China, which
controls the world’s critical minerals
supply chain.

America was energy independent just
3 short years ago, but through the gov-
ernment electric vehicle scam we have
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allowed Communist China to establish
an EV monopoly all while Americans
get poorer. It is time that we stop forc-
ing Americans to foot the bill for other
people and instead focus on making our
energy system more reliable and af-
fordable.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, this
grant program will provide critical re-
sources toward making community
charging stations for electric vehicles
available and accessible. Oh, by the
way, it will make EVs more popular.

By increasing EV charging stations
in communities across the country, we
are modernizing our infrastructure,
working toward our emission reduction
goals, and creating good jobs in the
process.

Ensuring that charging stations are
visible and accessible in our commu-
nities addresses concerns many drivers
have when considering making the
switch to electric.

By prioritizing funding to projects in
rural communities and low- and mod-
erate-income neighborhoods, this pro-
gram will help blue and red States.

We have heard from State depart-
ments of transportation and private
partners, like gas stations, who want
this funding to build their customer
base to bring consumers into their con-
venience shops. This is a Federal in-
vestment in partnership with industry.

Additionally, this Charging and Fuel-
ing Infrastructure program is an au-
thorized program, funded through the
Highway Trust Fund. Authorizers, on a
bipartisan basis, have authorized fund-
ing to be used for these purposes.

This funding is wanted and is another
important step in the Nation’s efforts
to battle climate change, meet emis-
sion reductions goals, and meet the
automobile industry where they are at.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly oppose this
amendment. I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no,” and I yield back the balance
of my time.

Mr. BURLISON. Mr. Chairman, we
didn’t have to subsidize or have grant
programs to create the very robust in-
frastructure of fuel stations that exist
across this country. It happened on its
own through the free market. That is
all I am suggesting.

The average price of an electric vehi-
cle now is around $66,000, and the me-
dian income is less than that. It is
$569,000 a year. So when the government
subsidizes an electric vehicle infra-
structure, it is not free money. It is not
free. It is taxpayer money. Because of
the situation we are in, this is all debt.

It is not just a one-time cost, as well.
These subsidies are a continuous drain
on the public funds that could be used
for real hard infrastructure that all
Americans can use, things like roads
and bridges.
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The average family is priced out en-
tirely from purchasing an EV in the
market but is still paying for it on the
back end with higher energy costs,
higher taxes, and a less reliable grid.

Ultimately, it is the poorest people
in this country who are hit the hardest
when the Federal Government redis-
tributes tax dollars to subsidize the
EVs for those who can’t afford it.
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This is basically a reverse Robin
Hood. I repeat, it is a reverse Robin
Hood. Instead of taking from the rich
and giving to the poor, we are taking
from the poor, and we are giving it to
the rich. We are making them pay
taxes on someone else’s luxury item
while telling them to stop using cheap,
reliable energy that they need to sur-
vive.

The Charging and Fueling Infrastruc-
ture Grant Program is just another
classic example of the government
picking winners and losers. If Ameri-
cans want a product, then the market
will reflect that without our need to
artificially increase the demand.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support for this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 49 OFFERED BY MRS. CAMMACK

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 49 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
or otherwise made available by this Act may
be made available to finalize any rule or reg-
ulation that meets the definition of section
804(2)(A) of title 5, United States Code.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Florida (Mrs. CAMMACK) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Florida.

Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
rise today in support of my amendment
which would restrict funds at the De-
partment of Transportation and the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment, and related agencies from
being used to finalize any rule or regu-
lation that would have an annual effect
on the economy of $100 million or
more.

Under the Biden administration, reg-
ulatory agencies are out of control. We
know this. We have seen hundreds of
billions of dollars in regulatory costs
fall on the shoulders of average Ameri-
cans without any input from elected
Representatives in Congress, indeed,
those Americans’ elected Representa-
tives.
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Agencies that fall under the Depart-
ment of Transportation and the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment create unreasonable hurdles for
American citizens in pursuit of a rad-
ical climate change initiative and the
so-called sustainable housing develop-
ment programs.

My amendment seeks to restore con-
gressional oversight over these regula-
tions by requiring that any major rule
proposed by these agencies be approved
by Congress before they take effect. If
Congress chooses to approve them,
then so be it. At least the American
people’s voice will have been heard
rather than that of an unelected,
nameless, and faceless bureaucrat in a
basement somewhere in Washington.

By including my amendment in this
bill, we restore Congress’ Article I au-
thority by bringing significant regu-
latory decisions back to the body that
is closest to the will and the voice of
the people.

We will no longer allow unelected bu-
reaucrats to impose these regulatory
costs that are so costly and that are
done behind closed doors but rather
commit ourselves to more open and
transparent governance.

We have already seen the Biden ad-
ministration’s impractical rule to slash
greenhouse gas emissions over the next
decade inevitably leading to higher ve-
hicle prices for consumers with very
little impact on greenhouse gas emis-
sions. This rule is especially burden-
some for rural States and districts
such as mine where the infrastructure
to shift to electrification is not even
close to being operable let alone eco-
nomical.

We have also seen the recent Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment affirmatively furthering a fair
housing rule which imposes a burden
on small municipalities and public
housing authorities and other entities
by requiring them to develop equity
plans every 5 years.

These plans are extensive and expen-
sive endeavors that require housing au-
thorities to submit numerous details of
progress and modifications to HUD.
The rule effectively drowns these enti-
ties in paperwork while doing nothing
to further their missions of providing
safe and secure housing for hard-
working American families.

Heck, Mr. Chair, we have such a
backlog of maintenance through HUD
that that is where we should be talking
about our moneys going toward rather
than another additional burden on the
American people.

Lastly, we have seen the Federal
Housing finance agency announce that
it is hiking loan-level pricing adjust-
ment fees on home buyers with high
credit scores and redistributing them
to funds for borrowers with low credit
scores, essentially penalizing people
who have made tough decisions, sac-
rificed, and worked very hard.

This rule penalizes financially re-
sponsible borrowers with additional
fees that subsidize housing payments
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for borrowers with bad credit. These
additional fees can be significant ac-
cording to a report by the Heritage
Foundation and found that if a young
homeowner in their thirties were able
to invest their additional mortgage ex-
penses at 8 percent annual returns,
which is pretty average, that invest-
ment could grow by nearly $31,000 upon
retirement. That is not miniscule.

Once again, this rule was created
outside the purview of duly elected
Representatives.

All in all, my amendment is simple.
It restores the people’s voice in these
significant Federal agency decisions
that impact their daily lives. It is time
that we restore Article I authority and
give the American people the trans-
parent and accountable government
that they deserve.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
amendment prohibits the administra-
tion or any administration from final-
izing any rule or regulation that has a
significant impact on the economy.
This is just another example of bad pol-
icy riders aimed at tying any adminis-
tration’s hands when carrying out the
duly enacted laws by a Congress.

It will stop the Department of Trans-
portation and the Department of Hous-
ing and Urban Development from final-
izing rules that keep Americans safe on
the roads, in the skies, or in their
homes.

This amendment has little to do with
an appropriations bill, and it has less
to do with supporting American infra-
structure, advancing transportation
safety, and addressing our housing
shortage.

Mr. Chairman, I must respectfully
oppose this amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
yield 1 minute to the gentleman from
the great State of Florida (Mr. RUTH-
ERFORD).

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentlewoman for yielding.

Mr. Chairman, I am very supportive
of this amendment. The gentlewoman
has been leading on this topic for quite
a while through the REINS Act. I have
to tell you, Mr. Chairman, I think this
is one of the two areas that most
threaten our democracy right now, and
that is rulemaking in executive orders
that absolutely go around our Article I
authority here in this body.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of
this amendment. I would love to see it
in every bill that we pass in appropria-
tions.

Mrs. CAMMACK. Mr. Chairman, I
thank my colleague from Florida for
his remarks.

Mr. Chairman, this is simple. It is
about accountability and transparency,
and the language of this amendment
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was passed in a bipartisan manner ear-
lier this year. This is a no-brainer.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Mrs.
CAMMACK).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 50 OFFERED BY MR. FRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 50 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. FRY. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to implement,
administer, or enforce any Federal law, rule,
or regulation that would require an indi-
vidual to wear a mask on public transpor-
tation conveyances and at transportation
hubs.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. FRY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. FRY. Mr. Chairman, my amend-
ment would prohibit mask mandates
on any form of public transit and at
transportation hubs.

The COVID-19 pandemic robbed
Americans of far too many individual
liberties. For 15 months, Americans
were required by Federal law to wear
masks on all forms of public transpor-
tation across the country, on planes,
trains, buses, you name it, Mr. Chair-
man.

Americans were also required to wear
a mask while going through security
and waiting at the airport, navigating
a train station, or waiting at a bus
stop.

The government forced Americans to
cover up.

The kicker is that multiple studies
have shown that wearing masks had an
adverse effect on people. Wearing a
mask does not actually have a statis-
tically significant effect on preventing
the spread of COVID-19. In fact, States
without mask mandates, like my home
State of South Carolina, had lower
death rates from COVID-19 than States
with mask mandates.

We also have seen, unfortunately,
catastrophic impacts that these man-
dates have on our children, worsening
their communication and social skills
and delaying their cognitive develop-
ment while increasing their vulnerabil-
ity and decreasing confidence.

My amendment does not prohibit any
individual from wearing a mask on
public transportation should they
choose to do so.

This amendment would safeguard the
freedom of all Americans to make im-
portant decisions for themselves, in-
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cluding whether or not to wear that
mask.

This amendment would put an end to
Government overreach and protect the
freedoms that Americans have. Our
Constitution expressly protects those
certain rights and liberties for individ-
uals from government interference. We
must defend and protect the principles
our Nation was founded on and put a
stop to extreme executive overreach
mandates. This is what this amend-
ment is all about.

Mr. Chairman, also, this amendment
previously passed the Senate I think 1
week ago on a bipartisan basis, so I en-
courage Members of the other side to
support this.

We cannot allow policies and prac-
tices used during the pandemic to con-
tinue for future generations endlessly.
Americans are uniquely independent
and self-reliant. We as Congress should
empower the individual and not gov-
ernment. We should not put a nation-
wide mandate on the American people
again. Mask mandates only give more
power to the Federal Government and
to the bureaucrats who run this town.

Let’s get back to the basics. We the
People demand it. I am committed to
standing up to this administration’s in-
fringement on any individual liberties
and working for the American people.
Let’s ensure that Government over-
reach comes to an end. Individual free-
doms must be protected. It is as simple
as that.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I would
suggest that this legislation comes
from that same denial caucus that if
you don’t like history then change it
or ignore it; if you don’t like facts and
you don’t like science, then you ignore
it.

You do that at great risk, Mr. Chair-
man.

We have had epidemics and we have
had pandemics in our past, and we will
have them again. If we are not pre-
pared, then we risk people’s lives.

This amendment would prohibit the
Department of Transportation and its
agencies and public transportation op-
erators from complying with any Fed-
eral law or regulation that requires an
individual to wear a mask on public
transportation or transportation hubs
such as airports or any other -cir-
cumstances.

Let’s be clear: There is currently no
Federal mask requirement in place for
users or employees of public transpor-
tation, yet this amendment would
leave the Federal Government ill-
equipped to implement evidence-based
policies that protect the health and
safety of the public and of essential
workers in the event we are faced with
another public health emergency such
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as a dangerous new COVID-19 variant
or another even more deadly pandemic.

In the event of a public health emer-
gency where evidence shows that the
use of face masks can prevent trans-
mission and deaths, we must be able to
respond quickly and allow agencies
like DOT and CDC to provide guidance
and measures that protect healthcare
workers, caregivers, grocery store em-
ployees, retail workers, and so many
other Americans who rely on public
transportation for essential travel.

This sweeping amendment is unnec-
essary and puts us all at risk. New
variants are an expected part of the
evolution of viruses and can be and will
be more aggressive, transmittable, or
cause even more severe disease than
the original strain. We saw that in the
great influenza of over 100 years ago.

Our Nation’s public health officials
need to have options available to them
to protect our communities.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no,” and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. FRY. Mr. Chairman, I am not
sure what evidence-based things that
my colleague on the other side was
talking about.

Was it the zero masks that were ini-
tially prescribed by Dr. Fauci?

Was it one mask?

Was it two?

Was it no mask while vaccinated?

South Carolina never imposed a
statewide mask mandate, and I think
Congress could learn a thing or two
from my home State.

Let’s empower individuals to make
that informed choice for themselves in-
stead of bogging them down with these
burdensome regulations.

This amendment would simply pre-
vent mask mandates from occurring on
airplanes, airports, trains, metros, sub-
ways, buses, train stations, and more.

We know Americans have been frus-
trated by this and by the ever-changing
guidance coming from this Federal
Government. I am proud to stand here
today on behalf of these frustrated
American citizens who do not want a
mask mandate in the future.

Again, Mr. Chairman, this passed in a
bipartisan manner in the Senate. I urge
my colleagues to support this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, this form
of denial is the same sort of denial that
didn’t believe in vaccinations when it
deals with COVID and when the vast
majority of those in ICU units were
unvaccinated, risking other people and
putting other people’s health at risk.

For this and so many other reasons,
I encourage my colleagues to vote ‘‘no”’
on this amendment, and I yield back
the balance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. FRY).

The amendment was agreed to.

The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 51 will not
be offered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 52 OFFERED BY MR. GOODEN OF
TEXAS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 52 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. GOODEN of Texas. Mr. 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 203, after line 2, insert the following:

SEC. 435. None of the funds appropriated or
otherwise made available by this Act may be
used to take an enforcement action under
section 578.6(a)(3) of title 49, Code of Federal
Regulations, with respect to a center high-
mounted stop lamp.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. GOODEN) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. GOODEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, I
rise today to urge passage of my
amendment regarding certain enforce-
ment actions with regard to center
high-mounted stop lamps.

I know my colleagues probably don’t
know what that is, but we refer to
those commonly as center brake lights.
This amendment is intended to prevent
the National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration from advancing on its
misguided effort to overregulate and
further confuse the collision avoidance
industry that manufactures pulsating
brake lights.

These devices, with over 4 million op-
erating effectively today, have a dem-
onstrated track record of improving
safety. Studies have shown a reduction
in rear-end collisions in excess of 30
percent with the vehicles that have
utilized this technology.

These safety devices are simple,
aftermarket products installed by deal-
erships when a vehicle is purchased.
They allow the top brake light on a ve-
hicle to pulse rapidly, which provides a
heightened visual alert to trailing driv-
ers who may be distracted and don’t
notice that the vehicle in front of them
is braking.

This reduces the likelihood of rear-
end collisions and creates a safer envi-
ronment on our roads, especially in
stop-and-go traffic.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment to safeguard
drivers across the Nation, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, this
amendment would disrupt the National
Highway Traffic Safety Administra-
tion’s ability to enforce rules and regu-
lations when vehicles are not in com-
pliance with current Federal law.

For my colleague concerned about
vendors who have been selling pulsing
brake lights, it is my understanding
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that the issue is now in litigation. We
should not be impeding on or presup-
posing the outcome of the matter that
has been referred to the courts.

My colleagues may disagree with the
National Highway Traffic Safety Ad-
ministration’s longstanding interpreta-
tion that high-mounted brake lights
must be steady burning, not pulsing,
but this is not an appropriations issue.

If my colleague feels strongly that
NHTSA should be considering new reg-
ulations related to the potential bene-
fits of these lights, they should work
together through regular order, which
would be through the appropriate au-
thorizing committees.

This amendment, as written, would
not just address the pulsing light issue.
It would impact the NHTSA’s ability
to conduct compliance investigations
involving all high-mounted stop lamps
and prevent them from gathering infor-
mation related to compliance test fail-
ures.

In 2021, there were over 1.7 million
rear-end crashes involving light vehi-
cles, which resulted in almost 3,000
deaths and over 475,000 injuries. This
amendment adds an unreasonable re-
striction on NHTSA’s ability to con-
duct research and improve public safe-
ty on the Nation’s roads. We cannot tie
their hands to carry out their safety
mission.

Mr. Chair, I urge a ‘“‘no’” vote on this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. GOODEN of Texas. Mr. Chair, 1
suspected I would hear what I just
heard, but I would like to correct a few
things.

The National Highway Traffic Safety
Administration is not doing their job.
Congress passed a law ordering them to
conduct a study in 2019. They said they
would, and they haven’t done it yet.
Not only have they not conducted a
study, but they just recently reengaged
on this issue this past summer. They
failed to engage with me.

I have sent several letters asking
them to do the job that Congress in-
structed them to do, but they have
managed to order those manufacturers
of this pulsing brake light to turn over
all of their client lists because they
wanted to then go after the dealers
that have installed these lights and
force them to turn over their client
lists, and I think that is wrong.

This amendment is intended to force
action by NHTSA to step back. If they
are not going to do their job, then at
least don’t get in the way of something
that works.

The studies have shown a reduction
in rear-end collisions by over 30 per-
cent with vehicles that have these
brake lights. I will also point to some-
thing that is really shocking to me,
frankly, and that is that 10 to 15
States, including Maryland, Texas,
California, Utah, and Tennessee, have
expressly agreed with the industry’s
analysis that these are actually helpful
to the safety of Americans on the road.

Any time Texas and California agree
on something, I am inclined to think it
might actually be a good thing.
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The other thing I will point out is
something that I think many of those
watching this debate are afraid to men-
tion, and that is the fact that we have
these manufacturers that have these
deals that they worked out with these
auto dealers, and they make these
parts. They talk with these auto deal-
ers and say they can sell this and make
this amount of profit. They got all this
worked out.

When it comes to this pulsing brake
light, it is not a manufacturer-provided
part. This is something a private com-
pany—and now there are four, five, or
six. They all compete against each
other. This industry makes these lights
and has now dealt with the auto deal-
ers outside of the manufacturers. As a
consequence, the manufacturers don’t
like it.

I am not going to accuse the manu-
facturers of dealing with NHTSA, but I
will say it is very bizarre to me that
NHTSA is not going forward with the
study that this Congress, in 2019, asked
them to do.

It is very bizarre to me that NHTSA,
instead of conducting a study, instead
of working with members of the Trans-
portation and Infrastructure Com-
mittee, like myself, are asking for cli-
ent lists of this industry. That is just
really weird to me, especially when the
device that is so controversial is ap-
proved by Texas, California, and,
frankly, some liberal States that all
think this is really great.

Mr. Chair, I encourage my colleagues
from across the aisle to recognize this
is not a partisan issue. This is bipar-
tisan. This is a good amendment, and I
hope that we will all vote for it tonight
when Americans have gone to bed and
we are back here on the House floor
voting late tonight. I hope my col-
leagues from across the aisle will join
me in supporting this amendment.

Mr. Chair, I yield my remaining time
to the gentleman from Louisiana (Mr.
GRAVES).

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr.
Chair, I thank the gentleman from
Texas for offering this amendment.

Let’s be clear: The only entity that
has not done its job is NHTSA.

They were directed by Congress to do
a study to establish standards and
failed to do that. Rather than them
being punished, they are now taking it
out on manufacturers and dealers.

As Mr. GOODEN said, this is not a
safety issue. States have already stud-
ied this. We should not be coming in
and imposing penalties and restrictions
on manufacturers and dealers whenever
it is NHTSA that has failed to do its
job.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of this
amendment.

Mr. GOODEN of Texas. Mr. 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. GOODEN).

The amendment was agreed to.
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AMENDMENT NO. 53 OFFERED BY MR. GRAVES OF
LOUISIANA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 53 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr.
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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title) insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to promulgate new
rules that the Administrator of the Office of
Information and Regulatory Affairs of the
Office of Management and Budget finds has
resulted in or is likely to result in—

(1) an annual effect on the economy of
$100,000,000 or more;

(2) a major increase in costs or prices for
consumers, individual industries, Federal,
State, or local government agencies, or geo-
graphic regions; or

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

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Louisiana (Mr. GRAVES) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Louisiana.

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr.
Chair, my amendment simply comes in
and establishes a threshold by which
Congress must be involved in actually
approving costs that are imposed upon
our constituents.

Mr. Chairman, we all represent some-
where in excess of 700,000 people, and
whenever we have unelected bureau-
crats carrying out regulations that
may impose costs on our constituents,
we should have a say in that.

Mr. Chairman, my amendment sim-
ply says that any regulation that has a
cost in excess of $100 million must be
approved by the Congress. That is what
representation looks like.

Mr. Chairman, we shouldn’t be allow-
ing unelected bureaucrats who are sit-
ting in dark cubicles in Washington,
D.C., and who don’t have a clear under-
standing of what it is like across Amer-
ica, making these decisions.

This is our job. If we support these
regulations, if they provide a positive
cost-to-benefit, put us on record sup-
porting it.

To put things in perspective, Mr.
Chair, in the first 2 years of the Biden
administration, these very bureaucrats
wrote regulations costing Americans
$200 billion. These are hidden taxes,
Mr. Chair, that the families we are rep-
resenting have to pay.

In comparison, during the Trump ad-
ministration, they actually withdrew
regulations costing the American
household $11,000 per household. They
withdrew or reduced the costs, yet
under this administration, we are
watching as thousands and thousands

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

of additional dollars are being heaped
upon these same households.

Let me say it again. That is a hidden
tax. If folks want to vote for a tax, put
them on the record doing it. If they
want to break the backs of American
families, put them on the record doing
it. Unelected bureaucrats should not be
making these decisions.

Mr. Chairman, I urge support of this
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, this is very
similar to a recent amendment dis-
cussed by the gentlewoman from Flor-
ida, and for the reasons stated as to
that amendment, we oppose this
amendment, as well.

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

Mr. GRAVES of Louisiana. Mr.
Chairman, I want to put a face on it.
The National Association of Manufac-
turers says that the average business
has $10,000 in regulatory compliance
costs per employee. If it is a manufac-
turer, it is actually double, or $20,000.

To put a face on it, Mr. Chairman,
the National Association of Home
Builders has estimated, in a May 2021
study, that the average home costs
$93,000 more—almost $94,000 more—for
the average single-family home as a re-
sult of complying with regulations. As
a result of this administration’s poli-
cies on energy, the supply chain, and
labor, they estimate that there is an
additional $36,000 to $38,000 cost on top
of that $94,000.

Mr. Chair, I can’t say it enough: We
can’t afford this administration.
Whether it is the energy policy, the
regulatory policy, their inflation as a
result of $10 trillion in excess spending
that they have imposed over the last
few years, we simply can’t afford it.
American families can’t afford it.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of the
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
AMENDMENT NO. 54 OFFERED BY MS. GREENE OF

GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 54 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The salary of Pete Buttigieg,
Secretary of Transportation, shall be re-
duced to $1.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Georgia (Ms. GREENE) and a Mem-
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ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Georgia.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
my amendment uses the Holman rule
to reduce the salary of Secretary Pete
Buttigieg to $1.

Pete Buttigieg has failed to serve the
American people as the Secretary of
Transportation. He has been busy call-
ing roads racist, enforcing equity ac-
tion plans, and implementing climate
change initiatives rather than
strengthening our Nation’s transpor-
tation and infrastructure systems and
responding to emergencies like the
train derailment in East Palestine.
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He stated there is racism physically
built into some of our highways.
“HEvery transportation decision is in-
herently, in many ways, a decision
about equity.”

I would argue, people driving on dirt
roads every single day in rural America
may feel that way, but our Secretary
of Transportation, Pete Buttigieg,
doesn’t care about Americans in rural
America. He is more interested in de-
claring that roads are built on skin
color and racism.

He also stated, ‘“‘Ensuring equity and
accessibility for every member of the
traveling public is one of the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s highest prior-
ities.”

Again, I will point to rural America.

In the same month he was sworn in,
his Department introduced racial equi-
ties and barriers to opportunities as a
consideration for awarding discre-
tionary grants, as if that is how funds
should be awarded.

In June 2022, he launched a $1 billion
pilot program aimed at helping recon-
nect cities and neighborhoods racially
segregated or divided by road projects.
Under this program, over $100 million
was awarded to tear down and rebuild a
freeway in Detroit because it was con-
sidered racially divisive. Taxpayer dol-
lars are being used to cover 80 percent
of the project’s funds.

He has also intentionally tried to de-
ceive the American people, as shown
when a video surfaced of him faking a
bike ride to a White House Cabinet
meeting. The video showed Secretary
Buttigieg driving to the White House
but stopping in just enough time for
his security detail to unload his bike
from the back of the gas-guzzling SUV.
He then rode his bike for the cameras
to the White House as if he had been
riding it all along. What a hypocrite.
What a liar.

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

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, we now
enter the theater of the absurd.

Again, for the second day in a row,
let’s have two White people talk about
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racial equality in the United States be-
cause we know so much about it from
having, oh, so much experience, but
here we are.

The reality of the situation is, this
isn’t serious, but it is the new normal.
If we don’t like people, we will pay
them $1. If we disagree with them, we
will cut their salary. At some point in
time, we have to recognize the fact
that we are going to disagree. We are
probably going to, for most of the rest
of our lives, live in a divided govern-
ment, so when we disagree with the ad-
ministration or the administration dis-
agrees with us, is the notion, well, we
just won’t pay them anymore because
it will make a good sound bite or theo-
retically help us raise money because
it sells well at home. However, it
doesn’t do anything for our constitu-
ents.

The reality is, public servants who
are doing their jobs and carrying out
the policy of the administration they
serve should be commended, not de-
monized. Our government is dependent
on being able to attract the best talent
to bring their skills to public service.

Despite what has been said, the fact
of the matter is, some of the best and
brightest out there sacrifice to go back
to public service or stay with it when
they could do much better in the pri-
vate sector. Who is going to be willing
to do that if their names are dragged in
the political mud because someone dis-
agrees with them?

The Secretary is a dedicated public
servant. This is not how we solve pol-
icy differences. We shouldn’t make this
personal. We can disagree without
being disagreeable. I urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no”” on this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
how much time do I have remaining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Georgia has 2 minutes and 15 sec-
onds remaining.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
deserving a taxpayer-funded paycheck
is about job performance, not about
personalities or identity politics. Let’s
all recall that Pete Buttigieg was for-
merly a mayor and was well known as
“Pothole Pete” for not repairing all
the potholes in the roads in the town
that he served. I assure you; this is
about defunding his paycheck to $1,
which I think is $1 too high for a Sec-
retary of Transportation who is failing
the American people when it comes to
transportation.

While implementing his tyrannical
climate agenda through his office and
preaching for the government to curb
carbon emissions, Pete Buttigieg has
reportedly taken at least 18 taxpayer-
funded flights on private jets managed
by the FAA.

One of these flights was taken to re-
ceive an award from a Canadian gay
rights organization for advancing
LGBTQ rights. American taxpayers
don’t want to pay for Pete Buttigieg to
get awards for the way people have sex.
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That is not what the Secretary of
Transportation should be doing.

These fraudulent actions of Sec-
retary Buttigieg illustrate that he is
not to be trusted in leading our Depart-
ment of Transportation. While Sec-
retary Buttigieg was taking taxpayer-
funded, carbon-emitting private jets to
receive LGBTQ awards, he failed to
serve the Americans in East Palestine
who were devastated by the train de-
railment and chemical spill earlier this
year.

In response to why he hadn’t visited
the community, he stated that he
would visit when the time is right. It
turns out, the time was only right after
President Trump visited, brought thou-
sands of bottles of water, and pressured
Secretary Buttigieg into visiting and
maybe doing his job. It took our Sec-
retary of Transportation almost 3
weeks to visit after this unbelievable
toxic catastrophe.

Furthermore, under his watch as Sec-
retary, the FAA was forced to order a
ground stop for all air traffic in the
U.S. due to a system outage. This was
the first time in history the NOTAM
system has ever failed, and it was the
first time since 9/11.

Mr. Chair, my time has expired, and
I urge my colleagues to vote for my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Gee, Mr. Chairman, I
thought you were just pounding the
gavel to break the monotony, but I ap-
preciate that.

I have to be honest, Mr. Chairman, I
am not sure whether this argument is
worthy of the dignity of this House,
that people who take the highest level
of government function, Cabinet-level
positions—and again you can disagree
with them, Mr. Chairman, all you
want, but to make this so personal and
to take their orientation to task be-
cause you personally don’t like the
other people or their orientation, when
it is absolutely none of your business,
where has the Republican Party gone?

How has it gone from a party that
said: We are going to let people live
their lives; we are not going to intrude
on them at all; we are going to let
them live personally, and the worst
thing government can do is inflict
their own beliefs upon them?

That is exactly what the toxic at-
mosphere of language like we just
heard is all about. It is not what we are
as a country. Part of that personal
freedom extends to everyone, even if
they happen to be Secretary of Trans-
portation.

Mr. Chair, I apologize to the Sec-
retary and all the public servants who
have to go through this disgraceful
kind of treatment.

Mr. Chair, I encourage my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no” on this amendment. It is
not worthy of this body. I yield back
the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.
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The Acting CHAIR. The Chair under-
stands that amendment No. 55 will not
be offered.

AMENDMENT NO. 56 OFFERED BY MS. GREENE OF
GEORGIA

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 56 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for the Climate
Change Center of the Department of Trans-
portation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Georgia (Ms. GREENE) and a Mem-
ber opposed each will control 5 min-
utes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Georgia.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
my amendment prohibits funding for
the Climate Change Center at the De-
partment of Transportation. This Cen-
ter has recently been reinstated and
expanded under the Biden administra-
tion to meet the DOT’s goals in re-
sponding to the climate crisis.

The Climate Change Center creates
comprehensive and multimodal ap-
proaches to reduce transportation-re-
lated greenhouse gases and to improve
the resilience of the transportation
system to climate change impacts.
This Center announces and promotes
woke grant programs that gives U.S.
taxpayers’ hard-earned dollars to woke
universities and nonprofits to research
the decarbonization of the transpor-
tation sector and to address adverse
environmental impacts created by the
transportation system.

Never forget, the goal of the Demo-
crats is to take away every single gas
and diesel engine, every single combus-
tion engine, and force Americans to
drive electric vehicles if they can af-
ford them. While they claim they care
about the climate and the environ-
ment, they do not care about toxic bat-
teries and where they will be disposed,
but they want to use unlimited tax-
payer funds to address a climate crisis
that does not exist because the climate
has always changed. It is not some-
thing new.

This Center also works with DOT
agencies to implement climate change
criteria for grant programs, to devise
climate training programs and to fa-
cilitate climate change education cam-
paigns for its 50,000 employees across
the Department.

For example, the Center is working
with the Department of Commerce’s
National Oceanic and Atmospheric Ad-
ministration to deliver climate infor-
mation and support to transportation
planners and stakeholders to enhance
the safety, effectiveness, equity, and
resilience of the U.S. transportation in-
frastructure. These climate edu-
cational training programs are for the
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USDOT employees to develop a stand-
ard of language for use in performance
plans for staff engaged in climate
change activities.

The entire Center is a complete abuse
of U.S. taxpayer dollars and should be
defunded immediately.

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

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, my friends
across the aisle can turn a blind eye to
the wildfires, smoke-covered skies, life-
threatening heat waves and extreme
weather we now face nearly every day
somewhere in this Nation.

We have seen the impacts of climate
change in real time, and yet this
amendment would hamstring our abil-
ity to meaningfully address the accel-
erating threat of climate change. Ig-
noring climate change in our approach
to the transportation sector would be
particularly egregious and irrespon-
sible. It is, quite frankly, not an op-
tion.

Our transportation infrastructure is
responsible for more greenhouse emis-
sions than any other sector of our
economy. This means that our ap-
proach to transportation investment
can and must be one of the biggest
parts of the solution.

Climate change also makes our
roads, bridges, railways, and public
transit more vulnerable to damage
from extreme weather. We have to rec-
ognize our climate reality in order to
make our infrastructure more resilient
and less costly. Instead of rebuilding
the same old infrastructure after dis-
repair, we should be investing in cli-
mate-conscious, cost-effective solu-
tions that ensure we build back strong-
er in order to equip our infrastructure
to withstand the test of time and fu-
ture disasters.

This is a matter of practicality, risk
mitigation, and human safety. It also
presents a tremendous opportunity to
boost our economy by investing in new
technologies and creating new jobs.

The Department’s Climate Change
Center is the agency’s hub for research,
policy analysis, partnerships, and ac-
tion on climate change. I suppose some
of my Republican colleagues are tar-
geting it because they don’t believe cli-
mate change is real and, unfortunately,
we cannot have a productive debate
when one side chooses to ignore sci-
entific evidence and consensus.

Mr. Chairman, it is the functional
equivalent of standing in the middle of
an expressway, closing one’s eyes, and
saying there are no trucks. Trucks are
coming. This is disheartening and puts
our future at great risk.

I wholeheartedly support the Depart-
ment of Transportation’s efforts to cre-
ate comprehensive approaches to re-
duce transportation-related greenhouse
gases and improve the resilience of the
transportation system. I believe the
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American people support the cost sav-
ings, clean air, new jobs, and healthy
environmental future that will come
with working to achieve our climate
goals.

Mr. Chair, I strongly urge my col-
leagues to vote ‘‘no’ on this amend-
ment, and I reserve the balance of my
time.
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Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair, I
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Chair, the DOT Climate Change
Center is nothing more than an exten-
sion of the Green New Deal and just an-
other waste of hard-earned taxpayer
money to enforce the Green New Deal,
forcing Americans to be transitioned
over to electric vehicles, which they do
not want.

I thought this was the land of free-
dom. I thought this was the land where
Americans can pick and choose what
they would like to buy and what they
do not want to buy.

The Green New Deal and the Demo-
crats’ willingness to use the govern-
ment to force Americans against their
will to transition over to electric vehi-
cles is nothing more than tyranny.

Here is an example of what comes out
of this Climate Change Center—the
Biden-Harris administration making
$100 million available to improve EV
charger reliability. That was an-
nounced on September 13, 2023.

Here is a perfect example about how
the Climate Change Center is being
used to force Americans to drive elec-
tric vehicles, which is their goal the
entire time.

The Federal Government’s role is not
to change how people spend their dol-
lars and what they choose to buy for
transportation.

The Federal Government’s role, espe-
cially when it comes to the Depart-
ment of Transportation, should be
making sure that our roads are driv-
able and that our bridges are in good
condition.

By the way, electric vehicles are
heavy. That would put an undue burden
on our bridges and on our roads. This is
what they should be focused on, not the
lie that, all of a sudden, climate
change is real.

We have had tornadoes since the be-
ginning of time. We have had earth-
quakes since the beginning of time. We
have had hurricanes since the begin-
ning of time.

This is not a new change in weather
patterns. It is not a climate crisis. It is
just called weather, and it has to do
with seasons.

Another thing. The Biden adminis-
tration has no right to lie to the Amer-
ican people and make the American
people fund their lies.

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

The Acting CHAIR. The gentlewoman
from Georgia has 30 seconds remaining.

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair, 1
reserve the balance of my time.
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Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, stating
the obvious, that the Department of
Transportation’s only purpose is to
make sure that our roads and our rail
systems are safe. The underlying bill,
as proposed, dramatically reduces all
the funds that do that and makes our
rail systems and our highway systems
far less safe.

To say that in the middle of a discus-
sion on an amendment that has noth-
ing to do with that is ridiculous, and it
is a further reason I ask my colleagues
to oppose this amendment.

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

Ms. GREENE of Georgia. Mr. Chair,
again, my amendment prohibits funds
from being used for the Department of
Transportation Climate Change Center
because it is a complete waste of tax-
payer money.

We are over $33 trillion in debt, Mr.
Chair. The American people cannot af-
ford their money to be wasted and
spent on lies.

We need the Federal Government to
spend the Americans’ hard-earned tax-
payer dollars on good roads, good
bridges, and good infrastructure.

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

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 57 OFFERED BY MS. HAGEMAN

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. MOYLAN). It
is now in order to consider amendment
No. 57 printed in part B of House Re-
port 118-261.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for the Na-
tional Electric Vehicle Infrastructure For-
mula Program established under the Infra-
structure Investment and Jobs Act (Public
Law 117-58).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Ms. HAGEMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in support of my amendment No. 57 to
H.R. 4820, which would prevent DOT
from carrying out the National Elec-
tric Vehicle Infrastructure Formula
Program.

The Biden administration’s stated
goal for this latest government boon-
doggle is to utilize taxpayer funding to
strategically deploy electric vehicle
charging stations across America.

Not only is such an endeavor not the
Federal Government’s responsibility,
but this program also doesn’t work,
won’t work, and will end up wasting
massive amounts of Federal money.
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You need no further evidence than
Secretary Granholm’s recent experi-
ence of trying to take an electric vehi-
cle out for a spin, a trip that ended in
disaster and confirmed that EVs are
overpriced, unreliable, and infeasible
without massive Federal subsidies.

Mr. Chairman, the Biden administra-
tion through this policy and others
that were buried in the so-called Infra-
structure Investment and Jobs Act is
attempting to use taxpayer money to
implement the Green New Deal, a pie-
in-the-sky idea that is not only des-
tined to fail but will waste massive
amounts of money and further impov-
erish American citizens.

The Biden administration is pursuing
such boondoggles despite the fact that
we are already facing out-of-control in-
flation, increasing energy costs, and
bone-crushing grocery bills, all because
of Bidenomics, all because this admin-
istration is economically illiterate and
obsessed with furthering the agenda of
the U.N. and the World Economic
Forum.

My fellow Wyoming citizens and
Americans as a whole are more con-
cerned with the prospects of heating
their homes, putting food on the table,
and taking care of their families.

Yet, what is the Biden administra-
tion focused on? Banning the internal
combustion engine and forcing every-
one into electric vehicles that won’t
work effectively in the vast majority
of the country.

My amendment is designed to stop
the Biden administration from con-
tinuing its wasteful and profligate
spending on projects that do not pro-
vide a benefit to the American public.

Mr. Chair, I urge my fellow Members
to support this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I yield
2 minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. DINGELL).

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, I rise with
a great deal of respect for my colleague
but in opposition to this amendment,
which seeks to cut funding from the
National Electric Vehicle Infrastruc-
ture Formula Program.

Here is the reality. The world is mov-
ing to alternative transportation. It is
not all going to be electric vehicles. It
could be hydrogen. It will be others.

Right now, electric vehicles are the
future of transportation in this coun-
try and in the world, and we are com-
peting in a global marketplace.

As we continue to invest in this EV
transition, it is critical that we get the
charging infrastructure right. We must
do everything within our power to keep
America competitive, to make it easier
for consumers to make this transition,
and that is what this program does.

It plays a vital role in expanding our
charging infrastructure, alleviating
fears, and creating an interconnected
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network that everybody has access to,
not just those that have access to ex-
pensive chargers.

The National Electric Vehicle Infra-
structure Formula Program provides
funding to States to deploy EV charg-
ing infrastructure and establishes net-
works that make them more acces-
sible.

Let’s work together to expand EV
charging accessibility and invest in
American-made EV chargers. We must
support and advance through develop-
ment the production and distribution
and the infrastructure nationwide.

To meet these goals, we have to get
serious. We have to roll up our sleeves
and get to work. Defunding these pro-
grams is not how we should be legis-
lating.

To ensure that we have a competitive
future and that we are competing in a
global marketplace with other coun-
tries and their manufacturers, I strong-
ly urge my colleagues to oppose this
amendment.

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

Rather than supporting our domestic
energy production and investing in
much-needed roadway infrastructure
projects, the Biden administration has
opted to continue skewing the defini-
tion of infrastructure to pursue its
electric vehicle and renewable energy
subsidy programs.

The Biden administration, in other
words, continues to do the bidding of
the Chinese Communist Party and the
richest among us who can afford elec-
tric vehicles while leaving everyday
Americans behind.

Let me be clear. This technology
that DOT is pursuing and imple-
menting has a track record chock full
of failure, particularly within my State
as the freezing temperatures wreak
havoc on batteries while also severely
limiting the range of these vehicles.

We have story after story of electric
vehicles being limited to less than 100
miles in range as they are driven over
our high mountain passes in freezing
temperatures.

This effort to force everyone into
electric vehicles is not only wrong-
headed and not within the purview of
DOT but downright dangerous.

It is also important to note that
under this program, State recipients
are expected to construct vehicle
charging stations within 50 miles of
each other on major highways.

This requirement alone is not fea-
sible when confronted with the reality
of Wyoming’s vast rural terrain and
wide-open spaces.

There are 80,000 vehicles a day that
drive across I-80 in Wyoming. I-80 is
the most important commercial trans-
portation link from the East to the
West Coast, and in Wyoming it varies
in elevation from 4,000 feet to 8,000 feet.
Electric passenger cars and electric 18-
wheelers are simply not feasible in Wy-
oming.

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

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, let me be
clear. This is yet another attempt by
the Biden administration to force us to
transition to an electric future, what-
ever that may mean.

It can only do so if it uses our money
to artificially prop up the electric vehi-
cle industry that could otherwise never
survive in a free market system, at
least not in its current space.

Mr. Chairman, it is past time for this
administration to halt its wasteful al-
location of billions of hard-earned tax-
payer money on the infrastructure that
is destined to fail.

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

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 gentlewoman from Wyoming will
be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 58 OFFERED BY MS. HAGEMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 58 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for remote
work arrangements within the Department
of Transportation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentlewoman
from Wyoming (Ms. HAGEMAN) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentle-
woman from Wyoming.

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in favor of my amendment No. 58,
which would prohibit the Department
of Transportation from funding remote
work agreements.

The DOT defines its telework agree-
ments where an employee performs
work away from the typical office loca-
tion and is not expected to report to
the agency official work site on a fre-
quent, regular, or recurring basis.

Mr. Chairman, as I have stood in this
Chamber and said before on numerous
occasions, it is time for our Federal
Government employees to return to
work.

Under the panic related to COVID-19,
we watched as our Federal agency
buildings occupancy dwindled to al-
most mnothing. What was the con-
sequence? A substantial reduction in
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the timely provision of Federal serv-
ices to the citizens of this country.

It should not come as a surprise to
anyone that when our Federal employ-
ees don’t show up for work, the work of
the Federal Government doesn’t get
done.

Now, some may say that is okay, but
what it means in practice is that our
tax refunds are not timely processed,
our passport office effectively shuts
down, creating enormous backlogs for
this important service, and our vet-
erans suffer.

I have now filed several of these let’s
make our government employees re-
turn to work amendments to other ap-
propriations bills. This is a priority of
the Republican Members of the 118th
Congress and a priority of mine.

I know how hard our miners, farmers,
ranchers, waitresses, nurses, construc-
tion contractors, home builders, gro-
cery store clerks, and others in the pri-
vate sector work.

They didn’t have the luxury of work-
ing from home, COVID or no COVID.
They have powered our economy over
the last couple of years, and we owe
them a debt of gratitude. We also
should have enough respect for them to
demand that the people who earn a
paycheck because of their tax dollars
actually show up for work.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment, and I reserve the balance
of my time.

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, again,
this is a very similar amendment to
what has been considered before. Those
agreements addressed in this amend-
ment, where they exist, have been ne-
gotiated by OMB, labor unions, and
management and have been in place
under Republican and Democratic ad-
ministrations.

Again, this kind of sweeping prohibi-
tion, which fails to consider or address
circumstances under which remote
work arrangements may be beneficial
to the taxpayer or a necessary accom-
modation for an employee, is not a se-
rious approach to policymaking.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
vote ‘‘no,” and I yield back the balance
of my time.

O 1815

Ms. HAGEMAN. Mr. Chair, in pur-
suing the policy of requiring our Fed-
eral employees to work in our Federal
offices, I have always been cognizant of
the outlier situations whereby someone
will need to work remotely. I am not
opposed to such flexibility, although
that flexibility has now become the
rule.

I have left untouched the ad hoc
telework programs for these various
agencies because we never know when
an emergency or unexpected situation
will arise. Such an unexpected situa-
tion, however, should not become the
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norm, and our employees should be re-
quired to report to work.

We still have not yet assessed the
damage the Federal Government’s re-
mote work policy has had on con-
stituent services, congressional over-
sight, and Federal waste in terms of
the unused office buildings and agency
officials unaccounted for because they
are not being monitored in their offi-
cial work sites.

Even the GAO admits there is not
enough information to assess the long-
term impacts of remote work policies,
including whether it promotes a pro-
ductive work environment.

Mr. Chairman, the policy of this Re-
publican majority has consistently
been that COVID is over and Federal
workers must come to work, and this
amendment aims to deliver on that
promise.

Unelected agency officials already
believe they are unaccountable to Con-
gress and the American people. Remote
work further undermines our ability to
oversee their activities and to promote
providing the very best services that
the Federal Government can provide to
our citizens.

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

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 59 OFFERED BY MR. MASSIE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 59 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to conduct a
competitive analysis of mergers.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MASSIE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, I rise in sup-
port of my amendment, which states:
None of the funds made available by
this act may be used to conduct a com-
petitive analysis when evaluating
mergers.

Beginning January 1, 1989, Congress
vested primary authority to review air-
line mergers with the U.S. Department
of Justice. Since that time, the Depart-
ment of Transportation has deferred to
DOJ to determine whether a merger be-
tween U.S. airlines should be chal-
lenged on competition grounds.

The Department of Transportation’s
general counsel under President Obama
described the DOT’s role in airline
mergers as follows: ‘“With respect to
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DOT’s competition and public interest
review authorities, DOT’s practice has
been to use its expertise with respect
to the airline industry to provide the
Department’s views and otherwise as-
sist the U.S. Department of Justice
(DOJ) in DOJ’s analysis of airline
mergers or acquisitions.”

The Department of Justice recently
challenged an airline merger. This
amendment doesn’t have anything to
do with that court case. In fact, it is
well within DOJ’s rights and authority
to challenge mergers, but what con-
cerns me is that the DOT’s Secretary,
Pete Buttigieg, expressed publicly that
his Department has ‘‘generally not got-
ten involved in these merger cases, but
that is changing today.”

Between 2009 and 2016, under the
Obama administration, there were nine
successful airline mergers. In fact, in
over 30 years, the DOT has not pre-
vented the transfer of operating certifi-
cates for any airline merger. This begs
the question: Why now?

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

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, let me
begin by saying that the sponsor of this
amendment, I believe, is on the T&I
Committee, which has jurisdiction over
aviation and rail. This is an amend-
ment which would be better off being
moved forward as an authorizing pro-
posal rather than going forward as an
appropriations amendment.

This amendment makes it plain as
day that the Republicans are happy to
put the interests of big corporations
ahead of protecting the American peo-
ple from corporate greed that increases
costs, reduces quality of service, and
limits options. Specifically, it pro-
hibits any funds for conducting a com-
petitive analysis of mergers, which
raises concerning implications for both
airlines and rail.

The Department of Transportation is
required by law to certify to Congress
that an approved airline merger is in
the public interest and provide an anal-
ysis of the effects of the merger on
competition in the domestic airline in-
dustry. Congress itself has set forth in
law a list of factors that are considered
in the public interest, which includes
several related to competition.

Yet, this amendment would prohibit
the Department of Transportation
from complying with that requirement
and from even conducting an analysis
or considering factors Congress has
specifically identified as important,
shirking all responsibility to the public
interest.

At the same time, this broad amend-
ment would implicate all T-HUD agen-
cies, also impacting competition in the
rail industry and our understanding of
competition in the housing market.

The Surface Transportation Board
has authority over railroad corporate
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mergers and acquisitions and similarly
may approve such mergers only when
it finds them to be in the public inter-
est. This requires evidence that the
proposed merger will affirmatively en-
hance competition, efficiency, and
quality of service.

This amendment ties the hands of
the agency with exclusive merger juris-
diction involving railroads, even as the
number of Class 1 railroads has fallen
from 40 to 6 since 1980.

Further, the Department of Housing
and Urban Development would be pre-
vented from conducting any competi-
tion-related analyses to inform our un-
derstanding of rental markets, even as
Americans face rising rents and cor-
porate landlords are caught price-fix-
ing.

Competition is critical to protecting
consumers from corporate greed and
fostering a flourishing market econ-
omy, something we should all fight for.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle to reject this
misguided amendment, and I reserve
the balance of my time.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from Cali-
fornia (Mr. CORREA), my friend across
the aisle, the ranking member of the
Judiciary Subcommittee on Adminis-
trative State, Regulatory Reform, and
Antitrust.

Mr. CORREA. Mr. Chairman, I rise
today in support of Mr. MASSIE’S
amendment, which prohibits the De-
partment of Transportation from expe-
diting funds to conduct competitive
analyses of mergers.

In 1989, Congress transferred author-
ity to review airline mergers to the De-
partment of Justice. Mr. Chair, 35
years of DOT policy is clear. DOJ has
the lead role in reviewing proposed air-
line mergers, given its statutory au-
thority to enforce the antitrust laws.
This is consistent with Congress’ deter-
mination that the deregulated airline
industry should generally be subject to
the same application of antitrust laws
as other unregulated industries.

I must say that as ranking member
of the Administrative State, Regu-
latory Reform, and Antitrust Sub-
committee, I am committed to pro-
tecting consumers, competition, and
innovation. Before the DOT moves
ahead with this new, unprecedented ap-
proach, we must take time to evaluate
the merits of this policy. This amend-
ment will grant us time to do just that.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support this amendment.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chairman, may I
inquire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky has 1% minutes re-
maining.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. RUTHERFORD), my colleague.

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
thank the gentleman for yielding.
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Mr. Chair, I rise in support of this
amendment. Let me reiterate the point
that was just made that this is such a
break from the norm in the evaluation
of these antitrust analyses going for-
ward. DOJ has had that responsibility.

I particularly thank the gentleman
for really staying on top of this. This is
clearly an overreach by the Biden ad-
ministration, and I thank the gen-
tleman for that.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I am
not sure how to phrase this, but I
would ask the sponsor of this amend-
ment, through the Chair, a question.

I believe he referred to the Secretary
of Transportation’s name. I wasn’t sure
I heard that correctly. If the Chair
could ask that the sponsor repeat how
he referred to the Secretary of Trans-
portation. Acoustics aren’t always
great here, so I want to make sure I
got it right.

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. QUIGLEY. Yes, well, I would re-
serve the balance of my time, and I
would ask the question through the
Chair.

The Acting CHAIR. Does the gen-
tleman reserve?

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I am pre-
pared to close, but I would still like to
make sure I heard what I thought I
heard.

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

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chairman, I reserve
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized and has the
right to close.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I as-
sume that the answer is that the spon-
sor doesn’t want to repeat what he may
have said. I just didn’t hear it.

At this point, I am prepared to close,
and I yield back the balance of my
time.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, as a member
of the Transportation Committee, I
had the honor to question Secretary
Buttigieg on whether he had this au-
thority and what metrics he would use
to exercise this authority.

It was obvious that they don’t have
any experience in the DOT to review
these mergers because they haven’t
done it. It is for that reason that I urge
adoption of this amendment. We don’t
need redundancy among the Depart-
ments. We need an all-of-government
approach, and that is what this amend-
ment seeks to do.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of this bi-
partisan amendment, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I demand 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 Kentucky will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 60 OFFERED BY MR. MASSIE

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 60 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to implement
section 24220 of the Infrastructure Invest-
ment and Jobs Act (49 U.S.C. 30111 note).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. MASSIE) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Kentucky.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment, which
states: “None of the funds made avail-
able by this act may be used to imple-
ment section 24220 of the Infrastruc-
ture Investment and Jobs Act.”

My amendment is simple. It will
defund the Federal mandate that re-
quires all new vehicles after 2026 be
equipped with a Kkill switch that can
disable a vehicle if the vehicle has
monitored the driver’s performance
and the vehicle determines that the
driver is not performing well.

It is so incredible that I have to offer
this amendment. It almost sounds like
the domain of science fiction,
dystopian science fiction, that the Fed-
eral Government would put a Kkill
switch in vehicles that would be the
judge, the jury, and the executioner on
such a fundamental right as the right
to travel freely, but here we are.

It is Federal law that this is man-
dated, and so I am offering this amend-
ment to defund this mandate.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ), the
ranking member of the Military Con-
struction, Veterans Affairs, and Re-
lated Agencies Subcommittee.

O 1830

Ms. WASSERMAN SCHULTZ. Mr.
Chair, I rise in opposition to this
amendment.

Let me be clear. The act that the
gentleman is trying to defund does not
require auto manufacturers to install
kill switches. It does not do that.

Passive drunk driving technology is a
vital tool in safeguarding our loved
ones and other innocent people on our
roads. This new technology offers a
lifeline of hope to not only save lives
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but to prevent the lifelong emotional
toll and gargantuan costs these acci-
dents inflict on families.

Deadly drunk driving accidents can
echo across generations, but we can
seize this opportunity to stop such
tragedies.

Between 2019 and 2021, Florida saw a
31 percent increase in drunk driving
crashes. In Mr. MASSIE’s home State of
Kentucky, 190 people were Kkilled in
drunk driving crashes in 2021 alone.
That was a 26 percent increase.

When we saw these grim statistics,
we acted in a bipartisan fashion in Con-
gress. How often do we see that? Both
Republicans and Democrats supported
the HALT Act to require auto manu-
facturers to make this passive tech-
nology standard in new vehicles.

The sponsor of this misguided amend-
ment will tell you that he worries
about privacy concerns. We heard the
same inane calls with seat belt require-
ments.

You don’t have a right to engage in
potentially fatal behavior that we
know poses a major health threat to
public safety.

Passive drunk driving technology is
pro-police. This anti-drunk driving
technology lightens the load on police
officers, allowing them to focus on
more pressing safety concerns.

The importance of this technology
goes far beyond statistics. It is about
saving lives, preventing heartbreak,
and making our roads safer. It is a pas-
sionate call to action to prevent alco-
hol-impaired driving from shattering
the lives of those we hold dear.

This amendment, I understand, was
dubbed the kill switch amendment, and
it does not require a kill switch. It sim-
ply requires passive technology to help
us prevent drunk driving.

In the name of the 406 people who
were killed by a drunk driver in my
own State of Florida last year alone, I
urge my colleagues to vote ‘‘no’” on
this amendment. Let’s take steps to re-
duce deaths due to drunk driving, not
increase them.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, drunk driv-
ing is a serious problem. That is why 31
States already have a law to imple-
ment interlock ignition technology
where if you have been convicted of a
DUI that you have to pass this test in
order to operate your vehicle. This
Federal law that I seek to defund goes
far beyond that, and I regret that I
have to spend some of my time reading
the law to the other side of the aisle,
but I will do that.

This law that was passed in a 1,000-
page bill 2 years ago requires that
automobiles can passively monitor the
performance of a driver—not the blood
alcohol content, but the performance
of a driver of a motor vehicle—to accu-
rately identify whether that driver
may be impaired—not drunk; it says
impaired—and prevent or limit motor
vehicle operation. That is a kill switch.

Now, the question is how much time
do you have once your dashboard tells
you that it doesn’t approve of your
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driving? What if you are a single moth-
er and you’re out in bad weather and
you’re trying to avoid some obstacles,
ice perhaps, and you have swerved
three times and your dashboard says
swerve one more time and you are
going to be put over to the side of the
road, that you will have 100 yards to
park this vehicle in the middle of no-
where with your children in the back
seat?

This isn’t some fantastical scenario.
This is what will happen if this is im-
plemented. This is the law. I have read
it to you here.

Now, you maybe should have read it
2 years ago when you all voted for it on
that side of the aisle, but it was in a
bill that was 1,039 pages long. I can un-
derstand how you don’t know what the
law has in it, but I have read it to you.

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

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re-
minded to direct their remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 1
minute to the gentlewoman from Illi-
nois (Ms. SCHAKOWSKY).

Ms. SCHAKOWSKY. Mr. Chair, more
than 10,000 people die every year from
drunk driving crashes. Drunk drivers
are seven times more likely to be in-
volved in a fatal crash than a sober
person.

You would think that the Repub-
licans would want to do something
about it. Democrats have done some-
thing about it and said that NHTSA
now will have drunk driver prevention
technology.

This technology has the potential of
saving thousands of lives, and I don’t
see that you are agreeing that we
should be saving those lives. I would
say we should all vote against the
drunk driver protection act.

Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining?

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Kentucky has 2 minutes remain-
ing.
Mr. MASSIE. Mr. Chair, we actually
don’t know how this technology is
going to work. They don’t know over at
the DOT either, because we have sent a
letter to them, that they haven’t re-
sponded to yet, asking them: Will this
have cameras inside the car? Will it
monitor your eyes to see if you are fo-
cused on the road? Will it have cameras
on the outside of the car?

How will it know what your perform-
ance is relative to the road that you
are driving on, if it doesn’t, in fact,
know which road you are driving on?
Will it need to know where you are
when you are driving? If so, who has
access to this data? Who has access to
those cameras?

Will the Fourth Amendment be fol-
lowed? Will you require a warrant for
your insurance company to access this
data? Will you require a warrant for
the government to access this data?
Once your car has been disabled and
now you are on the side of the road
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with your children in it, for reasons
you don’t understand, how long until
the police show up? What if you truly
are disabled and you are over to the
side of the road, does anybody show up?

How long do you have to get out of
the vehicle? Who decides when your ve-
hicle kill switch is disabled and you get
to drive again? Who is going to adju-
dicate that on the side of the road?
What if it is rush-hour traffic? What if
you know you have already got points
against you, according to your dash-
board, and it has monitored your per-
formance and now somebody’s pet is in
the road? Do you swerve to miss it and
get your car disabled?

What if there is an emergency vehicle
approaching from behind you and you
know the right thing is to swerve off
the road and let that vehicle pass?
What if after you have done that three
times and now your car says do it one
more time and we are going to leave
you on the side of the road?

This is in the law. This will become
law in 2026, every vehicle manufactured
after that. It is not about drunk driv-
ing. If it were, it would just be about
blood alcohol content.

This law has far more than that in it.
It violates the Fourth Amendment. It
violates so many amendments. It vio-
lates things that are so fundamental to
our rights that they are not even in the
Constitution, like the right to travel.

Mr. Chair, I urge support of this
amendment. It will defund the law that
was passed 2 years ago that the other
side of the aisle doesn’t even know ex-
ists.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I yield 12
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Michigan (Mrs. DINGELL).

Mrs. DINGELL. Mr. Chair, I rise in
strong opposition to this amendment.

This amendment seeks to prohibit
funding for the implementation of a
bill known as the Honoring the Abbas
Family Legacy to Terminate (HALT)
Drunk Driving Act. I wrote it. I am the
sponsor.

The HALT Drunk Driving Act honors
the Abbas family from Michigan who
were tragically killed in a car accident
by a drunk driver. It requires NHTSA
to do a rulemaking to create rules for
impaired driving prevention tech-
nology in new vehicles to stop these
tragedies from continuing to occur.

Thirty-seven alcohol-impaired driv-
ing deaths happen every day, equiva-
lent to a death every 39 minutes. Stud-
ies show that the HALT Act would save
over 10,000 lives annually. Our con-
stituents agree. We need to stop drunk
driving by making impairment preven-
tion technology standard in new vehi-
cles. If the technology exists to prevent
drunk driving, why wouldn’t we con-
sider it?

Let me close by saying this amend-
ment and the sponsor mischaracterized
what the HALT Act is. It does not
mandate Kkill switches or allow data
collection that invades vehicle occu-
pants’ privacy. I protect data privacy
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in vehicles probably more than the
sponsor of this does. That is ridiculous.
It doesn’t monitor how you drive.

This amendment is an insult to every
American who has been hurt or lost
loved ones to drunk driving, including
the Abbas family. Let’s honor the
memory of those affected by drunk
driving.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, may I in-
quire as to how much time I have re-
maining.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois has 30 seconds remaining.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, let me
close by saying this. I gave the gen-
tleman from Kentucky an opportunity
to clarify his pronunciation of Sec-
retary Buttigieg’s name. I have the be-
lief that he purposely mispronounced it
to disrespect him. If he wants to cor-
rect that by correctly pronouncing it, I
would yield the time to him.

As they say, it speaks for itself.

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

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

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 Kentucky will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 61 OFFERED BY MR. MCCORMICK

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No 61 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. Chair, I rise to
offer my amendment No. 61 to H.R.
4820, the Transportation, Housing and
Urban Development Appropriations
Act for Fiscal Year 2024.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to implement,
enforce, or otherwise carry out the fol-
lowing:

(1) Executive Order 14037 (relating to
strengthening American leadership in clean
cars and trucks).

(2) Executive Order 14057 (relating to cata-
lyzing clean energy industries and jobs
through federal sustainability).

(3) Executive Order 14096 (relating to revi-
talizing our Nation’s commitment to envi-
ronmental justice for all).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Georgia (Mr. MCCORMICK) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Georgia.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. Chair, my
amendment would prohibit funds from
this act from implementing President
Biden’s burdensome and misguided Ex-
ecutive Orders 14037, 14057, and 14096.
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Executive Orders 14037 and 14057 set
the following goals for the Biden ad-
ministration’s out-of-touch energy pol-
icy regulations: 100 percent of the elec-
tricity of the U.S. to be carbon pollu-
tion free by 2030 on a net annual basis;
100 percent of vehicles purchased by
the government to be zero emissions by
2035; and that 50 percent of all new pas-
senger cars and light trucks in the
United States be electric vehicles by
2030.

These economically harmful goals
represent Democrats’ desire for central
government planning that is not driven
by public demand but by bureaucrats
deciding what they think is best for
our diverse, vibrant Nation of over 330
million people.

A prime example of Democratic
failed policy initiatives is the story of
the electric bus manufacturer,
Proterra, a company that received ex-
tremely high praise from President
Biden, as well as other administration
officials.

According to President Biden,
Proterra was getting us in the game for
sustainable transportation. Well, after
receiving millions upon millions of dol-
lars in Federal Government funding, on
August 7 of this year, Proterra filed for
bankruptcy—this is not the first time
this thing has happened where a gov-
ernment-subsidized company has gone
bankrupt—citing a multitude of rea-
sons, including the 9-figure debt. That
does not sound sustainable to me.

Almost 2 years ago, the Department
of Transportation Secretary Pete
Buttigieg said that America should
purchase electric vehicles so that they
won’t have to worry about gas prices
again. Instead, they will have to worry
about supply-chain disruptions and
critical mineral sourcing, not to men-
tion the cost of these vehicles.

Now, I don’t know about the average
American, but I guarantee you they
don’t spend an extra $17,000 per year on
gas. The average cost of an electric ve-
hicle is over $60,000 and on average
costs $17,000 more than a gas vehicle.
This does not take into account if the
battery goes bad. It will, and it costs
about $17,000 to replace that, too,
which means people are going to be re-
lying on the government for more sub-
sidies.

These types of statements show just
how out of touch the leftwing officials
in the Biden administration can be.
Switching to electric vehicles, or what-
ever future technology, must come nat-
urally through free-market forces.
Mandating a change is building an en-
tire vehicle market on an expensive
house of cards, and it will eventually

come crashing down, just like
Proterra.
Just as concerning is Executive

Order 14096 and its crusade for so-called
environmental justice. Mr. Chair, in-
stead of simply declaring what is true
and promoting environmental con-
servation, which most people would
agree is a good thing, the Biden admin-
istration makes this about cultural
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Marxism, oppressor versus the op-
pressed. This is toxic rhetoric.

Instead of tackling economic hard-
ships facing Americans, the fentanyl
crisis in our communities, the crisis
along the southern border, and mul-
tiple crises overseas, the Biden admin-
istration is creating a narrative that
fits their dark view of American his-
tory and executive policy that nega-
tively affects Americans.
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Everyone wants clean air, safe water,
and access to the outdoors for all. Let’s
not make this about something it is
not.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, we
simply oppose this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. McCORMICK. Mr. Chairman,
Congress should not allow valuable
taxpayer dollars to fund these execu-
tive orders that do nothing to help the
American people.

Those demanding EV vehicles know
the impoverished cannot afford them,
which will cause even more dependence
on government. That is the built-in
harassment package that liberals have
created—regulate people into depend-
ence on government so they must vote
for bigger government that can never
be paid for but will forever be empow-
ered over those who would otherwise be
free to live the full measure of the
American Dream.

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

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 62 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 62 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of Mr. NEHLS, I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The salary of Ann E. Carlson,
Acting Administrator of the National High-
way Traffic Safety Administration, shall be
reduced to $1.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, this
amendment would reduce the salary of
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Ann Carlson, who is the acting admin-
istrator of the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration, to $1.

While we abhor her radical climate
change agenda, questionable ethics in-
vestigation, and overall policy deci-
sions, the reason for my amendment is
because Ms. Carlson is serving as act-
ing administrator after she failed to
clear the Senate confirmation process
for the position.

In March of 2023, the Biden adminis-
tration submitted Ms. Carlson’s nomi-
nation for the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety administrator. Before the
Senate could vote on her nomination
and after Senator CRUZ led an effective
opposition, the White House pulled her
nomination once it was obvious that
she was not going to be confirmed.

After the Senate effectively rejected
her nomination, the White House nomi-
nated her to that same role as an act-
ing official anyway, circumventing the
Advice and Consent clause in the
United States Constitution on Presi-
dential nominations.

I view this as a constitutional over-
reach and a violation of the Federal
Vacancy Reform Act, and so do our
counterparts in the Senate.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, do we
really want to target dedicated public
servants and threaten their livelihoods
because we disagree with them?

These public servants are doing their
jobs, carrying out the policy of the ad-
ministration they serve. They should
be commended, not demonized.

Our government is dependent on
them in our ability to attract the best
talent to bring their skills to public
service. We shouldn’t be penalizing
public servants who are representing
the administration they serve based on
these policy disagreements.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘“‘no’” on this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, in Sep-
tember of this year, 13 Republican
Commerce Committee Senators sent a
letter to President Biden urging him to
immediately replace Ms. Carlson and
appoint a new nominee.

The letter highlights that since Ms.
Carlson’s nomination is a violation of
the Federal Vacancy Reform Act, all
the agency’s actions while she has held
herself out as acting administrator
should be voided.

This is an unacceptable situation for
the Department of Transportation.
Congress represents a coequal branch
of government, and this administration
isn’t a monarchy. Congress must hold
this administration accountable, and I
urge all Members to vote for my
amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 South Carolina
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 63 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 63 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of Mr. NEHLS from Texas, 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for the Electric
or Low-Emitting Ferry Pilot Program estab-
lished under section 71102 of the Infrastruc-
ture Investment and Jobs Act (Public Law
117-58).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment would prohibit funds being
made available for the Federal Transit
Administration’s Electric or Low-
Emitting Ferry Pilot Program.

This $250 million program simply
serves to further Joe Biden’s radical
climate change agenda and fund Green
New Deal pet projects to support coast-
al elitists in blue States.

As an example, the San Francisco
Bay Area Water Emergency Transpor-
tation Authority received $3.4 million
to construct a new zero-emissions
ferry. The Casco Bay Island Transit in
Portland, Maine, received $3.6 million
to replace a passenger ferry with a new
ferry equipped with a diesel hybrid pro-
pulsion system. The Kitsap Transit in
Kitsap County, Washington, received
$7.7 million to replace a diesel vessel
with a new, environmentally friendly
battery-electric passenger-only ferry
and necessary charging infrastructure.

Mr. Chairman, I could go on and on.
This is not the taxpayers’ burden to
bear these individual pet projects that
I just named.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, my
colleague is already trying to undo the
Bipartisan Infrastructure Law, which
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included funding to improve and ex-
pand ferry service in rural and urban
communities across the country.

These funds allow places like Geor-
gia, Representative BUDDY CARTER’S
district, to acquire ferries and install
charging stations to build on the inno-
vation necessary to protect our water-
ways, reduce costs, and lower emis-
sions.

These projects allow communities to
work within and across States where
waterways are shared and there are
mutual benefits to advance technology.
These funds also support the use of al-
ternative fuels, which include, but is
not limited to natural gas, hydrogen,
and electricity.

Innovation should be championed by
the Federal Government rather than
discouraged, and our industry partners
should be able to trust that we will
stand behind bipartisan goals to create
this pilot.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no”” on this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, those
words are just another banner of pet
projects. This is what the public is sick
and tired of in this country, especially
when we are $33 trillion in debt.

Overall, ferries play a minor role in
the United States transportation sys-
tem, providing roughly 1 percent of the
public transportation trips in 2019—1
percent. The Infrastructure Investment
and Jobs Act more than tripled the an-
nual dedicated ferry funding, setting
aside $2.3 billion, with a b, for ferry
funding.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote for this amendment, stop this
boondoggle, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 64 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 64 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . The salary of Julia Gordon, As-
sistant Secretary for Housing and the Fed-
eral Housing Commissioner, shall be reduced
to $1.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment reduces the salary of Julia
Gordon, who is the Assistant Secretary
for Housing and the Federal Housing
Commissioner, to $1.
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Ms. Gordon has a long history of
anti-police rhetoric that makes her
unfit for public office. Among other
things, she retweeted an inflammatory
post that described police officers as
‘““the people killing us.”

She also suggested in a letter that
she wrote—not a tweet or a retweet—
that cases of police violence are not
just outliers but ... stem from
flawed and biased systems that require
structural change.”

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, it can
only be described as disgraceful to tar-
get dedicated public servants and
threaten their livelihoods.

Our government is dependent on
their skills and their dedication to the
job to help this country go forward.

Ms. Gordon has been a strong advo-
cate for and a hands-on practitioner
working to expand access to homeown-
ership and wealth building for millions
seeking the American Dream.

If you have an issue with the policy,
let’s discuss that and not penalize her
and other public servants.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘‘no”’ on this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, in re-
sponse, it is her words that are inflam-
matory in a day and time that is
uncalled for. My view is shared by the
National Sheriffs’ Association, a lead-
ing law enforcement group that op-
posed her nomination.

Ms. Gordon also has a troubling his-
tory of denigrating her fellow Ameri-
cans residing in southern States, as I
do. She retweeted an article that as-
serted the South has rejected nearly
everything that is good about this
country and has become just one big
nuclear waste site of extremely
radicalized resentment. That is un-
heard of.

We should not spend another dollar
on paying her salary. By the way, she
makes $158,500, and when you add all
the other things with it, she is prob-
ably closer to $200,000.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to adopt my amendment, and I yield
the balance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR (Mr. SMUCKER).
The question is on the amendment of-
fered by the gentleman from South
Carolina (Mr. NORMAN).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 South Carolina
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 66 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 65 printed
part B of House Report 118-261.
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Mr. NORMAN. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to consider the so-
cial cost of greenhouse gases in the develop-
ment and implementation of a budget for a
Federal agency, in any Federal procurement
processes, or when preparing an environ-
mental review pursuant to the National En-
vironmental Policy Act of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321
et seq.).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment prohibits use of funds for
the consideration of the social cost of
greenhouse gases—and I don’t know
how they define social costs—in the de-
velopment and implementation of
budgets, Federal procurement, or envi-
ronmental reviews.
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President Biden is directing agencies
to consider the flawed social cost of
greenhouse gases in the development
and implementation of budgets, the
Federal procurement process, and envi-
ronmental reviews.

Democrats use the social cost of
greenhouse gases metrics to justify
sweeping climate policies and strict
regulations. This impacts everything
from purchasing goods and services,
conducting environmental reviews of
all kinds, and levying climate penalties
against private businesses.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in strong opposition to yet another at-
tack on scientific consensus and on evi-
dence-based approaches to addressing
our climate reality.

This amendment would prohibit any
agency funded in this bill from consid-
ering the social cost of greenhouse
gases in budget formulation, procure-
ment processes, or environmental re-
views. It is an unconscionable denial of
reality.

The social cost of carbon is simply an
estimate, in dollars, of the economic
costs or damage that will result from
emitting one additional ton of green-
house gases into the air.

Climate change has tangible and
measurable economic impact on a myr-
iad of aspects of our economy from ag-
riculture to healthcare to infrastruc-
ture and energy use.

When heat waves, drought, or ex-
treme storms affect crop yields, that
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loss costs our economy and disrupts
our food supply.

When smoke from wildfires and ex-
treme heat or cold cause illness and
death or homelessness increases due to
extreme weather displacing people
from their homes, that costs our
healthcare and emergency service sys-
tems.

When  hurricanes, flooding, and
mudslides destroy critical infrastruc-
ture, supply chains are disrupted, and
time and money must be spent to re-
build.

We know, beyond a doubt, that
greenhouse gas emissions lead to in-
creased atmospheric CO, which leads to
a warming climate which leads to more
extreme weather and rising sea levels.

In 2022, the cost of climate and
weather disasters in the United States
totaled more than $165 billion. In every
decade since the 1980s, the average an-
nual cost of these disasters has in-
creased substantially.

The amendment before us would pro-
hibit agencies from considering meas-
urable and tangible economic costs
when making policy and spending deci-
sions. It would literally prohibit ac-
counting for reality.

This is a whole new level of climate
denialism, not just a personal denial of
overwhelming scientific evidence and
consensus, but a sweeping prohibition
on ever acknowledging and considering
certain evidence that Republicans
would rather ignore.

This is, of course, particularly egre-
gious in the case of the Department of
Transportation, given that our trans-
portation infrastructure is responsible
for more greenhouse gases than any
other part of the economy.

I can’t overstate the recklessness and
cynicism of enacting a prohibition on
accounting for reality into the law.

Mr. Chairman, I strongly urge my
colleagues to vote ‘“no” on this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I yield
1 minute to the gentleman from Flor-
ida (Mr. RUTHERFORD).

Mr. RUTHERFORD. Mr. Chairman, I
fully support the gentleman’s amend-
ment. In fact, in the underlying bill, we
have included in section 126 a prohibi-
tion on the Department of Transpor-
tation from imposing requirements on
State and local governments to prove
emission reductions as a condition of
receiving funds.

Nonetheless, the gentleman’s amend-
ment is even more comprehensive,
which I support, because it would cover
programs across this entire bill and
several of the Biden executive orders
that would harm our economy.

Mr. Chairman, I encourage all of our
colleagues to vote ‘yes” on this
amendment.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as Sheriff
Rutherford said, the social cost of
greenhouse gases is an extremely inef-
ficient policymaking tool that can be
manipulated.

The Biden administration continues
to use unproven figures to attempt to
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justify its radical environmental poli-
cies that drive up the cost of every
family in this country today.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 66 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 66 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. 435. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the rule entitled ‘“‘Equal
Access in Accordance With an Individual’s
Gender Identity in Community Planning and
Development Programs’ published by the
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment in the Federal Register on September
21, 2016 (81 Fed. Reg. 64763).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, my
amendment prohibits the use of funds
for the implementation of the rule en-
titled ‘“Equal Access in Accordance
with an Individual’s Gender Identity in
Community Planning and Development
Programs.”

My amendment defunds an Obama
administration’s Housing and Urban
Development rule that requires equal
access for individuals in accordance
with their gender identity in shelter
programs that are funded from HUD’s
Office of Community Planning and De-
velopment. This means women and
young children can be housed in shel-
ters with a male stranger simply be-
cause these men identify as women.

Mr. Chairman, think about the im-
pact this has on residents of female-
only shelters when men who claim to
be women are allowed to share bath-
rooms and shower access.

These concerns are not hypothetical.
In California, nine homeless women
filed a civil complaint after a homeless
shelter enabled sexual harassment be-
cause a male identifying as a female
entered the shelter and showered with
a woman. In Alaska, a faith-based shel-
ter filed a lawsuit because female resi-
dents would rather sleep in the woods
in extremely cold temperatures than
get harassed alongside a biological
male.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

The Acting CHAIR. The gentleman
from Illinois is recognized for 5 min-
utes.
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Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I rise
in opposition to this amendment which
would prohibit HUD from continuing to
carry out an existing rule that ensures
that all individuals have equal access
to many of HUD’s core shelter pro-
grams in accordance with their gender
identity.

I am not sure why my colleagues are
so intent on targeting such a vulner-
able population, but I find it uncon-
scionable.

This amendment would do serious
harm to our efforts to protect one of
the most vulnerable populations,
LGBTQ youth, who comprise up to 40
percent of the homeless youth popu-
lation and who are 120 percent more
likely to experience homelessness than
non-LGBTQ youth.

These young people are at an incred-
ibly high risk of abuse on the streets. A
study by True Colors United found that
among homeless transgender youth: 75
percent had been victims of physical,
emotional, or sexual abuse; 25 percent
had been victims of intimate partner
violence; and 20 percent had been vic-
tims of sexual exploitation or traf-
ficking.

In addition, LGBTQ youth are two to
three times more likely to commit sui-
cide. Transgender youth also have high
levels of HIV/AIDS, mental health
problems, and substance abuse dis-
orders.

When these young people arrive at a
shelter, they are not a safety risk to
others. They are desperate for help. We
should be doing everything that we can
to make sure these alternatives exist
to living on the streets, and then when
they ask for help, they are not turned
away.

Frankly, it is not that difficult to
help these people who need assistance
while respecting their identities.

More than 300 domestic violence and
sexual violence organizations have
signed a national consensus statement
agreeing that it is appropriate to serve
transgender women alongside other
women.

This amendment is not based on the
facts. In reality, transgender women
are particularly vulnerable to abuse in
housing systems themselves. One sur-
vey found that over one-half of
transgender respondents who stayed in
a shelter in the past year were verbally
harassed, physically attacked, and/or
were sexual assaulted because of their
gender identity. We should be doing
more to protect this population, not
less.

To ensure continued progress toward
ending youth homelessness, we cannot
roll back rules that ensure basic equal
access rights and protect transgender
youth from discrimination and vio-
lence when seeking shelter.

This amendment would lead to in-
creased numbers of unsheltered home-
less LGBTQ youth.

Mr. Chairman, I urge my colleagues
to vote ‘“‘no’’ on the amendment, and I
reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, it is
amazing we even have to debate this. It
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just shows that my friends on the oppo-
site side of the aisle support the per-
petrators of the crime rather than the
victims of the crime.

Forcing women and children to share
their private spaces with biological
men is wrong. It is dangerous in any
setting, but especially in a setting as
intimate and vulnerable as a homeless
shelter.

Mr. Chair, I yield such time as he
may consume to the gentleman from
Oklahoma (Mr. COLE).

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I thank my
friend for the amendment.

Mr. Chairman, I rise in support of the
fact that the safety of individuals who
sleep in single-gender shelters is of the
utmost importance. It doesn’t mean
provisions cannot be provided else-
where for other individuals, but in this
case, we need to ensure that people are
both comfortable in their surroundings
and are protected as they are coming
out of difficult situations.

The proposal also puts burdens on re-
ligious organizations who might feel
differently about gender identity than
the current administration.

Mr. Chairman, I urge a ‘‘yes’ vote on
this amendment.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chairman, I urge
adoption of the amendment, and I yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I stand
in strong opposition to this amend-
ment, and I yield back the balance of
my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 South Carolina
will be postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 67 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 67 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. OGLES), 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to purchase or
lease a vehicle for use by the Secretary of
Transportation.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Speaker, my
amendment prohibits funds from being
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used to purchase or lease a vehicle for
use by the Secretary of Transpor-
tation.

Two years ago, Secretary Buttigieg
was gifted with a taxpayer-funded Mus-
tang Mach-E for dedicated use. The re-
tail value of this electric SUV was val-
ued at more than $40,000 and proudly
assembled in Detroit, Michigan, USA,
the auto capital of the world.

No. I am just kidding.

The Ford Mustang Mach-E has since
been recalled for battery issues. Appar-
ently the battery cannot handle owners
flooring it. It was made in Mexico by
foreign workers.

Putting aside the Secretary’s own
tone-deaf decision to use taxpayers’
funds to purchase a not-made-in-Amer-
ica vehicle, Mr. Buttigieg’s noted pro-
clivity for the finer things in life ap-
parently extended to any mode of
transportation.

Mr. Chairman, I urge adoption of my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 68 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 68 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of the gentleman from Tennessee
(Mr. OGLES), 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used for air travel
by the Secretary of Transportation other
than in economy class on a commercial
flight.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.
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Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, if there is
one thing that my colleagues, Repub-
lican or Democrat, can agree on, it is
that government corruption under-
mines faith in our Republic, and none
more than this present administration.

It would, therefore, be astounding to
see or hear any Democrat attempt to
justify opposition to this simple
amendment that would prohibit funds
for air travel by the Secretary of
Transportation, or any other, in econ-
omy class on a commercial flight.

In February, we learned that the Of-
fice of Inspector General at the Depart-
ment of Transportation was opening an
audit into Secretary Buttigieg’s exten-
sive use of private jets. Despite the
Secretary’s own rhetoric on the need to
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combat global warming, in the first 2
years of the Biden administration, Mr.
Buttigieg took at least 18 flights using
taxpayer-funded private jets.

Make no mistake, there is no excuse
for Secretary Buttigieg to waste tax-
payers’ money on private planes when
commercial options were readily avail-
able to him.

Mr. Chair, I urge passage of my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 69 OFFERED BY MR. NORMAN

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 69 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, as the des-
ignee of Mr. OGLES, I have an amend-
ment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to finalize, im-
plement, or enforce the proposed rule of the
National Highway Traffic Safety Adminis-
tration titled ‘‘Corporate Average Fuel
Economy Standards for Passenger Cars and
Light Trucks for Model Years 2027-2032 and
Fuel Efficiency Standards for Heavy-Duty
Pickup Trucks and Vans for Model Years
2030-2035"", and issued on August 17, 2023 (88
Fed. Reg. 56128).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from South Carolina (Mr. NORMAN) and
a Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from South Carolina.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, access to
affordable, reliable cars and trucks is
critical to every facet of American life.

Instead of ensuring that Americans
have access, the Biden administration
has included a multifront fight against
the internal combustion engine as a
centerpiece of its war on American
consumers.

On this front, it is the new corporate
average fuel economy standards,
known as CAFE, for 2027 to 2032, which
ratchet fuel economy standards to re-
quire automakers to meet a fleet aver-
age of 58 miles per gallon.

You might as well put a top on a
riding mower. Good luck with trying to
get that kind of mileage.

Based on EPA’s list of most efficient
vehicles, no vehicle for model year
2023, even including the small hybrids,
reaches 58 miles per gallon. A bicycle
would probably be over 58 miles per
gallon. There is no path to reaching a
fleet average, which would include
larger vehicles, that high in less than
10 years.

These standards will fail to increase
actual vehicle efficiency because auto-
makers already know that the goal is
unachievable, and they won’t waste
their time trying to comply.
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Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, NHTSA has
issued a proposal to update fuel econ-
omy standards for passenger cars and
light trucks, and that proposal is going
through a public comment review pe-
riod. Why would we stop that?

Fuel economy standards aren’t new.
These standards spur the auto industry
to innovate in improving fuel economy
to the benefit of consumers and the en-
vironment.

The administration’s July proposal
increases these standards to advance
energy security, reduce carbon emis-
sions, and save families money at the
pump.

The rule is going through the rule-
making process, and constituents and
concerned parties can and should weigh
in, but let’s be clear about what im-
proving fuel economy standards can do.
This rule would save consumers more
than $50 billion on fuel over vehicles’
lifetimes. It would reduce our depend-
ence on oil, saving more than 88 billion
gallons of gasoline through 2050. It
would prevent more than 900 million
tons of CO, emissions, the equivalent of
taking more than 233 million vehicles
off the road from 2022 through 2050.

By increasing fuel economy stand-
ards, we would be decreasing costs for
Americans at the pump, which is some-
thing my colleagues claim to be so con-
cerned about, but how dare such an im-
provement come with positive benefits
like carbon emission reductions.

I support the administration’s pro-
posal to go through the rulemaking
process to improve fuel economy stand-
ards to reduce costs for drivers, pro-
mote American energy independence,
and reduce carbon emissions.

Mr. Chair, I strongly oppose this
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. NORMAN. Mr. Chair, this is
more than just words. This is going to
force American taxpayers to pay fines
for falling short, which will increase
the price of any new car with an inter-
nal combustion engine by thousands of
dollars.

Biden has made it clear all along
that his goal isn’t to improve gas-pow-
ered cars but to eliminate them in
favor of electric vehicles. If you talk to
any car dealer, no one is buying them.
Unless they had subsidies, they
wouldn’t be selling.

For many drivers, EVs simply aren’t
a viable option. They may not have a
garage and may rely on street parking.
They may live in an area where the
electric infrastructure can’t support
the fast charging of an EV. They may
drive long distances where, when you
run out of electricity, good luck.

Mr. Chair, I urge the adoption of my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.
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The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from South Carolina (Mr. NOR-
MAN).

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 70 OFFERED BY MR. PERRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 70 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used for transit-oriented
development.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment prohibits the use of any funds in
this act for so-called transit-oriented
development.

Contrary to the claims of proponents
of such communities, they do not in-
crease ridership on transit lines. Rath-
er, they just ensure taxpayers subsidize
development that would likely happen
anyway.

Moreover, like transit investment
generally, they do not create economic
growth. Instead, these communities
just subsidize the growth that would
likely have occurred naturally.

This is a giveaway to developers in
large urban areas, as most areas do not
have the population density to support
these communities. It does not address
the more fundamental issue plaguing
our Nation’s transit systems than driv-
ing down ridership, which is the prob-
lem. Doing so will only result in wast-
ed Federal resources that would be bet-
ter directed toward core highway and
bridge projects.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, I claim the
time in opposition to the amendment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, this
amendment, which would very broadly
prohibit funding for transit-oriented
development, ‘‘so-called” because that
is what it is called, is yet another ex-
ample of vague and sweeping over-
reach.

Communities in all of our districts
rely on flexible HUD and DOT funding
to close the gap on critical housing,
transportation, and community infra-
structure projects. Yet, this amend-
ment would limit a recipient’s ability
to locally pursue different projects to
determine where and how the commu-
nity wants to invest.

Cities, towns, and suburban areas
may pursue transit-oriented develop-
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ment, which is simply an approach to
urban development that aligns hous-
ing, commercial, and transit develop-
ment for a variety of reasons unique to
that community.

If a community wants to pair hous-
ing and transit development to save
costs, reduce traffic congestion, in-
crease access to essential goods and
services, attract businesses, or connect
Americans to good jobs, the Federal
Government should not prohibit them
from doing so.

Mr. Chairman, I find this place amus-
ing in that we are for States’ rights
until we are not. We are Federalists
until we are not. Apparently, it just de-
pends on where you stand on an issue
rather than whether they really believe
in local jurisdictions having control
over their own destinies.

No program in the underlying bill re-
quires that funds be used for transit-
oriented development, and there is no
reason to adopt a restriction that pre-
vents the use of funds for one par-
ticular approach to urban development.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
vote “‘no’’ on this amendment, and I re-
serve the balance of my time.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chair, the gen-
tleman says that Federalism is good
sometimes but not other times, and
States’ rights are important sometimes
but not other times.

Let me be clear: We are not talking
about the transit lines themselves.
This is transit-oriented development.

Let me break it down for everybody
here. There is a transit line running
somewhere. There is not a lot of rider-
ship on it, so we have to boost the rid-
ership. What that means is that we are
going to subsidize some developer to
build housing or whatever other devel-
opment adjacent to the line to hope
that those people will then get on that
transit line. That is what is happening
here.

You know what happens next. We
subsidize the development. Then, the
people who get into that development
take their cars to wherever they are
going and don’t ride on the transit line.

If you have to have transit lines, God
bless you. That is awesome. If you
want to ride them, God bless you. That
is awesome. There is no reason whatso-
ever that this is a Federal requirement
or a Federal nexus at all to build devel-
opments next to transit lines.

If States and localities want to do
that, if they want to subsidize them,
God bless them, too. They should do
that, but people in Pennsylvania
shouldn’t be supporting transit-related
development in California any more
than people in California should be sup-
porting it in Illinois. That is no Fed-
eral nexus.

If Illinois wants to do it, they should.
If Pennsylvania wants to do it, they
should. We shouldn’t require every tax-
payer in the country to pay for transit-
oriented development to boost rider-
ship on the lines that don’t have any so
that we can justify the lines and then
build more lines without any ridership.
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Mr. Chair, I reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, let us
go back to the reality of the situation.
I live in a transit-oriented develop-
ment. I can walk 15 seconds outside my
front door, get on the Red Line, and go
downtown in Chicago, and I do. Many
people do.

There is a reason we encourage tran-
sit-oriented development. It actually
gets more people to ride transit, which
is a good thing because they are not
burning gasoline, not creating more
climate change. It is better for the
economy. It gets people to their jobs
quicker and safer. If they want to do
this, and it is an option and works the
way that it actually does from personal
experience, great.

What I said about people being for
States’ rights and not being for States’
rights when it is inconvenient, I am
implying that this amendment does
just the opposite of what my father’s
Republican Party used to say, which is
we are not going to dictate to local
governments how they should function,
how they should operate. This is a page
out of the opposite book, and it is a
horrible idea.

Mr. Chair, I encourage my colleagues
to oppose it, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chair, this is an
awesome idea. I am glad that the gen-
tleman can walk 15 seconds outside his
door and get on the train and, as he
says, more quickly and safely get to
his destination. That is great. That is
good for him.

If my colleague wants to pay for
that, he should. If Illinois wants to pay
for that, they should. I shouldn’t have
to pay for it.

By the way, while my colleague is
talking about quicker and safer, of
course, there are no metrics to support
any of that.

I have no interest in riding mass
transit. My daughters get on the bus
every morning, and I remind them, as
they are standing up there at the bus
stop in the freezing cold waiting for the
bus, that I hope they enjoy their mass
transit. I hope they enjoy their public
transportation because it is inefficient.
It is not getting them there more
quickly.

Riding in America’s cities on mass
transit, my colleague said it is safer. It
seems like crime is on the rise in every
single city. It is not ‘‘seeming s0,” it is
so. It is not safe. It is not safe here in
the Nation’s Capital to ride on transit.
It is not quicker. It is not safer. I am
providing the same metrics to prove
my point that you provided to prove
yours, which are none.

O 1930

Mr. Chair, this is about federalism.
This is about subsidies and boondoggles
and things that we can’t afford while
we are $33 trillion in debt.

If somebody wants to build, if some
developer wants to build next to the
transit line because they think it will
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help them sell their properties in their
development more quickly, they should
do that. Taxpayers shouldn’t be in-
volved.

Mr. Chair, I urge adoption of my
amendment, and I yield back the bal-
ance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 71 OFFERED BY MR. PERRY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 71 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds made avail-
able by this Act may be used to finalize, im-
plement, or enforce the notice of proposed
rulemaking of the National Highway Traffic
Safety Administration titled ‘‘Heavy Vehicle
Automatic Emergency Braking’’ and issued
on July 6, 2023 (88 Fed. Reg. 43174).

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. PERRY) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chair, this amend-
ment prohibits the use of funds to fi-
nalize, implement, or enforce the Na-
tional Highway Traffic Safety Admin-
istration’s rule mandating automatic
emergency braking systems on new
commercial vehicles.

Isn’t that wonderful, another man-
date? Making the world better, making
America better, making us more free,
making everything more affordable,
except it is not.

The IIJA, the Infrastructure Invest-
ment and Jobs Act, required the De-
partment of Transportation to issue a
mandate for heavy-duty trucks to be
equipped with automatic emergency
braking systems. It also required the
DOT to consult with the commercial
vehicle user community and address
any existing deficiencies with auto-
matic emergency braking systems be-
fore issuing its mandate.

The issue is that DOT has failed to
meet both requirements, or any re-
quirement.

There are real and legitimate con-
cerns about false activations of the
systems that remain unaddressed and
must be dealt with before proceeding
with any requirement.

Moreover, an integrated safety sys-
tem with an automatic emergency
braking system can add up to $5,000 to
the cost of a single truck. Oh, but it is
always worth it. It is always worth it.
We are going to be more safe if we have
this stuff.

Meanwhile, we can’t get anybody to
drive a truck anymore. That is why we
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are looking at automated trucks with-
out drivers in them because we have
depleted the truck driving industry. We
have driven everybody out because
they can’t afford to get in or stay in.

With fleets operating on exceedingly
tight margins, this mandated cost in-
crease presents a barrier to entry for
new market participants. It will also
likely result in extending the life of
current vehicles, causing these opera-
tors to miss out on the safety improve-
ments of newer trucks that they won’t
buy.

I know it is counterintuitive, but
when these rules are made, they never
think about the additional cost that
the truck owner or the person that
wishes to buy a truck or replace a
truck is going to have to incur. They
just assume, well, they will just spend
the extra $5,000.

This is not where it ends. This is just
one system. There are multiple sys-
tems on these new trucks and all new
equipment. They just keep adding and
adding.

Well, I don’t understand why the cost
of everything goes up. I can’t figure it
out. If you are on the left you can
never figure those things out. It is be-
cause of you and the things that you
do. That is why.

Moreover, this will likely result in an
older truck fleet in the U.S., which is
actually probably more dangerous be-
cause people are not going to replace
trucks because they don’t have the
extra $5,000. I know you think all truck
drivers are made of money, but they
are not.

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

The Acting CHAIR. Members are re-
minded to direct their remarks to the
Chair.

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, according
to data from NHTSA’s Fatality Anal-
ysis Reporting System and Crash Re-
port Sampling System, heavy vehicles
are involved in about 77,000 crashes a
year, resulting in over 500 fatalities
and almost 34,000 injuries.

NHTSA estimates that the proposed
rule would prevent over 16,000 crashes a
yvear, saving over 100 lives and reducing
over 8,000 nonfatal injuries annually
once all vehicles covered under this
rule are equipped with AEB.

The rule is going through the rule-
making process, and constituents and
concerned parties can and should weigh
in, but we shouldn’t stop the process
altogether. I support the administra-
tion’s proposal to go through the rule-
making process and appreciate that
NHTSA is looking into ways of making
our roads safer.

Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, my good
friend from Illinois says that we ought
to just go through the rulemaking
process.
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However, as I told you, there are real
and legitimate concerns that have not
been addressed, and that is why you go
through the rulemaking process. It is
not just a perfunctory, well, we asked
for your input, and we got it. Now we
are just going to disregard it and do
what we want to anyhow, which is ex-
actly what the National Highway Traf-
fic Safety Administration is doing,
which is why we cannot fund this.

It is our government. The govern-
ment serves us. It is not the other way
around. It is just another example
where we act like we are Oliver Twist
begging for more gruel. The gruel is
ours, Mr. Chairman, and we should not
have to beg for it as the citizens of this
country. This government belongs to
us, not the other way around.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, the
Keynesian economics, I guess, aside,
the gruel belongs wherever the gruel
belongs, but public safety belongs to
everyone else. It is not just the truck-
ing industry, it is the people who are
involved in those injuries, as well. We
need to be concerned about them.

The rulemaking process has existed
under every American President during
our lifetime. It is part of the demo-
cratic process. It should be respected.
If people want to participate, fine, that
is the way it should operate.

Mr. Chair, for all those reasons, I op-
pose this amendment, and I yield back
the balance of my time.

Mr. PERRY. Mr. Chairman, my col-
league says that we should respect the
rulemaking process. Maybe some of my
colleagues here in Washington don’t
understand, don’t recognize, won’t ac-
knowledge that this government has
gotten too big, and the rulemaking
process is really meant to shut out
voices across America.

It is we here in Congress who should
be making these rules, not unelected
bureaucrats who have no account-
ability to the people that they impose
these rules upon. It is we who should be
doing this.

By the way, there were some folks
who came in, they said, We oppose your
amendment. We want this emergency
braking system on trucks.

I said, Well, how about on your
trucks?

Oh, no, no, we don’t want it on our
trucks. We want it on their trucks. We
want it on someone else’s trucks.

Everybody wants someone else to pay
the freight until it comes to their door-
step, then they are not interested.

Mr. Chairman, this government is
too big. This is an example of it. I urge
adoption of this amendment, and I
yield back the balance of my time.

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

The amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 72 OFFERED BY MR. ROY

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 72 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.
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Mr. ROY. Mr. Chair,
amendment at the desk.

The Acting CHAIR. The Clerk will
designate the amendment.

The text of the amendment is as fol-
lows:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. . None of the funds appropriated
by this Act may be used to implement any of
the following executive orders:

(1) Executive Order 13990, relating to Pro-
tecting Public Health and the Environment
and Restoring Science To Tackle the Cli-
mate Crisis.

(2) Executive Order 14008, relating to Tack-
ling the Climate Crisis at Home and Abroad.

(3) Section 6 of Executive Order 14013, re-
lating to Rebuilding and Enhancing Pro-
grams To Resettle Refugees and Planning for
the Impact of Climate Change on Migration.

(4) Executive Order 14030, relating to Cli-
mate-Related Financial Risk.

(5) Executive Order 14057, relating to Cata-
lyzing Clean Energy Industries and Jobs
Through Federal Sustainability.

(6) Executive Order 14082, relating to Im-
plementation of the Energy and Infrastruc-
ture Provisions of the Inflation Reduction
Act of 2022.

(7) Executive Order 14096, relating to Revi-
talizing Our Nation’s Commitment to Envi-
ronmental Justice for All.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. RoYy) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chair, I appreciate my
friend from Pennsylvania offering the
amendments that he has offered. I am
offering here an amendment that I
have offered to other appropriations
bills affecting other agencies that
would prohibit any of the funding in
this bill, the Transportation, Housing
and Urban Development bill, from
being used to carry out President
Biden’s executive orders on climate
change.

We have had success in moving this
amendment on previous appropriations
bills because, frankly, it is fairly obvi-
ous to most people in the Chamber,
certainly to most Americans, that
these executive orders are out of step
and out of touch with where the Amer-
ican people are. They are pushing a
radical agenda that is completely de-
void of recognition of what is hap-
pening in every American’s life right
now, that they can’t afford to buy even
the home they live in, much less the
fuel they need for their cars, buy the
car that they need, be able to afford to
pursue any of the initiatives put for-
ward in terms of solar panels and other
things because we are driving up the
price of energy, making it impossible
for people to live their lives because we
are pursuing a radical agenda.

By the way, it is making us com-
pletely dependent on China at a time
when we should be decoupling from
China. It is at a time that is making it
where we are not holding Iran account-
able, and we are actually enriching
Iran right now with our energy poli-
cies.

We are not sanctioning Iran. We are
allowing them to sell oil to China. We

I have an
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are advancing this agenda because my
colleagues on the other side of the aisle
want to put out this notion of climate
change as being more important than
the inflation that is wrecking the
American family. I have had Members
on the other side of the aisle testify to
this in the Rules Committee. They lit-
erally have said that.

They are prioritizing this agenda
over the American family today who
cannot afford an automobile, cannot
afford the gasoline to put in the auto-
mobile, cannot afford the energy prices
in their homes, electricity, and can’t
even afford the houses because of what
this administration has done with their
policies to drive up the price of energy
with a radical agenda.

In this case, Secretary Buttigieg is
on a mission to overhaul the transpor-
tation sector saying, ‘‘Transportation
ought to be responsible for the biggest
share of the solution.” DOT has estab-
lished a Climate Change Center with
the goal of decarbonizing the transpor-
tation sector by 2050.

In July of 2022, the Secretary said,
“The more pain we are all experiencing
from the high price of gas, the more
benefit there is for those who can ac-
cess electric vehicles.” Right there is
the agenda of my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle. Right there is
the agenda of the Biden administra-
tion. They want the American people
to feel pain. Those are the words of the
Secretary of Transportation.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, no one
remembers who Edward Everett is. He
spoke for a couple hours at Gettysburg.
That speaks for itself.

There really doesn’t need to be much
in response to those who deny that cli-
mate is an existential threat, so I will
just say two lines.

According to the data collected by
NASA, the past 9 years have been the
warmest years since modern record-
keeping began in 1880. The 10 warmest
yvears on record in world history have
all occurred since 2010 in recorded tem-
peratures.

We have to address that reality, and
the fact is, our transportation infra-
structure is responsible for more green-
house gas emissions than any other
sector of our economy. It needs to do
the most to reduce that threat, as well.

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

Mr. ROY. Mr. Chairman, the problem
is that if you listen to our Secretary,
we saw that in 2 months after he made
those comments, California asked EV
owners to stop charging amid a heat
wave.

Secretary Granholm literally pushed
aside a pregnant woman and her family
from the ability to charge at a charg-
ing station in order to do a photo op.
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That is what we are doing. This is all
about projecting an image. It is not
about the real-life impact on American
families. That is the truth. For exam-
ple here, one of the Secretary’s ap-
pointees to DOT’s Advisory Committee
on Transportation Equity—don’t get
me started on that—has said: ‘“‘All cars
are bad.” All cars are bad.

This is about undermining the Amer-
ican way of life, and the fact of the
matter is, if you eliminate the internal
combustion engine—by the way, the in-
ternal combustion engine that is sit-
ting in President Biden’s 1967 Cor-
vette—which I believe is a 327; I don’t
think he has the 427—doesn’t get ex-
actly a great deal of really good gas
mileage and, in fact, is spewing out a
whole lot more carbon than the aver-
age American’s vehicle. By the way, I
am totally fine with that because it is
a great car, a great example of Amer-
ican awesomeness, to be clear.

The fact is when you have got an ap-
pointee of the Committee on Transpor-
tation Equity saying, ‘“All cars are
bad,” that tells you exactly what the
situation is.

If you eliminate the internal combus-
tion engine, that will do nothing when
you know that China has 1,100 coal-
fired plants. We have about 250, and
China is building a couple coal-fired
plants a week, and we think that we
are going to impact CO, production
around the world?

How about we develop nuclear power?
How about we let the American people
live their lives? How about we let the
American people not have their lives
get crushed with radical policies?

That is why this amendment should
be adopted.

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

O 1945

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, we
were quoting Dickens before. There is a
line in Shakespeare. I will let some-
body else fill in the rest of the lines.
“It is a tale . . . full of sound and fury,
signifying nothing.”

We are the first generation to feel
the effects of climate change. We are
the last generation that can do any-
thing about it.

Mr. Chairman, I oppose this amend-
ment and encourage my colleagues to
do the same, and 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 amendment was agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 73 OFFERED BY MR. SANTOS

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 73 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. SANTOS. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:
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SEC. . The salary of Polly
Trottenberg, Deputy Secretary of Transpor-
tation, shall be reduced to $1.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from New York (Mr. SANTOS) and a
Member opposed each will control 5
minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SANTOS. Mr. Chair, flight pat-
terns have become a silent threat to
the health and well-being of Ameri-
cans. One might ask: What does that
have to do with this amendment?

Well, citizens of New York’s metro-
politan area and the continental
United States are ceaselessly burdened
by aircraft noise and pollution.

Residents in NY-3 have been begging
elected officials like me to support
mitigation efforts to give citizens
plagued by ceaseless, noisy, and pol-
luted skies a reprieve.

Taking aim at Deputy Secretary of
Transportation Polly Trottenberg is
not a punishment but rather a wake-up
call holding her accountable for her in-
action.

By reducing her salary to $1, we send
a strong message that the well-being of
Americans should be the top priority,
not the convenience of a select few.

Mr. Chair, the fight against harmful
flight patterns doesn’t end with Polly
Trottenberg. We must also demand
transparency, accountability, and a
comprehensive review of flight pat-
terns across the country.

It is time to put the health of our
communities first and ensure that
every decision made in the aviation in-
dustry reflects our values.

Let’s work together in this body of
Republicans and Democrats alike to
make a real difference in our commu-
nities.

For years, NY-3’s constituents and
communities just like it have asked for
help, and now I will put it in the
RECORD and let it be known that a
“no’’ vote is a vote against account-
ability for the people who allow mil-
lions of Americans to suffer under the
arbitrary rules of the Department of
Transportation, FAA, and air traffic
control, to name a few agencies.

I urge adoption of my amendment to
set a new tone and to have account-
ability for the people suffering from a
lack of leadership on this segmented
issue of our decaying transportation
infrastructure under this administra-
tion.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, just
for reference, the last statement
made—this is the first administration
in my lifetime that has passed a com-
prehensive infrastructure bill of this
magnitude.

To suggest that it is going the oppo-
site direction while supporting a bill
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that guts much of that effort belies
comprehension.

I sometimes wonder what people will
think in the future when they ask us,
dad or granddad, what did you do in
Congress?

The best you can say is I cut a dedi-
cated public servant’s salary to a dol-
lar because I disagreed with them.

Ms. Trottenberg has an extensive, 25-
year-plus public sector career in all
levels of government, including step-
ping up to serve as acting adminis-
trator for the FAA to help ensure this
country and our global partners could
continue to rely on the safety of our
national airspace system.

We again should not be penalizing
public servants who are representing
the administration they serve based on
policy disagreements. I can’t imagine
our Founding Fathers thinking this
would be a good idea, but it is, I guess,
the new normal.

It is no reason to support this amend-
ment. I encourage my colleagues to op-
pose it, and I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr. SANTOS. Mr. Chair, my col-
league from across the aisle, he speaks
with honesty, and I believe so, but I
will say this: To call a public servant a
bureaucrat, I think that is disingen-
uous, and the American people are sick
and tired of us considering people who
fail at their jobs continuously to con-
tinue to keep their jobs.

I think it is cutting back bad govern-
ment, I think it is holding government
accountable, and I think it is holding
people who are inept accountable.

Ms. Trottenberg’s time as FAA ad-
ministrator was abysmal with very lit-
tle accountability, with very little
done. I stand strong that we should
adopt my amendment.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chair, it is clear-
ly our responsibility to hold people ac-
countable. There are a number of ways
to do that: call them to testify, ques-
tion them all day long, say whatever
you want in public within reason. It is
quite another thing to make it so they
can’t do the job because you are only
paying them a dollar a year. It is out-
side the realm, the barriers here, of
what we are supposed to be about.

At some point, we went outside the
norms. I have come to believe that
norms are almost as important as the
Constitution. You don’t treat people
this way.

They couldn’t imagine that we would
do this to each other. They had that
foundation that is so critical, and the
law is almost as critical.

I am starting to believe that the way
we treat each other is the most impor-
tant norm. If we can’t act with a base-
line sense of decency and respect that
nobody’s going to work for a dollar a
year, respectfully, you are just mes-
saging and insulting other people and
disrespecting the dignity of this House.

We can and we must do better.

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

H5529

The Acting CHAIR. The question is
on the amendment offered by the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. SANTOS).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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 New York will be
postponed.

AMENDMENT NO. 74 OFFERED BY MR. SELF

The Acting CHAIR. It is now in order
to consider amendment No. 74 printed
in part B of House Report 118-261.

Mr. SELF. Mr. 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:

At the end of the bill (before the short
title), insert the following:

SEC. 435. None of the funds made available
by this Act may be used to implement, ad-
minister, or enforce the Equity Action Plan
of the Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment established pursuant to Executive
Order 13985 entitled ‘‘Advancing Racial Eq-
uity and Support for Underserved Commu-
nities Through the Federal Government’’.

The Acting CHAIR. Pursuant to
House Resolution 838, the gentleman
from Texas (Mr. SELF) and a Member
opposed each will control 5 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Texas.

Mr. SELF. Mr. Chairman, I rise in
support of my amendment, which
would prohibit funds from going to-
ward implementing, administering, or
enforcing the equity action plan of the
Department of Housing and Urban De-
velopment.

This plan clearly violates the Federal
civil rights law that has been in place
since the 1960s. The intent of the Fair
Housing Act is clear: to prevent ‘‘dis-
crimination in the sale, rental, and fi-
nancing of dwellings based on race,
color, national origin, religion, sex, fa-
milial status, and disability.”

In other words, individuals with the
financial means to rent or purchase a
home cannot be discriminated against.

Unfortunately, the executive order
signed by President Biden, and the eq-
uity action plan laid out by the De-
partment of Housing and Urban Devel-
opment stretches the definition of ‘‘fair
housing” far beyond the original intent
of Congress.

This administration has twisted the
definition of the word ‘‘equity’” to
mean the exact opposite of fair and im-
partial treatment under the law.

Equity is the administration’s way of
manipulating the rule of law to offer
preferential treatment to various con-
stituency groups.

Rather than addressing the merits of
those in need, the administration is
conjuring up groups of individuals who
have been assigned a predetermined
victimhood status.

Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance
of my time.
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Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, I claim
the time in opposition.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, again,
it has to be pointed that there is a
level of being completely ridiculous
that two straight White men are debat-
ing all the issues of equality and equity
as if we have faced them all our lives.
We can’t be the judge or the jury in
this country on who should be served
by the Federal Government.

While we are probably not the best
people to speak on the issue, let’s try
to make clear what I think my col-
leagues are really saying. What they
are really saying is they don’t like di-
versity, and they absolutely don’t like
inclusion. They don’t want to address
discrimination against people of color,
LGBTQ people, people with disabilities.

They don’t want to build a Nation
that supports people at the greatest
risk of homelessness. Not caring allows
them to ignore this insurmountable
problem, but it doesn’t make it less
real.

It is not radical to want to build a
country that is welcoming to all people
from different backgrounds, but they
do want you to believe that our coun-
try has reckoned with its history of
discrimination.

They want you to believe that these
issues are things in the distant past.
They are wrong. They are attempting
to legislate away those who 1look,
think, or feel differently. That is not
American. That is authoritarianism.

Mr. Chair, I oppose this amendment,
and I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SELF. Mr. Chairman, I yield 1
minute to the gentleman from Mon-
tana (Mr. ROSENDALE).

Mr. ROSENDALE. Mr. Chair, I rise
today to express my deep concern
about the Biden administration’s eq-
uity action plan at the Department of
Housing and Urban Development.

We must ensure that American tax
dollars allocated to HUD are spent
based on financial need and readiness,
not the Democrats’ divisive social jus-
tice agenda.

These equity action plans direct the
department to give special attention to
individuals based on their race or if
they identify as transgender or gender
nonconforming. These criteria have no
place in providing affordable housing
and ending homelessness.

Helping Americans out of homeless-
ness or helping them to buy their first
home should be based on only prepared-
ness and creditworthiness.

Anything else does them a disservice
in the long run, as evidenced by the
housing collapse of 2008, which was the
result of unscrupulous promotion of
subprime loans.

It is a fundamental tenet of our Re-
public that we treat all Americans
equally, regardless of their race or
creed. If any American is struggling,
they should have equal access to assist-
ance.
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The Acting CHAIR. The time of the
gentleman has expired.

Mr. SELF. Mr. Speaker, I yield an
additional 30 seconds to the gentleman
from Montana.

Mr. ROSENDALE. The Department
of Housing and Urban Development
should support those who are in need
and ready to receive or help—no need
for equity action plans.

Mr. Chair, I urge my colleagues to
support Congressman SELF’s amend-
ment.

Mr. SELF. Mr. Chair, when consid-
ering the mission of this equity action
plan, it becomes clear that instead of
rewarding people based on their merits,
the government is attempting to pick
winners and losers.

This policy would negatively impact
Americans by creating the potential of
another housing crisis, as my good
friend mentioned, and exacerbating ex-
isting problems embedded in our econ-
omy.

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. Chairman, again,
in a moment of self-awareness, we are
a bunch of straight White guys talking
about social justice.

When did a social justice agenda be-
come a bad thing? Again, who am I to
say, but weren’t the leaders of the civil
rights movement leading a social jus-
tice agenda?

Does anyone imagine that that no-
tion that we read about, as you go
down to the archives, toward a more
perfect union, does anyone think that
we have met that and that housing and
transportation have to be fundamental
toward the ends of that agenda that we
talked about?

In the end, wasn’t Lincoln saying
that 87 years ago—every once in a
while, we have to ask ourselves did we
really mean it when we said that we
were all created equal?

We have to ask ourselves that today.
We still have a long way to go, and it
runs through all our systems, including
our transportation and our housing
systems. It is not a bad word.

Someone needs to stand up to you
when you do this. It is wrong. This
amendment is wrong. This bill is hor-
rible because of these things.

I oppose it, and I encourage my col-
leagues to do the same.

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

0 2000

Mr. SELF. Mr. Chairman, let me be
very clear. We are discussing an execu-
tive order here.

Mr. Chair, if this is so important,
bring a bill to the floor of the House.
Do not give us an executive order. It is
clear that this executive action plan
will be rejected by the courts because
it is in violation of the 14th Amend-
ment.

This administration is clearly at-
tempting to hide under layers of bu-
reaucratic red tape and, in the process,
grow the administrative state and
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erode the power that voters have in-
vested in this body. This action plan is,
in fact, so radical that it won the en-
dorsement of Marxists, who openly pro-
claim: ‘“Keep dismantling the orga-
nizing principle of this society.”

We should not fund this initiative. It
is time for Congress to do its job by di-
recting taxpayer dollars to priorities
that affect all of our constituents.

Mr. Chair, I urge the passage of my
amendment, and 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. SELF).

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

Mr. QUIGLEY. Mr. 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.

Mr. COLE. Mr. Chairman, I move
that the Committee do now rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly, the Committee rose;
and the Speaker pro tempore (Mr.
SELF) having assumed the chair, Mr.
SMUCKER, Acting Chair of the Com-
mittee of the Whole House on the state
of the Union, reported that that Com-
mittee, having had under consideration
the bill (H.R. 4820) making appropria-
tions for the Departments of Transpor-
tation, and Housing and Urban Devel-
opment, and related agencies for the
fiscal year ending September 30, 2024,
and for other purposes, had come to no
resolution thereon.

———

APPOINTMENT OF INDIVIDUAL TO
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE
AMERICAN FOLKLIFE CENTER IN
THE LIBRARY OF CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to 20 TU.S.C.
2103(b), and the order of the House of
January 9, 2023, of the following indi-
vidual to the Board of Trustees of the
American Folklife Center in the Li-
brary of Congress on the part of the
House for a term of 6 years:

Ms. Amy Kitchener, Fresno,
fornia

Cali-

———

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
BOARD OF VISITORS TO THE
UNITED STATES MILITARY
ACADEMY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair announces the Speaker’s ap-
pointment, pursuant to 10 TU.S.C.
7455(a), and the order of the House of
January 9, 2023, of the following Mem-
ber on the part of the House to the
Board of Visitors to the United States
Military Academy:

Mr. BisHOP, Georgia
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